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I.

Introduction and Background:

This document is Vincennes University’s third Progress Report submitted in response to the
request for such found in the March 4, 2011, Higher Learning Commission Reaffirmation of Accreditation
Recommendation for Vincennes University. The Reaffirmation Recommendation included the
expectation that VU declare a new Action Project entitled “Implementation of Assessment Plans” and file
a Progress Report to describe the progress on the project. This Progress Report focuses on the work
done to implement the strategic plan in the last four years, and the narrative of these assessments is
intended to offer evidence of VU’s progress on implementing its full assessment strategic plan. It begins
with a description of progress made on the Assessment Strategic Plan goals, including a contrast of VU’s
2012 and 2015 Strategic Plan progress report scores and contrasting progress descriptions used to justify
the scores. Academic Major Program Assessment, which is clearly the special concern of the
Reaffirmation Recommendation, is next. This section includes an account of all programs reporting data,
program outcomes assessed, success expectations, the numbers of students who met the success
standards established by the program faculty, and the improvement plans developed by the faculty
responsible for these programs. The section on general education presents assessment results on
student success with Critical Thinking, which is now a required element of all University Core Curriculum
courses, and results from Basic Skills assessment pilots. Information about other general education
assessment projects is included. The Report next describes progress made on Co-Curricular Assessment,
including progress reports on all programs submitting data, and like Academic Major Program
assessment, it includes standards, results, and improvement plans. The report next identifies other
types of institutional assessments that VU has continued or developed since the last report submitted in
2013. Finally, this document includes an appendix of supporting documents.
As noted in previous Progress Reports, Vincennes University’s 2010 Quality Checkup Visit Report
highlights the fact that VU leadership and faculty recognize the need to be data-driven and understand
the important role that assessment plays in decision making and improving instruction and other
institutional processes. Nonetheless, “the Team found no direct evidence of results of evaluating student
learning and teaching effectiveness” (QC, p. 4). The Assessment Action Project goal statement includes
the admission that VU is aware of its assessment history: “VU has a history of episodic assessment driven
more by individuals and individual departments than a true institutional assessment and improvement
system.” Part of VU’s pre-2011, spotty history of assessment was the result of changes in personnel
responsible for oversight of assessment and the difficulty in hiring someone to take on the role of Interim
Director of Institutional Effectiveness (as situation that has been corrected since March 2011). For
whatever reasons VU might have had for being behind in its commitment to assessment and
improvement processes, the reality is VU had to improve in order to address the justified criticism noted
in the Reaffirmation Recommendation: “at the time of this reaffirmation review the institution has yet to
develop and report specific data resulting from their assessment activities” (RR, p. 9).
During the Spring 2010 semester, shortly after the Quality Checkup Visit Team departed the
campus, VU was finalizing its new Strategic Plan. Given the team’s clearly expressed concern for VU’s
need to take significant action on assessment, VU identified assessment as Goal 1 of its plan. A
committee was formed to develop the plan, and the members began their extensive research of
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assessment writings and completed the plan by May 2010. The plan was reviewed by three external
reviewers, Steve Bowen (Emory College, and then Association for General and Liberal Studies President),
Rob Mauldin (Central Arkansas, Past President of AGLS), and John Nichols (St. Joseph’s College, AGLS Past
President and author of AGLS and AACU documents on assessment). The strategic plan was included in
the special Report on Assessment of Student Learning, and the Reaffirmation Recommendation notes
that the activities described in the report “are on target and, if successful, will position the institution to
be a model for other colleges seeking to build an effective program of assessment” (RR, p. 13).
The HLC response to VU’s first Progress Report stated: “Vincennes University submitted an
excellent progress report that provided strong evidence of the University’s significant achievements in all
the issues noted. A possible exception to this statement was the assessment program for General
Education…” (Staff Analysis, 2012, p. 1). The Staff comment again noted the “exemplary progress”
described in the first Report, but noted the “major remaining aspect of a full-blown assessment program
at the University concerns general education. Therefore, the next year’s report on the implementation of
the assessment plan will focus only on general education assessment” (Staff Analysis, 2012, p. 4).
In 2013, VU submitted its Report on general education. That Report noted several challenges VU
had to address before it could implement a general education assessment plan that would produce
results in time for the report. First, VU had to work through a Provost change, and while it was working
through that change, the institution had to deal with two significantly impactful Indiana state laws. The
first mandated a reduction of program hours. VU had to spend a great deal of time and energy focused
on reducing program length to 60 hours for AS degrees and 120 for BS degrees. The second mandate
was that all state institutions implement a state-wide general education core with forty-one outcomes.
VU could have simplified the second mandate and declared the outcomes as their own and begun to
produce assessment plans, but VU had been working for several years on its own general and liberal
education outcomes (see below in “General Education Assessment Progress”). VU elected to map its
new outcomes to the State’s outcomes and use embedded assessment activities in the University Core
Curriculum Courses to assess both VU’s outcomes (such as Critical Thinking) while addressing the State’s
outcomes. VU developed university rubrics for its new liberal education skills, offered professional
development on its new approach, and created the Liberal Education Committee and charged it with
responsibility of vetting UCC course assignments. At the time of the second Progress Report, VU had not
begun to collect data for critical thinking. The Staff comment noted that VU had “accomplished a great
deal in the past year to address the need to effectively assess its general education/liberal education
programs” (Staff Analysis, 2013, p.4). The comment continued noting that VU had done a good job of
balancing multiple demands and added, “The University is commended for its success in addressing and
accomplishing such a wide-ranging and heavy assessment agenda” (Staff Analysis, 2013, p.4). VU was
given two years to effectively implement all its plans and collect data and plan improvements. “Given the
strong history of the development of the assessment program at the University, it is anticipated that the
next report on the full implementation and collection of data from the assessment program will yield
great insight and actionable information that will again strengthen the academic achievement of the
University’s students and programs” (Staff Analysis, 2013, p.4).
This report describes a “full-implementation and collection of data from the assessment
program.” The purpose of this report and its ancillary documents is to show that VU is very effectively
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moving forward on the strategic plan, which is essentially implemented, despite the fact that the plan
was set up to begin implementation beginning in 2010, roughly a year before actual implementation
began. VU believes this third Progress Report in four years will provide strong evidence to the
Commission that VU has made the strides expected, not just on academic major program assessment and
general education assessment, but also on an extensive set of assessments across the institution that
suggests VU is on its way to reaching its goal of developing a culture of assessment.
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II. Strategic Plan Progress:
As noted in the 2012 Progress Report, VU has intentionally made assessment its first strategic
plan goal because it wanted assessment to be a top priority. The strategic plan focuses heavily on
student learning, but the goal statement reads, “Vincennes University will develop a University-wide
culture of assessment for continuous improvement. ‘University-wide’ includes all VU programs and
courses.” While this report focuses principally on the development of academic program, general
education, and co-curricular assessment improvements, VU believes that progress on all the sub-goals in
the assessment plan is essential to building the assessment and improvement culture and the data-driven
decision making culture it desires, and the full report makes the case that VU is reaching its goal.
What follows immediately below is a narrative on each of the sub-goals in Strategic Plan, Goal I.
The original narrative report was submitted to the VU Board and presented during the Board Retreat in
February of 2012. The report was summarized in VU’s 2012 Strategic Plan Progress Report as a checkbox
scorecard of progress on the Strategic Plan. (See Appendix 1 for the current scorecard.) In order to best
create a picture of VU’s assessment progress since 2012, this Report presents a 2015 score and progress
description that follow the 2012 score and narrative. As in 2012, VU has chosen to be extremely
conservative in identifying its numeric ratings on the scorecard, despite its assessment progress since
2011. VU is confident that even where progress is not as great as might be hoped, the institution has
done well and significantly changed its position on institution-wide assessment. VU has reached a point
that it can say it’s pushed hard enough on some issues and recognizes that some of its goals were an overestimation of what could be accomplished. Pushing harder risks faculty and staff exhaustion, especially
with continuing pressure from the state for more work. What follows is a legend for the scores in the
Strategic Plan Progress Report and contrasting 2012/2015 scores and progress descriptions.
Strategic Plan Progress Report: Goal 1, Improve Through Assessment Progress Measures
The numeric ratings following the descriptions of progress have the following meaning:
1 = Start-up actions undertaken; concept work completed; early organization efforts underway; 25%
to goal.
2 = Process underway and on track; steady progress being made; funding may be secured; 50% to
goal, but no results yet.
3 = Deeply deployed; substantial elements of a project may be nearly or fully completed; 75% to
goal, but no results yet.
4 = Fully deployed; 100% success on results.
A = Annual report showing ongoing planning, programming, or funding process.

I-1: Create a vision for assessment that embraces and embodies improvement.
•
•

2012 Progress Description: A vision has been created and shared; it is on the new Institutional
Effectiveness webpage, improve.vinu.edu
2012 Rating: “A” category because it will continually be reviewed and revised as needed.
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•

2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because, as this report will show, much more of the vision has
been actualized and established as a continuous process.

I-2: Create, define, and share a common assessment vocabulary.
•
•
•

2012 Progress Description: A glossary has been created and shared ; it is on the new Institutional
Effectiveness webpage, improve.vinu.edu
2012 Rating: “A” category because it will continually be reviewed and revised as needed.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because the glossary continues to function as needed, thus far
without change.

I-3-A: Develop University-wide general and liberal education curricular and co-curricular outcomes.
•
•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Educational Futures Task Force was charged with developing a
draft of the new outcomes, and the draft has been submitted to CAAC for discussion.
2012 Rating: “3” category because the Task Force completed a significant review of the
literature and because the outcomes have been shared with Dr. Terrell Rhodes of AAC&U prior to
his visit and presentation in November. Multiple groups are experimenting with the draft
outcomes while VU is trying to determine what new Indiana state-wide outcomes will be
required for the transfer core. The English Department’s work with the outcomes is also part of
an Association for General and Liberal Studies special assessment project that will include a
benchmarking discussion with St. Joseph’s College.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because VU has completed a significant Critical Thinking
assessment pilot that involved assessment of 207 student artifacts from all University Core
Curriculum courses (traditional distribution categories of Science, Social Science, and Humanities)
and established a process for assessing other liberal education outcomes. Professional
development has been a major part of the Critical Thinking assessment project. Dr. Gary Brown
was invited to lead a discussion on teaching critical thinking and assessing it using the VALUE
Critical Thinking rubric. Workshops have since been offered to enhance inter-rater reliability.
Recently VU purchased Blackboard “Outcomes” in order to improve the process and ensure that
all general/liberal education faculty members participate in the assessment process and
requirements. The tool will be essential for collecting and creating samples of student artifacts.
Regarding CT learning and assessment, a CT learning community has been developed, with
faculty members taking the lead in enhancing instruction and assessment. In addition to
assessing CT, assessments of writing, speaking, and quantitative literacy outcomes are either
completed or underway in the respective service departments, and revised writing, reading, and
speaking intensive course expectations and rubrics have been developed. While VU still has to
implement two outcomes, integration and ethical thinking, VU has developed the processes for
implementing these outcomes, and research is underway on how best to implement the
outcomes in courses; thus, this goal subtopic is now a regular part of the curricular process.
Finally, as an example of how far VU has come with the assessment process, VU participated in
the AAC&U Multi-State Collaborative (MSC) assessment project involving nine states. All public
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colleges and universities in Indiana were asked to participate and contribute student artifact
samples in writing, quantitative literacy, and, if institutions elected, critical thinking. Samples
were supposed to include 75-100 artifacts. VU was the only institution in Indiana that submitted
three complete samples for the project, the most in Indiana, and VU submitted the 7th largest
sample of the fifty-two institutions participating in the project (Appendix 38). VU also sent three
faculty to the AAC&U Evaluator Training Workshop. These three will each assess a sample—one
for each of the three outcomes assessed. In 2011, VU was doing minimal general education
assessment; in 2014-15, VU is teaching and assessing critical thinking in all general education
courses, and forty-four faculty submitted samples for the MSC project.
I-3-B: Develop program and course curricular and co-curricular outcomes.
•

•
•

•

•
•

2012 Progress Description: Five different assessment workshops have been conducted, a list of
assessable programs has been created, and the Assessment Committee has worked with
programs to create mission statements and outcomes. The outcomes statements were assessed
during Fall 2011 or will be assessed this spring 2012.
2012 Rating: “2” or strong 2 because of progress on curricular outcomes, but co-curricular and
non-academic outcomes have not been developed.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because VU has now implemented curricular and co-curricular
assessment systems and has completed curricular program assessments as part of a continuous
cycle. Academic major program assessment has completed a three-year cycle, including
trending, and most programs, for the 2014-15 academic year have begun new cycles with new
outcomes and projects. VU tracks assessment in a regularly updated and distributed progress
report. (See Sections III and V below.) Included below in the sections on “Academic Major
Program Assessment” and “Co-Curricular Assessment” are abbreviated versions of both the
2013-14 and the 2014-15 curricular and co-curricular reports. VU has now established a cocurricular assessment process that addresses all student services and learning resource center
programs. Assessment workshops and presentations are now a regular part of University life,
from opening meetings and professional development week presentations to sessions offered as
needed throughout the semester. In the last year, over a dozen assessment-focused or related
sessions have been offered on the Vincennes and Jasper campuses.
I-3-C: Implement a course outline review process.
2012 Progress Description: The Assessment Committee recognizes the need to review common
course outlines to ensure that program and general/liberal education course outcomes are
correctly written and mapped to program outcomes. The Assessment Committee will make a
motion to CAAC to begin the process Spring 2012.
2012 Rating: “1” because the vetting cannot progress beyond the discussion until outcomes
discussions at the state level and at VU can be concluded.
2015 Rating and Progress: “3” because VU has developed and implemented a plan for common
course outlines. The outlines now include refined and, in some cases, much more limited and
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assessable outcomes statements. General education outcomes (both State of Indiana and VU
general education outcomes) are now consistently stated and presented in VU’s Common Course
Outlines. VU now has an accessible catalog of these outlines on MyVU, and VU has completed a
review of all University Common Core (UCC or general education) course outlines and now has an
assignment review process that is used to approve assignments so they address VU’s new liberal
learning outcomes. VU faculty have recently approved new reading, writing, and speaking
intensive course approval forms which will be used to standardize intensive instruction and
assessment. Intensive courses, which are major program courses that address VU’s UCC basic
skills outcomes, will now be recertified using a review process that will result in “refreshed”
assignments. That review and recertification process will begin later this year. Subcategory I-3-C
could be rated a “4” due to the further development of intensive review processes since our
January 2015 Strategic Plan Progress Report. VU is making good progress in its efforts to ensure
its education is the same wherever it is offered and assessed using the same standards, no
matter who teaches a course.
I-3-D: Develop curriculum mapping for outcomes alignment.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Assessment Committee has begun its study of mapping, and
models for program and general/liberal education outcomes mapping have been developed.
Plans to implement Spring 2012.
2012 Rating: “1” because the development has not progressed beyond the models and
discussion. A draft workshop plan is included in the appendix, and a trial version of the workshop
might be run for a small group during Spring Professional Development week (May 2012).
2015 Rating and Progress: “2” because VU has completed program curriculum mapping in only a
limited number of programs. Curriculum mapping workshops have been offered, and curriculum
mapping models have been developed and shared. However, progress on mapping has been
slowed because VU has been bombarded by new state expectations, such as reducing hours in
programs and doing degree plans for students. The forced reduction in program hours has only
recently been completed, and many programs have revised courses, sometimes combining
courses to reduce hours. Programs are actually in a better place to do mapping, now that the
reductions are complete, but VU faces one other challenge in this effort. In the interim,
expectations like creating new degree plans have made the advising process more burdensome
for faculty. Doing quality assessment reports had already demanded more faculty time, so with
degree maps and other new expectations, curriculum mapping is now an “extra” that VU will get
to in due time. Curriculum mapping will make for meaningful assessment, but mapping is not
essential for assessment; assessment can be done without degree maps. As VU has had to make
choices about how best to use faculty time, progress on mapping has intentionally been moved
to the “back burner.”
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I-4: Utilize a variety of methods to communicate and coordinate plans, issues, challenges,
successes, and results to all stakeholders.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: Communication of assessment issues has occurred through all of the
following: Five workshops on assessment plans and processes offered on both the Vincennes and
Jasper campuses, email to faculty and staff, faculty liaisons working directly with respective
division faculty, assessment presentations during opening meetings, sharing model assessment
plans via email, Assessment Committee annual reports to CAAC, two Board presentations, a
report in the Annual Report to the Trustees, twice monthly meetings between the President and
Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness to discuss assessment issues and the weekly
progress report, guest speakers Dr. Terrell Rhodes and Kathleen Gabriel, implementation of the
Campus Quality Survey, and the development of the new Institutional Effectiveness website.
2012 Rating: “3” because of the quantity of communication and presentations, but the
Committee recognizes that time is needed to discuss strengths and weaknesses of the new
assessment process, develop an assessment peer review process, and expand the celebration of
model assessment plans and accomplishments.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because VU has continued with and extended all the forms of
communication mentioned above. A variety of assessment-related workshops are a regular part
of annual professional development activities at VU, workshops offered by both internal
presenters and external invited guests. Email from the Office of Institutional Effectiveness
communicates progress on assessment plans, improvements needed, and completion of the
annual process. Each college has its own liaison tasked with helping interpret Assessment
Committee suggestions for improvement and to offer one-on-one help with completing the
assessment process. VU has developed a recognition process in the last three years designed to
identify programs that are doing quality assessment work. In the recent survey of assessment
participants, 72% of respondents either “Strongly Agreed” or “Agreed” that the Assessment
Committee gave them helpful feedback on their assessment work, and 89% of respondents
“Strongly Agreed” or “Agreed” that their liaison had been helpful through the assessment
process. Weekly progress reports on both curricular and co-curricular assessment are regularly
distributed to liaisons, college deans, the VP for Student Affairs, the Provost, and the President.
Assessment continues to be addressed during opening University meetings, and progress is
reported both to the Board (Appendix 1) and to the Curriculum and Academic Affairs Committee
(Appendix 5). The President and Provost continue to address the topic in letters and emails (See,
for instance, Appendix 7 and Appendix 12), and they attend and participate in recognition
ceremonies. The President updates the Board on issues (other than the scorecard) as needed.
VU’s assessment reports are also on-line and available to anyone who wants to review the plans;
they can be found at: improve.vinu.edu. Additionally, assessment is now a regular part of hiring
descriptions and part of new faculty orientation; both efforts are intended to communicate the
importance of assessment to new faculty from the start of their career at VU.

14

I-5-A: Design and organize committees and teams to manage university assessment.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Assessment Committee has representation from each of the
academic divisions, from the Jasper campus and from the staff. The faculty members have
worked as liaisons and representatives to their respective units.
2012 Rating: “3” because academic liaisons have received released-time, thus showing a
University commitment to assessment. However, non-academic and co-curricular assessment
plans have not been developed to the point that it is clear if the committee structure, as it
currently exists, is sufficient.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because the University has shown an on-going commitment to
giving release-time to college liaisons and because VU has found that staff liaisons have been
able to help staff complete co-curricular assessment, which is steadily growing and improving as
VU moves into the second year of co-curricular assessment. In addition, VU has supported
faculty to do general education assessment during the summer, and a faculty Critical Thinking
Learning Community has begun to meet to lead CT assessment and lead curriculum and
assessment improvements. Finally, VU has developed an Action Project to assess learning in the
early colleges. This activity, which will employ a variety of modes of presentation and
coordination, will serve as a model for developing assessments at other locations. Teams of
administrators, coordinators, faculty and staff are extending assessment practices throughout
the institution and its many locations.

I-5-B: Designate and empower an administrative position responsible for University assessmentdriven improvement.
•
•
•

2012 Progress Description: The position of Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness has
been developed and filled.
2012 Rating: “A” because the position and a budget for it are now an on-going part of the
University structure.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because, in addition to the institution offering support for the
Institutional Effectiveness position, the institution has funded part-time positions to help the
Director of IE, supported faculty assessment during the summer, and made a purchase of
Blackboard Outcomes to help collect student artifacts and create samples for assessment. The
institution has invested as needed to create a culture of assessment at VU.

I-5-C: Use annual survey results of faculty, staff, and students to evaluate and improve assessment
leadership.
•

2012 Progress Description: The Director of IE and the Committee have begun the process.
Faculty and staff have participated in a SWOT analysis and an audit of programmatic assessment
to build a baseline for improvement and understanding. The University is participating in a
Campus Quality Survey, which asks about assessment and improvement. The Assessment
Committee, as of April 17, 2012, developed a survey for faculty who participated in the
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•
•

assessment process. It will assess their views of the workshops, the assessment and reporting
processes, and the feedback from and work with liaisons.
2012 Rating: “2” because assessment, thus far, is baseline, and the annual survey has only
recently been deployed and will require time to receive a full return and analysis of data.
2015 Rating and Progress: “4” because VU is getting more accustomed to collecting data on the
internal climate. During the Spring 2015 semester, VU again asked faculty, staff and
administration to complete the Campus Quality Survey (CQS). Results from the 2012 CQS have
been shared and are available for all employees to access on MyVU, VU’s internal web portal. VU
also used five focus groups of twelve employees each to dig into the results and try to identify
specific issues of need. VU increased participation in the Survey this spring. 447 faculty and staff
participated in 2012; in 2015, 455 employees participated in the survey. In 2012, the Assessment
Committee surveyed faculty about the assessment process. In 2015, the Committee surveyed
both faculty and co-curricular staff in order to determine their level of participation and their
attitudes about assessment. (See Appendix 49) The Committee will summarize the results,
consider them, and identify ways to improve the assessment process. One plan is to present the
results to faculty and staff during professional development days in May. The only reason this
was not rated as “A” is because the second round of assessment surveying had not been
completed at the time scores had to be reported for the update, but VU is clearly to a point
where surveying employees to determine climate and improve is becoming routine.

I-6-A: Implement a timetable and develop forms for completing assessment reports, data analysis,
and dialogue about results to plan and implement improvement measures.
•
•

•

2012 Progress Description: The forms and timelines for the assessment process have been
developed, and progress on assessment is currently being reported weekly.
2012 Rating: “3” because one complete cycle of the process has just been completed and there
is a potential for a slight evolution of the form, as has already occurred in the early stages of
implementation of the plan. Also, the plan is to move to a web-based reporting system after this
year’s initial paper and Word document process.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because both the template and progress reporting forms and
process have standardized and are a regular part of VU assessment activity. The template and
reporting forms have both gone through slight modifications in order that they better serve both
those doing assessment and those responsible for tracking progress. Simplified versions of the
report forms are included in the sections on “Academic Major Program Assessment” and “CoCurricular Assessment” below. In addition, the Assessment Committee is developing an
evaluation rubric that will be used to do a final evaluation of a report. (See Appendix 2.) Once
the language of the rubric is finalized and its use is fully tested, the dimensions of the rubric will
further standardize our processes and better enable VU to report generalized levels of progress
and enable the Committee to create various reports, such as reports for Deans to evaluate
progress in their college.
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I-6-B: Explore effective practices to create collaborative assessment and improvement
opportunities.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: Collaboration among various members of the Assessment
Committee and between the Vincennes and Jasper campuses on assessment are models for
developing collaboration University-wide. Furthermore, collaboration is developing within
departments doing program assessment.
2012 Rating: “2” because the peer-review process will not be implemented until Fall 2012, and
assessment of co-curricular and non-academic assessment will require the development of more
collaborative models. In addition, now that the assessment system is mostly established, the
process needs to be expanded to develop more comprehensive and collaborative assessment
plans for early college, military education, and distance education.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because VU has established a number of processes that are
functioning regularly and are serving as models for additional efforts to expand collaborative
assessment and improvement opportunities. The collaboration between Vincennes and Jasper
campuses has been strengthened in a number of situations, and where it could be tighter
between programs, VU has the models for making the cooperation stronger—collaboration
between campuses is a process that is underway. General education assessment is a good
example of collaborative work. Twelve faculty from various disciplines (including some major
program faculty) joined together to work on inter-rater reliability and assess 207 Critical Thinking
student artifacts. Most of that group remains intact, serving as the Critical Thinking Learning
Community, working to identify curriculum, assignment, and assessment improvements. VU’s
new Action Project, intended to develop assessment practices in the early colleges, will serve as a
model for developing assessment at other locations. The Vincennes Campus faculty and staff
working on the project have used visits to a central location to get the process started, and they
are now planning a pilot to develop inter-rater reliability using Blackboard Collaborate, which will
allow faculty from any location to join in the professional development activity. The one activity
that is not fully actualized that the Assessment Committee had hoped to have moving is a fullblown peer-review process. With the newly developing assessment review rubric (See Appendix
2), a peer-review process is beginning with the Assessment Committee (which is made up of
faculty from each college and a number of staff); that group’s work can serve as a model for a
more extensive review process.

I-6-C: Implement a process of recording, reporting, and moving information within the assessment
framework.
•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee has developed a progress report form and is using
liaisons to work with faculty to complete the reporting process. The IE website now houses the
completed forms for internal and external stakeholders to access.
2012 Rating: “3” because the process is in place and working thus far. The full initial academic
assessment cycle was completed in April 2012, but other assessment is yet to be completed. The
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•

model is working but needs to be verified as relevant and workable for all. Preliminary results
from the assessment survey suggest the process worked; 79% of faculty felt the process enabled
them to assess their outcomes and identify needed improvement.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because, as noted in I-6-A, VU has standardized its assessment
template, which asks faculty and staff to collaboratively analyze results and identify needed
improvements. (See Appendix 3). Also noted above are the progress report forms that help
everyone stay on track. Although simplified versions are included in this report, the form has
grown more detailed over the last three years in order to help faculty, staff, liaisons, deans, and
other administrators identify exactly where programs are in the assessment process, breaking
progress down by projects and levels of drafts. These forms are now a standard part of VU’s
assessment process. VU continues to post completed assessment reports on the Institutional
Effectiveness website, improve.vinu.edu. All academic assessments reports since 2011-2012
academic year can be found there. VU is completing a second year of co-curricular assessment
reports; the reports use a slightly modified template. The template is modified to better suit the
range of objectives that might be assessed in Student Services and the Learning Resource Center;
the template is set up to assess program effectiveness, learning, or affective objectives. (See
Appendix 4.) VU has not yet begun to put co-curricular assessments online for technical reasons
that are currently being addressed. Progress reports for co-curricular assessment have also been
developed, included below.

I-6-D: Implement an annual process to identify and mitigate barriers to effective assessment and to
celebrate improvement successes.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: The liaisons are working with division faculty to reduce barriers to
completion, and each program report is being reviewed and edited by the Committee. A report
form has been developed in order to record suggestions for improvement and guide revisions of
the assessment plans. These are shared via email and one-on-one conversations, and the key
suggestions for completion of the plan are addressed and worked into the plan. Progress
through the steps in the process is recorded weekly in the Instructional Effectiveness assessment
progress report.
2012 Rating: “2” because the full process is not complete. Barriers might still exist, including
resistance to the process by some individuals. A process for celebrating improvement is not fully
planned or implemented.
2015 Rating and Progress: “4” because the Assessment Committee and liaisons continue to use
the iterative process of giving feedback on steps and asking faculty and staff to reconsider their
plans. The Committee has become better about recognizing project designs that will produce
results that can be traced to definite skills or knowledge in the curriculum (or specific process
issues in co-curricular plans) and lead to needed improvements. The iterative process does seem
to frustrate some faculty, especially for faculty whose projects were approved in 2011 with
holistic standards like “80% of students will earn 80% or better on the exam.” The Committee
has asked faculty to stop using such standards as they do not lead to a detailed analysis of results
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that might help identify specific needed improvements. The recent survey of assessment users
suggests some frustration with the back-and-forth as some individuals “just want to be finished.”
The Committee will use the survey results to try to improve the process, but the point to be
noted is VU is advanced enough in the process that it is asking faculty to do better assessment
and it is establishing an improvement process (the survey) for improvement of the larger process
of faculty expectations. VU has established an Assessment Award that is given to one program in
each college each year. The goal is to encourage positive feelings about assessment by
celebrating assessment successes. Some individuals from recognized programs have participated
in professional development sessions intended to showcase their programs as models for other
faculty.
I-6-E: Measure of and response to internal and external stakeholders’ perceptions of institutional
value.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: The recent North Central criticism that VU measure the perception of
internal stakeholders is being addressed by the nationally-normed “Campus Quality Survey.”
Results and analysis will be sent to VU by the end of March, and will formally be presented online and during Professional Development Week in May 2012. In addition, VU is doing a pilot,
using the IDEA Student Rating of Instruction; twenty-five courses are being evaluated as VU tries
to determine the best tool for the evaluation of instruction. VU also has an Action Project
intended to develop a VU student profile and will develop an internal assessment instrument
intended to regularly update that profile, which will be accessible by all VU personnel via a data
warehouse.
2012 Rating: “2” because a measure of external perception must be completed and responses
to both types of evaluations will need to be developed. Plans are currently being developed for
sharing the Campus Quality Survey results and addressing issues and concerns.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because VU has made the “Campus Quality Survey” a regular part
of its processes. As noted above in I-5-C, VU has completed the Survey again in 2015, and again,
VU plans to put the results on VU’s intranet, MyVU. Also, the plan is to do another follow-up
analysis of the 2015 data. VU used focus groups after the 2012 survey to understand the results
(see below in the section “Campus Quality Survey”), which might be our approach again; the
decision will be determined by the results and how much clarification they need. In addition to
the CQS, VU will again administer the Community College Survey of Student engagement, which
VU has done every other year since 2001. (See how VU has used these results in the section,
“Community College Survey of Student Engagement.”) VU has also developed a standardized
Advisory Committee Survey. (See below.) The survey is used by all programs with advisory
committees. The survey asks external stakeholders their perception of the learning outcomes of
the program, the employability of VU’s graduates, and the currency of the program and its labs
and equipment. Employer and graduate employee surveys are done by the Office of Career and
Employer Relations. VU has become much more conscious of the need to track perceptions of
internal and external stakeholders as step in its improvement processes.
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I-6-F: Establish a pilot program for an e-portfolio system.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: Various groups on campus have attended workshops and researched
e-portfolios; some faculty have experimented with systems. Discussions with some providers are
under way.
2012 Rating: “1” because no systematic pilot has been developed. The Assessment Committee
has the item in its list of continuing agenda items and is working to identify potential users. Due
date is August 15, 2012.
2015 Rating and Progress: “2” because the institution has decided that, as of this report, it will
not develop an e-portfolio assessment process for several reasons: (1) financial and human
resource demands, (2) the relatively “young” (though rapidly maturing) assessment process, and
(3) the relatively new general education program. The latter two are important in the decision;
the institution recognizes that it needs to continue to mature the ownership of assessment
processes and increase faculty understanding of the need to teach and assess common learning
outcomes. VU has decided pushing the e-portfolio system and all the challenges associated with
building the system are too much with internal and external changes that have created a
significantly increased workload on faculty.

I-7-A: Develop and sustain an adequate annual assessment budget for assessment projects,
improvement projects, and leadership roles.
•
•

•

2012 Progress Description: An initial budget for the Office of Institutional Effectiveness has been
developed and implemented.
2012 Rating: “3” because the Office of Institutional Effectiveness has yet to participate in the
annual review process and completed an entire cycle, which should address the issues of
“sustain[ed]” and “adequate.”
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because the annual assessment budget has gone through three
years of the institutional budgeting process and has been “sustained” and increased to some
degree. Additional funding has been granted to pay for release time for a faculty member to
assist the Institutional Effectiveness Director, for Blackboard Outcomes, and for faculty to
complete off-contract, summer assessment.

I-7-B: Integrate assessment into all aspects of personnel management (i.e., hiring, promotion,
evaluation, etc.).
•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee has met with the Human Resources director and
initial discussions have begun. The Director of Human Resources has agreed to begin tracking job
descriptions, identifying various types of assessment expectations. The plan is to use a year’s
worth of data for future discussions of the issue.
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•

•

2012 Rating: “1” because there is very little to confirm assessment will figure significantly in the
hiring, promotion, or evaluation processes. More discussions are needed to ensure that
assessment participation is a significant part of the evaluation process.
2015 Rating and Progress: “2” because, at this point, assessment is not considered as part of the
faculty evaluation, at least as the current evaluation is set up for doing reviews. VU has become
much better about expecting assessment to be part of job descriptions, and new faculty are given
an orientation to assessment. Also, since this rating was published, a new tenure policy has been
approved, and it includes clear expectations that faculty do assessment. However, the recent
survey of assessment users shows that some faculty wonder why they have to do assessment,
suggesting assessment is not fully “owned” by faculty, and there is resistance to increasing the
importance in the evaluation process. Also, the issue of where assessment fits in co-curricular
personnel reviews has not been discussed. VU needs to find agreement about why and how
assessment should be considered as part of expected duties, evaluation, and compensation.

I-8-A: Define the purpose of assessment-driven program review.
•
•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee did initial research during the strategic planning
process and planned to begin development of the process Spring 2012.
2012 Rating: “1” because communication of the purpose and plan has been limited to references
about future plans. The work on completing the first round of academic assessment, including
working through an extensive review and editing process, has delayed progress into this very
important issue.
2015 Rating and Progress: “2” because VU has not made the progress on program review that it
had hoped. VU has a quantitative program review, which focuses on issues such as enrollment,
FTE, graduation, and other program “numbers” considerations. VU has developed a standardized
Advisory Committee evaluation, which is intended to be part of program review, but it will apply
only to programs that have advisory committees. VU is collecting academic assessments in each
major program; these reports will be another element of a qualitative review. As has been noted
in other sections above, VU faculty have been under heavy pressure not only to develop
assessments in their programs, but also to meet state expectations for general education, single
articulation pathways, degree plans, and more. The timing has not been ideal for building the
final pieces of an assessment-driven, qualitative program review.

I-8-B: Implement a systematic process of program review and improvement, including a public
reporting system.
•
•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee did initial research during the strategic planning
process and planned to begin development of the process Spring 2012.
2012 Rating: “1” because the system has been neither developed nor implemented. See I-8-A,
above.
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•

2015 Rating and Progress: “2”; see I-8-A, above.

I-9-A: Define and develop the purposes of internal and external benchmarking processes.
•

•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee recognizes the value of benchmarking, and
workshops have identified it as an important step. Internal benchmarking is being used as part of
the academic assessment process; success standards are based on the benchmark of the best
students. Some communication of the meaning and purpose has been discussed and is implied
in the use of nationally-normed surveys, the Community College Survey of Student Engagement
(CCSSE), in which VU has participated five times in the last ten years, and the Campus Quality
Survey, in which VU participated for the first time in January 2012.
2012 Rating: “2” because VU is currently using an internal benchmarking process as part of its
success standards in its academic assessment. A full discussion of benchmarking, internal and
external is not due until May 2013, and a plan for defining and developing understanding of its
purpose has not been designed.
2015 Rating and Progress: “3” because VU has made some progress with moving benchmarking
into our quality discussions, but not as systematically as may the institution. VU is improving its
use of the CCSSE and the CQS, which give VU benchmarked data that is used in discussions about
certain issues. For instance, VU has done a study of how VU compares with other similar
institutions regarding student responses to CCSSE questions regarding high impact practices. (See
Appendix 46) The document was used to help prepare a team to attend an upcoming Center for
Community College Student Engagement workshop on high impact practices. Discussions of
benchmarking are part of professional development presentations on assessment data and
analysis; attendees are given examples of the data and the value for analysis of program results.
State pressures to improve retention have led to benchmark considerations and are an example
of how the discussion might be taking on a life of its own, but at this time, the topic is not a
standard part of the VU improvement conversation.

I-9-B: Identify, initiate implementation, and communicate benchmarking process.
•

•
•

2012 Progress Description: Internal benchmarking is occurring due to the completion of the
assessment process; results will serve as baseline data for future assessment work. Some
external benchmarking is occurring because of the use of nationally-normed survey tools, the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement and the Campus Quality Survey.
2012 Rating: “2” because some internal and external benchmarking is occurring, but a systematic
process of program and unit benchmarking has not been developed.
2015 Rating and Progress: “3”; see I-9-A above.
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I-10-A: Develop and sustain adequate assessment professional development.
•

•
•

2012 Progress Description: A great quantity of assessment professional development has
occurred in the last year, and more is planned for the next year. Five campus workshops
explaining the assessment process have been presented. In May 2011, a three-hour workshop
during Spring Professional Development Week was presented to more than 180 faculty and staff;
that workshop focused on the importance of assessment, the new academic assessment process,
and presentations of completed models of the report form. Four additional workshops were
aimed at faculty working through the assessment process. The first addressed the development
of mission statements and program outcomes. The second focused on the various types of
assessments and how to select projects. The third addressed essential assessment tools, such as
rubrics, reflection activities, and test blueprints. The fourth workshop addressed the various
types of analysis that can be used to make sense of data and how to connect the analysis to
improvements in the assessment and learning processes. Speakers Dr. Terrell Rhodes
(representing work on the 21st Century Education Action Project) and Kathleen Gabriel
(representing work on the Learn in Order to Serve Action Project) have been presented to VU
faculty and staff, and their publications have been shared with faculty and staff.
2012 Rating: “2” because the process is developing, but evidence of a sustained, adequate,
funded, assessment professional development process will require time.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because assessment professional development is offered
regularly to address faculty and staff assessment needs. Over a dozen assessment-related
workshops and presentations were made in the past year by both internal and external guest
presenters. Topics such as general education and critical thinking, the fundamental steps in the
assessment process, tips on analyzing assessment data, co-curricular assessment, rubric norming,
assessment tools, using assessment tools to enhance active learning, and assessment in the early
colleges are just a few of the topics presented. In January of 2015, the Interim Director of
Institutional Effectiveness ran his first “webshop” using Blackboard Collaborate. The approach
allowed faculty to connect with the workshop via a computer from any location, whether at
work, home, or at a Christmas vacation location. New faculty members are introduced to
assessment during their orientation. Guest speakers, such as Dr. Gary Brown, who led the
development of the AAC&U Critical Thinking VALUE rubric, presented on teaching and assessing
critical thinking. Professional development on the AAC&U Multi-State Collaborative and VU’s
participation in the project is a final example of the extensive array of professional development
offerings.

I-10-B: Invite and support participation in assessment and improvement learning communities.
•

2012 Progress Description: Learning communities are beginning to develop within departments
as faculty work to collect, evaluate, and use data for improvements and with the analysis
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•

•

required of the narrative report form. The Assessment Committee and department committees
are learning communities.
2012 Rating: “2” because the concept of “learning communities” is not fully explained or
formalized in practice and because processes such as the peer review process are yet to be
developed. Additionally, learning communities for general/liberal education assessment have yet
to be set-up.
2015 Rating and Progress: “4” because VU is just beginning the work, having only recently
established critical thinking as an outcome in all University Core Curriculum (UCC) Liberal
Education courses. The assessment of that outcome was completed summer 2014, and since
then, the Critical Thinking Learning Community (which will report to the UCC Committee) has
begun meeting to discuss learning and assessment improvements. While the faculty are not
compensated for this work, they are meeting only once a month, and the IE Office is providing
lunch for the participants. VU has established its model and will continue to grow the number
and impact of learning communities.

I-10-C: Support VU personnel participation as AQIP and other peer reviewers.
•
•

•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee recognizes the value of learning about assessment as
part of participation in an external peer review process.
2012 Rating: “2” because a willingness to support faculty efforts has been signaled, and two
individuals attempted to become HLC reviewers; however, at the time of the attempts to apply,
applications for reviewers were not being accepted. Those individuals need to reconsider now
that the HLC is again accepting applications. The Committee also needs to explore all the peer
review options and encourage faculty and staff to participate in specialized accreditation
activities.
2015 Rating and Progress: “A” because the President, Provost, and Interim Director of
Institutional Effectiveness hosted a breakfast to invite eleven faculty and staff to participate in
the HLC peer review process. While the HLC limits the number of reviewers from any one
institution, at least six VU faculty and staff submitted applications, with one individual being
accepted to the AQIP Peer Review team. Various faculty and staff participate as accreditation
peer reviewers. The President and Provost have committed to funding and helping faculty and
staff who are selected as peer reviewers.

I-10-D: Focus and enhance the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.
•
•

2012 Progress Description: The Committee has developed an assessment process and strategic
plan that will by their nature develop the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.
2012 Rating: “3” because the collection and review of learning is underway, workshops delivered
by both internal and external speakers have been presented, and an audit of assessment
practices has occurred. A number of faculty have also presented assessment sessions at national
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•

conferences, and the English Department is participating in a national assessment project that
will lead to more presentations and a publication. Funding has been provided for conference and
travel-related costs. In addition, VU has submitted its application and action plan to the New
Leadership Alliance, which includes a commitment to participation with others in assessmentdriven enhancement of teaching and learning processes, benchmarking, and sharing in
professional development opportunities.
2015 Rating and Progress: “3” because the institution has not significantly escalated the work
described in 2012, but this could be rated a “4” based on some events that have occurred since
the rating “went to press.” First, the Chair of Accounting co-chaired the Single Articulation
Pathways in Accounting; she led faculty from across the state in the identification and approval of
accounting program outcomes that will be used across the state. VU sent three individuals to
Kansas City as part of the Multi State Collaborative project sponsored by AAC&U and the Gates
Foundation. That training was intended to prepare the participants for scoring artifacts collected
for the project and training others to use the rubrics through inter-rater reliability activities. The
Directors of the Center for Teaching and Learning and Distance Education will be presenting a
workshop on the assessment they did of improvements to on-line courses following faculty
training intended to increase active learning and student engagement in distance education
courses. In addition, the Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness and a faculty member
presented an invited assessment workshop at St. Joseph’s College in Rensselaer, IN. The Interim
Director of Institutional Effectiveness is also editing the second edition of the Association for
General and Liberal Studies publication, “Improving Learning in General Education: A Guide to
Assessment and Program Review.”
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III. Academic Major Program Assessment Progress:
Academic Major Program assessment is undoubtedly the area of assessment in which VU most
needed to make progress and the area that has engaged the greatest breadth and number of faculty in
the last four years. Since 2011, VU has successfully engaged the faculty of ninety-three programs in
Academic Major Program Assessment. While there has no doubt been some resistance to the
assessment movement on the part of some faculty, as an institution, strong evidence of quality
assessment progress can be seen in both the institutional processes that oversee major program
assessment and in the various reports that track progress and improvements. As will be shown below,
VU has built an Academic Major Program assessment process that has successfully worked itself through
its first three-year assessment cycle, including trending data, and, in this fourth year of assessment, has
led to approved projects for a new cycle.

A. Assessment Processes:
VU’s assessment system begins with the institutional commitment to properly support an
effective assessment process with human and financial resources. When VU made assessment Goal One
of its Strategic Plan, it made a significant resource commitment to assessment. That commitment
included set-up of the new Office of Institutional Effectiveness, hiring the Interim Director of Institutional
Effectiveness and a secretary for support, granting three hours of release time to one faculty member
from every college, and granting one faculty member 60% release to help with special assessment tasks.
This assessment team is further enhanced by staff members who are given the “ok” to take time away
from their regular duties to participate with the Committee in the development and implementation of
the assessment system, including offering one-on-one assistance to both faculty and co-curricular staff.
(See “Co-Curricular Assessment” described below.) The budget and “extra” funding for assessment
includes money for such things as the purchase of an assessment management tool, Blackboard
Outcomes, money for professional development expenses and travel, and support for assessment
recognition (see below).
The Assessment Committee is an essential element of VU’s assessment system. (Appendix 5
provides a list of some of the Committee’s 2014-15 activities presented in a Subcommittee Report to
Curriculum and Academic Affairs.) As noted above, the Committee is made up of a diverse group of
faculty liaisons (at least one representative from each VU college) and various staff:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Karen Ball, English/Humanities Rep.
Chad Bebee (Co-Chair), English/Assistant to Larger Divisions and Special Assignments
Sheila Collett, Business/Jasper Campus Rep.
Rob Evans, Social Work/Social Science and Performing Arts Rep.
Michael Gress (Co-Chair, Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness)
Amy Hatton, Institutional Effectiveness Secretary
Lisa Nash, Accounting/Business Public Service Rep.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Kim Meeks, Institutional Research
Tina Miller, Physical Education/Health Science, Human Performance Rep.
Laura Swan, Architectural Drafting/Technology Rep.
David Peter, Dean of the LRC
Cynthia Ragle, Director of Talent Search/Lead Staff for Student Affairs Co-Curricular
Assessment
Kevin Watson, General Manager of WVUB Radio
Austin Yake, Surveying/Technology Rep.

The principle purpose of the Committee is to ensure that assessment is understood and
completed by all the academic programs and co-curricular programs. Because VU was behind on
assessment in 2011 and had to move quickly to a point where it was doing high quality assessment, the
Committee developed an iterative assessment process in which faculty and staff members submit reports
in steps. Steps 1-3 justify and set up assessment projects; these Steps are completed early in the Fall and
submitted for review. During the reviews, the Assessment Committee looks to see that standards and
projects are expressed and structured in a way that will produce useful results, results that can lead to
learning improvements. Committee members take the suggestions from the reviews and work one-onone to help their college faculty or program staff members understand the recommendations and to give
the faculty and staff an opportunity to better explain projects or justifications that might not be clear to
an outsider. Sometimes these discussions result in new plans. The goal is always to ensure assessment
plans that will produce results that can show student success and lead to learning improvements. After
the improvement discussions have occurred, faculty and staff resubmit Steps 1-3 for final approval. For
Step 4, tools and raw data are submitted by program faculty at the end of the term in which the
assessments are completed. Steps 5-7 involve identifying assessment data strengths, weaknesses and
trends, using the data for analysis, and identification of curricular and tools improvements that will be
implemented the following year. Again, Steps 5-7 are submitted for review, and the Committee records
comments so the feedback on the report can be used to improve analysis and improvement planning.
The work of the Committee is intensive, but this effort has paid dividends: VU’s assessment work has
gone from uneven and incomplete to a system where faculty and staff collect key program data and
trends and use it to improve the student experience at VU. VU puts the plans online (improve.vinu.edu),
so the Committee’s efforts help improve the quality of the public reports. Numerous assessment
Committee liaisons have attended the IUPUI Assessment Institute and said that they could tell that VU
has actually achieved an advanced level of assessment quality, and they often add that they might have
run many of the sessions they attended. While the validity of these claims cannot be substantiated, it is
good that the Committee members feel comfortable with what they hear in these sessions and have the
confidence that VU is heading in the right direction with assessment. VU’s list of Assessment Liaison
Duties describes the expectations for their participation in this iterative process. (See Appendix 6.) While
the work is intensive, it helps to build assessment experts in every VU college.
The Director of IE and members of the Assessment Committee continue to offer assessment
professional development throughout the year. Presentations and workshops are an essential part of
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VU’s assessment system, and topics such as assessment tools and techniques, the assessment process,
analyzing data for the purposes of identifying improvements, and grading vs. assessment are regularly
offered in a face-to-face setting during a variety of days and times that are convenient for most faculty
and staff. The Director offered his first “webshop” on the topic of assessment techniques that can be
used to actively engage students in the classroom. A list of recent workshops can be found on the Office
of Institutional Effectiveness website at: http://improve.vinu.edu/content/workshops. In a recent survey
of VU’s assessment practitioners (both faculty and staff), a significant number of participants responded
to the statement “I have found workshops on the following assessment topics helpful.” With six types of
assessment workshops listed in the survey, responses of faculty and staff who “Agreed” or “Strongly
Agreed” ranged from 70.7% to 85.3% for all six workshops. (For numbers and responses, see “Survey of
Assessment Participants” below or the full Appendix 49)
Administrative support for assessment at VU is essential for the progress VU has made. As noted
in VU’s first and second reports on assessment, President Helton and Provost Johnson have made clear
their support for assessment in a number of ways. Appended to this report are samples of emails from
the President, including one sent April 2014 addressing assessment progress and needs for completing
the current Progress Report (Appendix 7); one sent May 2014 inviting specially selected faculty and staff
to breakfast to discuss their potential application to join the HLC Peer Review core (Appendix 8); and a
third sent in January 2015 asking faculty and staff to participate in the Campus Quality Survey (CQS) and
help with the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (Appendix 9). Also included is a copy of
a letter sent to faculty thanking them for participation in the Multi State Collaborative (Appendix 10).
The Provost has also been very supportive of assessment activities; included below is one memo from
September 2014 asking faculty to contribute artifacts for the Multi State Collaborative (Appendix 11), and
one from December 2013 asking faculty to help with critical thinking assessment and student artifact
collection (Appendix 12).
The Deans have also become increasingly supportive of assessment activities. Through a series of
retirements and new hires, the Deans are more supportive of assessment and have become an important
part of VU’s assessment “team.” As direct supervisors of the faculty, the Dean’s support is essential to
assessment success. Appended below are three sample memos from Deans: the first recently from Paul
Wilder, Dean of Math, Science, and Engineering, regarding faculty support of the CCSSE (Appendix 13);
the next is from Anna Miller, Dean of Business and Public Service, sent in January 2015 recommending to
department chairs that they encourage their faculty to participate in an assessment workshop in order to
help some programs address assessment skills needs (Appendix 14); and the final email sent in February
2015 from Al Johnson, Dean of the Jasper Campus, encouraging faculty to participate in the Campus
Quality Survey and the Survey of Assessment Practitioners (Appendix 15). The Deans also attended a
special Assessment Committee meeting intended to explain the Assessment Committee’s processes and
to address their questions about various assessment activities and processes. (See Appendix 16 for the
meeting agenda.)
Celebration of success is another essential process in the assessment system, one in which both
the Assessment Committee and the administration play key roles. When the Institutional Effectiveness
budget was established, it included funds for recognition of assessment success. The Assessment
Committee identifies assessment plans that have the potential to be models for other programs. The

28

President, Provost, Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness, Deans, and Assessment Liaisons
participate in recognition activities during college meetings. After comments about the importance of
assessment and the importance of faculty contributions, the work of the selected program is highlighted
for the meeting participants, and then the department members are asked to come forward to receive a
plaque of recognition and to take pictures with the administrators. The funds for this activity include
enough money for some sort of thank-you dinner for the recognized programs. An added benefit of this
recognition process is that it identifies faculty and programs for professional development sessions on
“model assessment techniques and tools.”
Another key component of VU’s assessment system is the Assessment Templates. (See Appendix
3 [Academic] and Appendix 4 [Co-Curricular].) The template content has stayed essentially the same
since it was developed in 2011, although two steps were deleted by blending their content with other
steps and some clarifications of expectations have been added. As noted above, the essential steps
remain central to VU’s iterative process for implementing quality assessment. The template is open
enough to allow programs great latitude on what they want to assess, yet it serves as a guide for the
essential steps of a quality assessment process. Both the academic program and co-curricular
assessment templates consist of seven sections, which identify the following assessment elements:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mission and Program Objectives
Learning to Be Assessed
Assessment Project Details
Assessment Tools and Data
Results and Data Analysis
Learning Improvement Plans
Assessment Tools Improvement Plans

The templates’ sections have due dates intended to give the assessment participants time to complete
steps of their reports at three different times in the year: defining learning and projects (Steps 1-3),
completed mid-September; submission of raw data/tools (Step 4), completed at the end of either the Fall
or Spring term; and submission of results, analysis, and improvement plans (Steps 5-7), in late January for
Fall projects or Mid-May for Spring Projects. These intervals give the Assessment Committee time to
review and give suggestions for improvement of projects or results analysis and improvement plans.
The templates serve multiple reporting purposes in the assessment process. First, after a review,
improvement suggestions are added to the templates; then, the templates, which are initially treated as
rough drafts, are returned to faculty and staff so the improvements can be implemented and plans can
be finalized. The templates also enable VU to track progress toward completed assessment and closing
the loop with improvements; the Institutional Effectiveness Office puts out a weekly report of progress
reflecting the most current status of assessment activities described on the reports. Slightly simplified
versions of the progress reports for 2013-14 and 2014-5 are included below. In addition the templates
themselves, when finalized, are put on-line where they become a public record of VU’s assessment
progress (see http://improve.vinu.edu/program-list).
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B. Assessment Records:
VU understands the importance of maintaining assessment records as evidence of its
commitment to quality. The first reports below are the simplified (for this report) examples of the
progress reports put together by the Office of Institutional Effectiveness. The reports show progress on
the seven steps of the assessment template described above, plus details about draft status and the
nature of the improvements needed—minor improvements that do not require additional review vs.
significant improvements that need to be reviewed again and finalized by the Committee. The progress
reports are color-coded to indicate status. For instance, red suggests that assessment work is
incomplete, with no drafts submitted, while green means that the assessment steps are finalized and
approved. These regular reports help to keep the assessment process on track and indicate, to some
degree, the quality of the assessment reports being completed.
The progress reports are shared and used in a number of ways. The Assessment Committee
liaisons use the weekly reports to track progress in their respective colleges. The liaisons are easily able
to see what programs are progressing satisfactorily and what programs need to be prodded to complete
assessment work that is behind. The reports are key tools right now, as VU is completing this Progress
Report because they are very visual representations of who needs to be pulled up to speed for the
report. The Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness uses the Reports during his meetings with the
President, which occur roughly every two weeks. The reports make it very easy for the President to
understand where programs are in the process. Additionally, the reports are shared with members of
the Provosts Council three or four times during a semester. By doing so, key instructional services
administrators, including the Provost, Assistant Provost, and college deans all understand where
academic and co-curricular programs are in the assessment process. As noted above, the deans have
become increasingly supportive of the assessment process, and they often ask for electronic copies of the
reports so they can send them out in their college, often times targeting those faculty who are behind on
the process.
Provided below are simplified progress reports of major program assessment for 2013-2014 and
2014-15. (Co-curricular assessment progress reports will be included in the “Co-Curricular Assessment”
section below.) The 2013-14 Progress Report shows a complete year of assessment work, including a few
programs that are not finalized for the year; the 2014-15 Report shows only Steps 1-3. The significance
of the two reports should be noted. The first report represents programs that for the most part are in
the third and final year of a three-year assessment cycle. VU has encouraged programs to trend data in
the second and third years as a way of checking learning progress, especially as it relates to learning
improvement plans. The 2014-15 Report is understandably incomplete because Spring projects are not
finalized at the time of this report. Also, some programs that have Fall projects pair them with Spring
projects. Final analysis, which involves triangulating results as part of the analysis cannot be completed
without the Spring project results. However, VU believes that the completion of Steps 1-3 for the 201415 report is significant because these steps represent the start of a new three-year cycle and the
development of new projects to assess, in many cases, new outcomes. So while the ’14-15 report is
incomplete due to projects in various stages of completion, the recognition of all programs have
submitted new, fourth year plans with new projects is evidence that VU is achieving a state of regular
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assessment that is responsibly done, as opposed to the more episodic history of assessment of which VU
had been guilty. Below are the two reports:
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2014-2015 Instructional Program Assessment Progress Report Legend
College
Program Name
Assessment Chairperson, contact number
STEP 1:

Mission Statement & Program Learning Outcomes

1st draft due 9/13/1; 2nd draft (if needed) due 10/10/14

STEP 2:

Learning to be Assessed

1st draft due 9/13/1; 2nd draft (if needed) due 10/10/14

STEP 3:

Assessment Project Details

1st draft due 9/13/1; 2nd draft (if needed) due 10/10/14
Draft submitted by faculty and reviewed by Assessment Committee, awaiting revisions
Partially Finalized - awaiting full finalization of spring project, UCC project, previous steps, etc.
Complete/Finalized by Assessment Committee
Incomplete but considered Final and/or Special Note
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Business & Convergent
Technologies

STEP 1
due 9/12/14

STEP 2
due 9/12/14

STEP 3
due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

Accounting
Lisa Nash, x5855

9/12/14

10/17/14

9/12/14

10/17/14

9/12/14

10/17/14

Administrative Office Technology
Mary Bowen, x4294

9/12/14

10/6/14

9/12/14

12/4/14

9/12/14

12/4/14

Agribusiness
Susan Brocksmith, x5718

9/12/14

9/19/14

9/12/14

10/17/14

9/12/14

10/17/14

Bowling Industry Management
Gary Sparks, x4428

10/27/14

11/6/14

10/27/14

11/6/14

10/27/14

11/6/14

Business Administration
Lisa Nash, x5855

9/12/14

11/14/14

9/12/14

11/14/14

9/12/14

11/14/14

Business Management
Mike Coyne, x4518

6/13/14

8/27/14

6/13/14

8/27/14

6/13/14

8/27/14

Computer Programming
Technology
Dave (DJ) Moffat, x5050

11/13/14
(9/12/14)

11/21/14

11/13/14
(9/12/14)

11/21/14

11/13/14
(9/12/14)

11/21/14

Conservation Law
Levi Clark, x4596

9/17/14

2/9/15

9/17/14

2/9/15

9/17/14

2/9/15

Cosmetology
Jessy Fessel, (812) 882-1086

12/10/14

4/13/15

12/10/14

4/13/15

12/10/14

4/13/15

Culinary Arts
Bill Stenger, x5743

10/6/14

2/3/15

10/6/14

2/3/15

10/6/14

2/3/15

Electronic Media
Tom Young, x5358

3/3/15

3/3/15

3/3/15

4/9/15

3/3/15

4/9/15

Emergency Medical Services
Ed Hauenstein, x6837

11/3/14

11/3/14

11/3/14

1/29/15

11/3/14

1/29/15

Fire Science and Safety
Adam Vaal

3/6/15

4/21/15

3/6/15

4/21/15

3/6/15

4/21/15

Homeland Security and Public
Safety
Lou Caprino, x6830

9/7/14

9/7/14

9/7/14

9/22/14

9/7/14

9/22/14

Hotel/Motel Management
Bill Stenger, x5743

10/6/14

12/15/14

10/6/14

12/15/14

10/6/14

12/15/14

Information Technology
Jaci Lederman, x5346

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

4/8/15

9/12/14

4/8/15

*Information Technology Support
and Security Specialist - Greg
Hirsch, x5323

11/7/14

4/6/15

11/7/14

4/6/15

11/7/14

4/6/15
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Law Enforcement
Tom Cunningham, x4589

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

1/23/15

9/11/14

1/23/15

Paralegal
Vanessa Purdom, x5764

9/18/14

10/9/14

9/18/14

10/9/14

9/18/14

10/9/14

Programming and Game
Development
Steve Riggs, x5296

9/12/14

9/22/14

9/12/14

12/4/14

9/12/14

12/4/14

Restaurant Management
Bill Stenger, x5743

10/6/14

2/3/15

10/6/14

2/3/15

10/6/14

2/3/15

Supply Chain Logistics Indianapolis
Jennifer Richards (cell only)

11/17/14
(11/6/14)

Web Design
Dave (DJ) Moffat, x5050

11/13/14
(9/12/14)

Health Sciences & Human
Performance

11/17/14
(11/6/14)
11/21/14

STEP 1 due 9/12/14

11/13/14
(9/12/14)

11/17/14
(11/6/14)
11/21/14

STEP 2 due 9/12/14

11/13/14
(9/12/14)

11/21/14

STEP 3 due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

Athletic Training/Sports Medicine
Robert Cullen, x4591

10/7/14

2/9/15

10/7/14

2/9/15

10/7/14

2/9/15

Funeral Service Education
Jonathon DeHart, x5469

9/25/14

9/25/14

9/25/14

Health Information Management
Janet Thomas, x4408

11/21/14
(9/12/14)

3/19/15

11/21/14
(9/12/14)

3/19/15

11/21/14
(9/12/14)

3/19/15

Nursing, ASN
Freda Neal, x5763

7/12/14

7/14/14

7/12/14

7/16/14

7/12/14

7/16/14

Nursing, BSN
Alice Hildenbrand, x5967

9/9/14

9/9/14

9/9/14

9/17/14

9/9/14

9/17/14

Physical Education
Tina Miller, x4476

9/12/14

10/17/14

9/12/14

10/17/14

9/12/14

10/17/14

Physical Therapist Assistant
Natalie Graves, x4414

9/23/14

9/23/14

9/23/14

4/7/15

9/23/14

4/7/15

Practical Nursing
Cassie Flock, x5949

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

4/8/15

9/11/14

4/8/15

Radiography
Marsha Cox, (812) 885-8011

9/26/14

9/26/14

9/26/14

10/7/14

9/26/14

10/7/14

Surgical Technology
Chris Keegan, x5893

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

10/6/14

9/11/14

10/6/14

9/25/14
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Humanities

STEP 1
due 9/12/14

STEP 2
due 9/12/14

STEP 3
due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

9/12/14

12/11/14

9/12/14

12/11/14

9/12/14

12/11/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

1/12/15

9/12/14

1/12/15

English
Matthew Lefler, x5361

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

10/21/14

9/11/14

10/21/14

Family and Consumer Sciences
Lou Ann Lindsey, x5301

9/12/14

9/22/14

9/12/14

12/11/14

9/12/14

12/11/14

Graphic Design
Ron Wise, x4465

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

12/18/14

9/12/14

12/18/14

Journalism
Russ Leonard-Whitman, x4551

10/7/14

10/7/14

10/7/14

10/29/14

10/7/14

10/29/14

Modern Foreign Languages
Steve Gregory, x5406

9/12/14

4/20/15

9/12/14

4/20/15

9/12/14

4/20/15

Philosophy
David Cockerham, x4202

9/21/14

9/21/14

9/21/14

12/8/14

9/21/14

12/8/14

Reading
Jane Minderman, x4293

9/10/14

9/10/14

9/10/14

10/7/14

9/10/14

10/7/14

Study Skills and STEP
Ranell Locke, x5116

9/10/14

11/10/14

9/10/14

2/6/15

9/10/14

2/6/15

American Sign Language Indianapolis
Cynthia Sanders (317) 923-2305
Art and Design - D. Hagedorn,
x4425/
Stephen Black, x6819

Science, Engineering and
Mathematics

STEP 1 due 9/12/14

STEP 2 due 9/12/14

STEP 3 due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

Agriculture
Chuck Mansfield, x4311

9/16/14

9/16/14

9/16/14

10/9/14

9/16/14

10/9/14

Biology
Curt Coffman, x4373

9/16/14

9/16/14

9/16/14

10/6/14

9/16/14

10/6/14

Chemistry
Ivana Peralta, x4372

10/3/14

10/3/14

10/3/14

11/17/14

10/3/14

11/17/14

Engineering Science
Andy Wagner, x4264

9/13/14

9/13/14

9/13/14

10/6/14

9/13/14

10/6/14

**Geosciences
Daniel Vaughn, x4521

2/25/15

2/25/15

2/25/15

3/20/15

2/25/15

3/20/15
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Horticulture Technology
unknown

*No Submission - Shifting personnel

Mathematics
Nancy Riggs, x4536

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/19/14

9/12/14

9/22/14

Pharmacy Technician
Terri Wise, x4470

9/22/14

10/6/14

9/22/14

10/16/14

9/22/14

10/16/14

Social Science and
Performing Arts

STEP 1
due 9/12/14

STEP 2
due 9/12/14

STEP 3
due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

Communication
Ann Hefner, x4234

9/15/14

4/20/15

9/15/14

4/20/15

9/15/14

4/20/15

Economics
Kristal Shick, x5052

9/17/14

10/6/14

9/17/14

10/21/14

9/17/14

10/21/14

Education, 2 Yr Transfer, Early
Childhood Pam Garriott, x4148

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

11/19/14

2/18/15

Education, 4 Year, Math
Pam Garriott, x4148

10/9/14

2/18/15

10/9/14

2/18/15

10/9/14

2/18/15

Education, 4 Year, Science
Pam Garriott, x4148

10/9/14

2/18/15

10/9/14

2/18/15

10/9/14

2/18/15

Education, 4 Yr, Special
Education/Elementary Education - Pam
Garriott, x4148

10/9/14

2/18/15

10/9/14

2/18/15

10/9/14

2/18/15

History
Gretchen Keller, x4778

10/2/14

10/2/14

10/2/14

4/8/15

10/2/14

4/8/15

Music Audio Recording
Virgil Franklin, x4453

9/11/14

10/6/14

9/11/14

2/11/15

9/11/14

2/11/15

Music Fine Art
Lisa Miller, x4497

9/15/14

9/15/14

9/15/14

2/10/15

9/15/14

2/10/15

Music Theatre
Lisa Miller, x4497

9/15/14

1/5/15

9/15/14

1/5/15

9/15/14

1/5/15

Political Science
Kirk Abendroth, x4122

9/10/14

12/4/14

9/10/14

12/4/14

9/10/14

12/4/14

Education, 2 Yr Transfer,
Elementary Education - Pam
Garriott, x4148
Education, 2 Yr Transfer, Special
Education
Pam Garriott, x4148
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Psychology
Mike Drysdale, x4223

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/19/14

9/11/14

10/3/14

Social Work
Jennifer Hensley, x6966

9/26/14

2/5/15

2/20/15
(9/26/14)

3/3/15

2/20/15
(9/26/14)

3/3/15

Sociology
Rob Evans, x4468

9/14/14

10/1/14

9/14/14

10/1/14

9/14/14

10/1/14

Theatre
Jane Frazier, x4256

9/13/14

9/13/14

9/13/14

10/20/14

9/13/14

10/20/14

Technology

STEP 1 due 9/12/14

STEP 2 due 9/12/14

STEP 3 due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

Architectural Studies
Laura Swan, x4431

9/7/14

9/7/14

9/7/14

9/16/14

9/7/14

9/16/14

Automotive Technology
Norb Brown, x5107

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/19/14

9/11/14

2/6/15

Aviation Flight - Indianapolis
Jason Napier, x7171

9/17/14

9/17/14

9/17/14

1/28/15

9/17/14

1/28/15

Aviation Maintenance Indianapolis
Dan Gunder, x6097

9/12/14

4/7/15

9/12/14

4/7/15

9/12/14

4/7/15

Collision Repair and Refinishing
Ty Freed, x5316

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/24/14

9/12/14

9/24/14

Computer Integrated
Manufacturing
Alan Gray

O1-10/20/14

O1-12/4/14

O1-10/20/14

O1-12/4/14

10/20/14

10/20/14

O2-12/5/14

O2-1/28/15

O2 - 12/5/14

O2-1/28/15

Computer Networking
Mike Wehrman, x5015

9/15/14

10/6/14

9/15/14

1/30/15

9/15/14

1/30/15

Construction Technology
Brian Lindsey, x6257

9/17/14

9/17/14

9/17/14

1/26/15

9/17/14

1/26/15

Diesel Truck & Heavy Equipment
Larry Stremming, x6242

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

10/29/14

9/12/14

10/29/14

Electronics Technology
Mike Wehrman, x5015

9/15/14

10/6/14

9/15/14

2/2/15

9/15/14

2/2/15

John Deere Tech
Larry Stremming, x6242

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

10/29/14

9/12/14

10/29/14

Precision Machining Technology
Doug Lucas, x5566

9/12/14

9/12/14

9/12/14

11/17/14

9/12/14

11/17/14
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Product Design and Production
Processes
Tom Danielsen, x5466

9/15/14

10/20/14

9/15/14

10/20/14

9/15/14

10/20/14

Surveying
Austin Yake, x4185

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/11/14

9/22/14

9/11/14

9/22/14

Technology, B.S.
Rob Nora, x4257

9/15/14

12/4/14

9/15/14

12/4/14

9/15/14

12/4/14

Welding Technology
Mike Hastings, x5558

10/22/14

10/22/14

10/22/14

1/28/15

10/22/14

1/28/15

Interdisciplinary Programs
Honors Program
Chris Gwaltney, x4491

STEP 1
due 9/12/14

STEP 2
due 9/12/14

STEP 3
due 9/12/14

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

1st Sub.

Finalized

9/12/14

11/20/14

9/12/14

11/20/14

9/12/2014

11/20/14

As of: 4/21/2015
*Previously Computer/Software Support Specialist
**Previously Earth Science
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VU considers Steps 5 (results and analysis), 6 (learning improvements) and 7 (tools improvements) as the
most important steps in the process, at least in terms of the showing the purpose and value that VU
places on assessment. From the beginning of the “new” approach to assessment that began in 2011,
“improvement” has been the assessment focus. Most professional development sessions offered by the
IE Office stress, at some point during the presentation, that the purpose of assessment is improvement.
The Assessment Committee reviews projects asking if they are structured and expressed in a way that
they clearly have the capacity to produce results that can lead to improvement. What follows are the
project success standards, results, and planned improvements for each of VU’s major academic
programs:
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2013-2014 Instructional Assessment Results & Improvement Plans
College of Business and Convergent Technologies
Accounting

Project/Success Standard

Results
Vincennes: 90% of students achieved 80%,
80% of students will score a “Good” or
A
“Good” or higher in each dimension of the
higher in each dimension of the rubric
rubric
Jasper: 36% of students achieved 80%, "Good"
or higher in each dimension of the rubric
O1: Apply bookkeeping techniques.
Vincennes: 83% achieved “Good” or higher on
the Financial Statement Preparation categories
80% of students will score a “Good” or
B
higher in each dimension of the rubric
of the project, 17% achieved the 80% goal for
journaling and posting.
Jasper: No results - course not offered this
year.
Learning Improvement Plan: Project A - Vincennes and Jasper – To continue improvements with Excel, instructors will continue to emphasize the features of
Microsoft Excel that students should be utilizing. We will continue to reinforce the concept of repetition of debits and credits, the accounts' placement on
financial statements, and the journal entries. With class work, when time permits, we will do as much work as possible so that the students can ask questions
and the instructor can immediately perceive whether the students are having difficulty. The concept of working problems and exercises is very effective
because it allows repetition of the accounting process and cycle. Students working problems together allows repetition of the accounting process and cycle and
allows the instructor to help them and refer them to the Academic Skills Center. Project B - For 2014-15, the ACCT 150 course will be revised to include
journaling and posting of the month end entries. Also, when assigning the project, emphasis will be made to record all entries in the journal and post to
ledgers. The information was agreed upon by Lisa Nash, David Perkins, and Rosalie Hartwick.
100% of Vincennes students achieved the
“Good” or higher on the Questions category;
100% of the students achieved “Good” or
higher on the Financial Statements category,
80% of students will score a “Good” or
A
100% of the students achieved “Good” or
higher in each dimension of the rubric.
Analyze financial data, given a set of financial
higher on the Conclusion category, 75% of the
O2:
parameters.
students achieved “Good” or higher on the
Ratios category.
80% of students will score a “Good-45” or
100% of students achieved the “Good” or
B
“Excellent-50” on the specific dimension
higher for each dimension of the rubric.
of the rubric related to accuracy of budget
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calculations.
Learning Improvement Plan: (Project A) The instructor will give better instructions on the expectations of the works cited page. To improve the ratios, there
are several versions of the formulas that can be used to compute the ratios. The instructor will make it more clear which formula to use. To improve the
interpretation of the ratios and conclusions drawn, we will add a component to have the students evaluate each ratio’s meaning based upon the computations
made for their company. The ratios will be the last portion of the assignment given and will also require trend analysis and common size statement analysis to
assist students with the evaluation of the company. To improve the answering of the questions for the project, the instructors will set up assignments due
throughout the semester to require the students to answer and submit the answers for the questions as the material is covered in each related chapter. We
will also continue to emphasize the importance of this project to their career upon transfer or graduation. (Project B) Class time will continue to be set aside to
work on the project. Also, students will continue to work in groups so students can collaborate on the ideas and problems arising during the project. We will
continue to encourage the student to seek the assistance of the Academic Skills Center. The information was agreed upon by Lisa Nash, David Perkins, and
Rosalie Hartwick.
Administrative Office Technology

Project/Success Standard

Results
Criterion 1- 95% received a “5” on the grading
rubric; Criterion 2- 95% received a “5” on the
grading rubric; Criterion 3- 82% received a “5”
70% of students will score at least 90%
on the grading rubric; Criterion 4- 95% received
A
accuracy on each dimension of the rubric
a “5” on the grading rubric; Criterion 5- 91%
received a “5” on the grading rubric; Criterion
6- 39% of students did NOT make their
O1: Value a professional dress and attitude.
telephone call and received a “3” for this.
Criterion 1 - 83% received a "5" on the grading
rubric; Criterion 2 - 66% received a "5" on the
70% of the students, in a group format,
grading rubric; Criterion 3 - 83% received a "5"
B
will score 90% accuracy on each
on the grading rubric; Criterion 4 - 100%
dimension of the rubric.
received a "5" on the grading rubric; Criterion 5
- 100% received a "5" on the grading rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: In order to improve this activity, dinnerviews beginning in spring 2014, the students will all complete a personal resume, written,
revised, etc., for the ‘Vincennes Company’ job for which they are applying. After the instructor has graded these revisions until the point the resume is
considered appropriate for a real job, copies of each resume will be given to each of the guest interviewers. The resumes will be available at the actual
dinnerview. Therefore, the interviewers will be able to better tailor their questions based on the students’ past experiences.
Criterion 1 - 92% received a "5" on the grading
70% of students will compose the letter
rubric; Criterion 2 - 92% received a "5" on the
Create appropriate business communication
A
with 100% accuracy on each dimension of
grading rubric; Criterion 3 - 100% received a
O2:
responses in error-free typed documents.
the rubric.
"5" on the grading rubric; Criterion 4 - 64%
received a "5" on the grading rubric; Criterion 5
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- 100% received a "5" on the grading rubric;
Criterion 6 - 92% received a "5" on the grading
rubric.
Criterion 1 - 100% received a "5" on the grading
rubric; Criterion 2 - 100% received a "5" on the
grading rubric; Criterion 3 - 100% received a
70% of students will compose the memo
"5" on the grading rubric; Criterion 4 - 42%
B
with 100% accuracy on each dimension of
received a "5" on the grading rubric; Criterion 5
the rubric.
- 100% received a "5" on the grading rubric;
Criterion 6 - 85% received a "5" on the grading
rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: The improvement plan for this project will be to begin in fall 2014 the students will do a practice letter and memo one week
before they do the actual assignment for this particular assessment. The students will create these documents during class time. They will then trade their
completed papers with another classmate, have that classmate evaluate their work for proper formatting, writing, grammar, spelling, etc. Next they will hand
these papers to the instructor for further evaluation. These instructor evaluated papers will be returned to the student before the assessment occurs the
following week.
Agribusiness

Project/Success Standard
Results
80% of students will score an 80% or
20 out of 28 or 71.4% obtained the 80%, the
A
higher on this assessment.
overall success standard.
Demonstrate technical proficiency in crop pest
O1:
80% of students will score at least 80% on
17 out of 28 or 61% met the overall success
management.
B
each dimension of the rubric.
standard.
Learning Improvement Plan: The instructor will be researching additional information that students can use to prepare for the assessments. New agricultural
apps are being developed to assist agriculturalists in assessing pests and finding solutions. The instructor will be attending several field days this summer to
improve the information that is shared with students. The instructor will initiate a field day and guest speakers to give students additional preparation before
the assessment. Between the additional hands-on activity and increased professional development of the instructor, the students will have a better
understanding of weed identification and pest control.
80% of students will score at least 80% on
16 out of 20 or 80% obtained the 80% or better
A
this assessment.
goal on this assessment.
Develop a cost analysis of the nutrients
O2:
80% of students will score at least 80% on
14 out of 20 or 70% obtained the 80% or better
needed to grow a crop.
B
this assessment.
goal on this assessment.
Learning Improvement Plan: The instructor will be working with local nutrient management experts to develop an additional unit for the students. The
instructor will be looking for apps and additional work to give students to give additional practice. The problems will be broken down into small sections to be
evaluated. With the addition of this unit the instructor hopes to increase the understanding and ability of the students to grasp the nutrient recommendation
skills. The Max program will be made a multistep process to get to the end result. This should help the success rates of the project.
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Bowling Industry Management

Project/Success Standard
Results
70% of the students will complete each
question on the budget section of the
A
5 of 7 students met the desired score
project correctly.
Analyze a bowling center profit/loss
O1:
statement.
70% of the students will complete each
question on the budget section of the
B
75% achieved an 80% or higher
exam correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: As this was the third year of the tool, there will be a new assessment project implemented next year.
70% of the students will complete each
50% of students (2 of 4) achieved an 80% or
A
section of the competency check-list at an
higher
Complete a pinsetter preventative
80% success rate.
O2:
maintenance program checklist.
100% of students completed each part of the
70% of the students will complete each
B
test with at least an 80% or higher
part of the test at an 80% success rate.
Learning Improvement Plan: As this was the third year of the tool, there will be a new assessment project implemented next year.
Business Administration

Project/Success Standard

Results
Students receiving a "Good" or higher:
80% of students will score “Good” or
Questions, 100%; Financial Statements, 100%;
A
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
Analyze financial data, given a set of financial
Conclusion, 100%; Ratio, 75%;
O1:
parameters.
80% of students will score “Good” or
86% of students achieved a “Good” or higher
B
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
for each dimension of the rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: Project A: The instructor will give better instructions on the expectations of the works cited page. To improve the ratios, there are
several versions of the formulas that can be used to compute the ratios. The instructor need will make it more clear which formula to use. To improve the
interpretation of the ratios and conclusions drawn, we will add a component to have the students evaluate each ratio’s meaning based upon the computations
made for their company. The ratios will be the last portion of the assignment given and will also require trend analysis and common size statement analysis to
assist students with the evaluation of the company. To improve the answering of the questions for the project, the instructors will set up assignments due
throughout the semester to require the students to answer and submit the answers for the questions as the material is covered in each related chapter. We
will also continue to emphasize the importance of this project to their career upon transfer or graduation. Project B: Class time will continue to be set aside to
work on the project. Also students will continue to work in groups so students can collaborate on the ideas and problems arising during the project. We will
continue to encourage the student to seek the assistance of the Academic Skills Center. The information was agreed upon by Lisa Nash, David Perkins, and
Rosalie Hartwick.
75% of the students will score “Good” or
Demonstrate proficiency in using computer
A
higher on each dimension of the grading
64% achieved75% or higher on the project.
O2:
software.
rubric.
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100% of students achieved an “Excellent” on
sequencing of information in Excel; 90% of
80% of students will score "Good - 8" or
students achieved “Good” or higher on cell
"Excellent - 10" on each of the dimensions format of worksheets and proper print
B
of the rubric related to proficiency in
alignment; 80% and 83% of students achieved a
using Excel spreadsheet software.
“Good” or higher on proper texts and fonts as
well as heading and rulings.
Learning Improvement Plan: Project A: I plan to change this class to a "flipped" course. I am considering bonus points and deductions for missing class,
tardiness and texting. The instructor should stress the importance of presentation within the EXCEL spreadsheets. Also, review the format of the sheets and
give advice before the final submittal. Also, continue the instructions and relationships of linking spreadsheets and cells within the document. As always we
give instruction, review, advise, and refer for help to the available resources.
Business Management

Project/Success Standard

A
O1:

Integrate functions of business management.

70% of students will get each question
related to SWOT analysis correct.

Results
5 Definition questions = 100% correctly
answered #10, #11; 89% correctly answered
#12; 96% correctly answered #13 & 14. Five
Application questions = 100% correctly
answered #42, 43, 44; 96% correctly answered
#40; 82% correctly answered #41.

75% of students will achieve a score of
three or higher on the sections of the
21% scored a "proficient" or higher
rubric looking at SWOT analysis.
Learning Improvement Plan: I am changing the second outcome to “Analyze the major function of business”. It is important for the students to understand
the meaning and use of the major economic indicators since business owners, business managers and families alike can make informed decisions about the
future. All students will find themselves working for a business or owning a business and the economic indicators will help students realize many factors such
as: will my plant or office close due to the state of the economy?, is now a good time to look for a new job?, should the company hire or keep the status quo?,
should the company invest in more capital or lease?, and much more. Through this I am hoping students will find the topic more interesting. This should result
in better results of application in the final paper.
Five Definition questions = 93% answered Q48;
86% correctly answered Q45; 79% correctly
75% of the students will get each question answered Q18; and 75% correctly answered
A
Q46. Five Application questions = 54%
related to economic indicators correct.
Communicate a personal philosophy of
correctly answered Q15; 61% answered Q17
O2:
management.
correctly; 64% answered Q49 correctly.
70% of students will achieve a score of
B
three or higher on the sections of the
21% scored a 36 (Proficient) or higher.
rubric related to the understanding of
B
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economic indicators.
Learning Improvement Plan: In my lectures, I plan on offering a few examples of a company or industry making decisions based on the current economic
indicators. I’m hoping that students will be able to understand and ask questions during this presentation. I will also place the economic indicators on the
tests prior to the pre-final and final test. For the final paper, I will assist students on finding data that will show current trends of the major indicators. Also,
students will explain the existence of a business under the three major economic models. I will review all the economic models through-out the semester. I’m
hoping this will improve the application portion of the final paper.
Computer Programming Technology

Project/Success Standard
Results
At least 70% of students will score a level
92% of all of the students in the course scored
A
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
100% (Functional) on all dimensions of the
rubric.
rubric.
Develop windows database applications and
O1:
projects.
At least 70% of students will score a level
85.7% of students were able to complete the
B
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
project with a score of 100% (Functional).
rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: The ability of Computer Programming Technology students to create a variety of different programs remains an important aspect
of their overall curriculum and development as evidenced by industry trends and feedback obtained from advisory council meetings. It is clear, based on the
results of both projects included in Outcome 1 that students are learning the information required to be successful in achieving the goals of this outcome, with
the exception of some areas of each of the assessment tools used in the projects. Testing the student’s ability to perform these tasks will continue into the
future in conjunction with the modification of some of the tools used in each of the projects. An expanded and revised rubric will also be created in order to
create additional dimensions in which students can be scored.
Database Creation - 100% scored functional;
Defining Datatypes - 100% scored functional;
At least 70% of students will score a level
A
Creation of Primary Key - 75% scored
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
functional.
rubric.
Develop web database applications and
86% of students scored 'functional' on the
O2:
projects.
sections for creating the background and
At least 70% of students will score a level
B
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
graphics and 71% of students scored
rubric.
'functional' on the database connectivity
sections of the project .
Learning Improvement Plan: The ability of Computer Programming Technology students to create a variety of different programs remains an important aspect
of their overall curriculum and development as evidenced by industry trends and feedback obtained from advisory council meetings. It is clear, based on the
results of both projects included in Outcome 2 that students are learning the information required to be successful in achieving the goals of this outcome, with
the exception of some areas of each of the assessment tools used in the projects. Testing the student’s ability to perform these tasks will continue into the
future in conjunction with the modification of some of the tools used in each of the projects. An expanded and revised rubric will also be created in order to
create additional dimensions in which students can be scored.
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Computer/Software Support Specialist

Project/Success Standard
Results
80% of students will score at least 80% on
A
100% met the overall success standard.
this assessment.
O1: Build personal computers.
90% of students will score at least 100%
All students received scores of 100% or on
B
on this assessment.
every section of the activity.
Learning Improvement Plan: Major revisions to the Computer/Software Support Specialist degree have taken place during the 2013-2014 academic year and
will lead to the creation of new assessment tools that will be created for both Outcome 1 and 2. The new degree will be called Information Technology Support
and Security Specialist and new projects and assessment tools will be created before the start of the new academic year once new faculty are in place and new
curriculum has been created.
90% of students will score 100% on this
Every student in the course scored 100% on
A
assessment.
each section of the activity.
Administer both desktop and server operating
O2:
75%
of
students
will
score
at
least
an
80%
systems.
B
on this assessment.
INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
Learning Improvement Plan: Major revisions to the Computer/Software Support Specialist degree have taken place during the 2013-2014 academic year and
will lead to the creation of new assessment tools that will be created for both Outcome 1 and 2. The new degree will be called Information Technology Support
and Security Specialist and new projects and assessment tools will be created before the start of the new academic year once new faculty are in place and new
curriculum has been created.
Conservation Law

Project/Success Standard
Results
80% of the students will demonstrate an
98 students were assessed and 73% were
80% proficiency on this assessment.
proficient.
A
Identify both key sport and non-sport fish and
O1:
100% proficiency is required on this
98 students were assessed and 83% were
wildlife species.
assessment.
proficient.
B
Learning Improvement Plan: None. This is the 3rd year for this outcome to be assessed. A new outcome will have to be selected for the 2014-2015 academic
year.
100% of the students will demonstrate an
While 120 of students (98%) met the
A
80% proficiency on this assessment.
assessment goal only three (2%) did not.
Apply both state and federal fish and wildlife
O2:
80% of the students will demonstrate an
123 students were assessed and 100% met the
laws.
assessment goal.
B
80% proficiency on this assessment.
Learning Improvement Plan: None foreseen.

Cosmetology
A
O1:

Perform practical skills as required by state
licensing exams.

B

Project/Success Standard
75% of the students will score a 75% or
higher on the hair cutting questions.
75% of the students will score a 75% or
higher on practical skills relating to hair
cutting from the point-grading

Results
100% of all students scored 75% or higher on
the hair Cutting questions.
92% of all students scored 75% or higher on
practical skills according to the final practical
exam.
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performance exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: Vincennes Beauty College will continue to utilize media resources including power point, video, and webinars, as well as inviting
speakers, educators, and industry representatives to enlighten and provoke our students, thus providing a realistic understanding of the beauty culture
industry.
100% of students scored 75% or higher on the
75% of the students will score a 75% or
A
Hair coloring questions.
higher on the hair coloring questions.
75% of the students will score a 75% or
O2: Apply procedures in chemical applications.
100% of students scored 75% or higher on
higher on practical skills relating to hair
questions relating to coloring on the point
B
coloring on the point-grading
grading performance exam.
performance exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: Vincennes Beauty College will continue to provide specialized training in chemical applications while also providing daily
opportunities to implement the services in which the students have been trained via clientele, mannequins, or student peers.
Culinary Arts

Project/Success Standard
Results
75% of students will score an 80% or
80% of the students scored at least 80% on this
higher on this assessment.
assessment.
A
Apply knowledge of food service
O1:
75% of students will score an 80% or
69% of the students scored at least 80% on this
measurements and recipe conversions.
B
higher on this assessment.
assessment.
Learning Improvement Plan: Much more time will need to be spent applying the formulas and calculations used in food preparation to the scenarios used on
this assessment and in the curriculum in general. The class outline will be changed to add one additional week of instruction and testing in applying formulas
and calculations. After initial learning of each of the formula and calculations and their types, new scenarios that can be utilized in class will need to be devised
so that students can actually see how that knowledge can be applied, preferably in situations that are performed during class or activities when food
preparation, following of recipes, and serving of prepared meals can be utilized. The practical application of this information will need to be of primary focus in
the future.
*Project could not be completed because the
70% of students will score at or above a
A
instructor no longer works for the University.
level of “proficient” on this assessment.
O2: Calculate yield percentages from food recipes.
70% of students will score at least an 80%
*Project could not be completed because the
on this assessment.
instructor no longer works for the University.
B
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - Project could not be completed because the instructor no longer works for the University.

Electronic Media
O1:

Create informational/entertainment video
projects.

Project/Success Standard
A

70% of students will be at the
“Developing” stage or above.

Results
86% of students can be classified as
“Developing”, having correctly answered five or
six of the camera framing identification
questions.
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57% of students can be classified as
70% of the students will be evaluated as
"Developing" since they were able to properly
“Developing” in framing a series of
camera shots.
frame at least three of the four camera shots.
Learning Improvement Plan: In addition to Knowledge level identification of camera shot sizes, Comprehension and Application domains of shot framing and
composition will be explored. The students will be presented with information and examples of the function and elicited emotional response of each camera
shot size. The current lab camera framing training will also be expanded to include a guided activity to improve quickness and accuracy of zooming from one
camera shot to another.
92% of students met the “Developing”
standard as described in the rubric for Vocal
70% of students will meet a “Developing”
Volume, 92% met the “Developing” standard as
A
production standard on these projects as
described in the rubric for Vocal Enunciation,
outlined in the rubric.
and 75% met the “Developing” standard as
Create informational/entertainment audio
described in the rubric for Music/SFX.
O2:
projects.
70% of students will meet an
73% of students met the “Accomplished”
“Accomplished” production standard on
standard as described in the rubric for Vocal
B
these projects as outlined in the rubric by
Volume, and Vocal Enunciation. 67% met the
demonstrating proper microphone/audio
"Accomplished" standard for Music/SFX.
levels throughout the program.
Learning Improvement Plan: A greater emphasis will be placed on production techniques related to audio levels during lecture and lab settings. Faculty and
peer review of music/SFX mixing for all, rather than select projects in MDIA 120/160. Music/SFX mixing with voice is taught at the beginning of the semester in
MDIA 120 and we will now review this information at the beginning of MDIA 160 as a refresher before beginning to work on projects in the lab. We will
highlight this production element in two additional audio projects in each course. We will also be collecting data for students at the Project Excel sites who are
participating in MDIA 120 to provide an even larger sample size for assessment.
B

Emergency Medical Services

Project/Success Standard
A

O1:

Demonstrate critical emergency skills in a
timely fashion.
B

Learning Improvement Plan: Continue with the plan as is.

90% of the student body will pass with
90% or better on each of the evaluation
sheets used during the assessment.
90% of the students will receive a 100%
on the “mega code” scenario and become
certified in ACLS. A tabulation will be kept
of where on the checklist the students do
not pass.

Results
100% of the students (all nine of them)
completed the patient assessment evaluations
with 90% or better and no critical criteria
failures noted.
100% of the paramedic students successfully
completed the “mega code” skills evaluation
and have become certified in Advanced Cardiac
Life Support.
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90% of the students will successfully
obtain a three or better during the first
100% of the students have achieved a three,
eight weeks of the fall semester course
with 50% achieving a four in the selfA
and 90% will progress to a 4 or better
confidence rubric in the fall semester of the
upon the completion of the last eight
paramedic class.
weeks of the spring semester course.
Obtain an appropriate affective evaluation per
O2:
90% of the students will successfully
national standards.
obtain a three or better during the first
eight weeks of the fall semester course
All nine of the students have achieved a three
B
and 90% will progress to a 4 or better
or better in communications at this point.
upon the completion of the last eight
weeks of the spring semester course.
Learning Improvement Plan: Students will be evaluated the last eight weeks of the semester instead of the first eight weeks. They will have had more skills
and demands placed upon them at this time and will enable us to more closely monitor their progress.
Fire Science and Safety - INCOMPLETE DUE TO
Project/Success Standard
Results
PERSONNEL CHANGE
70% of the students will get each question
A
regarding chemistry of hazardous material INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
correct.
Evaluate hazardous and life threatening
O1:
70% of the students will accurately
environments.
B
answer each of the five topics expected in INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
the essay.
Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
80% of the students will pass 100% of the
A
Demonstrate skills necessary for basic
knot checklists.
O2:
firefighter survival.
B
Reflective Activity - N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
Homeland Security and Public Safety

O1:

Demonstrate their aggregate knowledge of
relevant and critical topics in homeland
security and public safety.

Project/Success Standard

A

80% of the students will correctly answer
questions 85-100 on the final exam.

INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
N/A
Results
100% answered questions 85, 88,89,90, and 91
correctly; 95% correctly answered questions
86,87,97, and 98; 89% correctly answered
question 100; 84% correctly answered
questions 92, 94, 95, 96, and 99; and 63%
answered question 93 correctly.
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85% of the students will earn an 80% or
(n=2 students) Rubric category: Research higher for each dimension of the rubric
100% scored 88% or higher; Preparation - 100%
B
pertaining to the threat of lone wolf
scored 80% or higher; Communication - both
terrorists and domestic terrorism in the
students received an 85%.
United States.
Learning Improvement Plan: The instructor for the course has decided that in order to address the weakness of learning in the area of the targets of lone wolf
terrorism, that next year for the Community Academy emphasis will be placed on students covering the topic of domestic terrorism to highlight the target of
these attacks. The instructor, assisted by adjunct faculty who work with students to prepare them for the Community Academy, will implement this change.
80% of the students will earn an 80% or
higher on the assessment standards set
Category 2 = 83% of students scored an 80% or
A
for Category 2, “Demonstrated
higher; Category 7 = 81% of students scored an
80% or higher.
Knowledge of Profession,” and Category
Apply the homeland security strategies,
7, “Analytical/Critical Thinking Skills.”
O2: objectives, concepts, and theories in a real80% of the students will achieve a rubric
world supervised internship.
score of ‘acceptable’ for each dimension
82.50% of the students scored “acceptable” in
each category; overall average holistic score
B
of the rubric, and 80% of the students will
achieve an ‘acceptable’ for the holistic
was 83%.
score.
Learning Improvement Plan: Based on the data provided, effort will be made to increase learning opportunities that strengthen and are fundamental to a
professional’s success as a first responder, diplomat, or other related career field. We hope to enhance the students’ Analytical and Critical Thinking Skills,
particularly as they apply to scenarios that relate to homeland security and public safety occupational type activities. This will be accomplished through
tabletop exercises and other activities that challenge the students’ ability to apply those skills.
Horticulture – INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGE IN
PERSONNEL
Project/Success Standard
Results
80% of students will score a level of
A
“proficient” on each dimension of the
rubric.
INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
O1: Draft a landscape design plan.
80% of students will score a level of
B
“proficient” on each dimension of the
rubric.
INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGE IN PERSONNEL
90% of students will score a 90% or better
A
on
plant identification included in the
INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
Demonstrate knowledge and appreciation of
O2:
portfolio.
plants, their culture, diversity, and utilization.
B

Reflective Activity - N/A

INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
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Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGE IN PERSONNEL
Hotel Management

Project/Success Standard
Results
75% of students will score an 80% or
66.7% of the students scored at least 80% on
higher on this assessment.
this assessment
A
Apply knowledge of food service
O1:
75%
of
students
will
score
an
80%
or
44% of the students scored at least 80% on this
measurements and recipe conversions.
B
higher on this assessment.
assessment
Learning Improvement Plan: Much more time will need to be spent applying the formulas and calculations used in food preparation to the scenarios used on
this assessment and in the curriculum in general. After initial learning of each of the formula and calculations and their types, new scenarios that can be
utilized in class will need to be devised so that students can actually see how that knowledge can be applied, preferably in situations that are performed during
class or activities when food preparation, following of recipes, and serving of prepared meals can be utilized. The practical application of the information will
need to be of primary focus in the future.
The success standard of 75% of the students
75% of students will score a 75% or higher scoring 75% or higher on the post-test was
A
exceeded. In fact, only one student scored
on this assessment.
Apply knowledge of hotel industry
O2:
lower than the goal.
terminology.
75% of students will score a 80% or higher 75% of the students scored an average of
B
on this assessment.
88.7% on the post-test
Learning Improvement Plan: Much more time will need to be spent applying the terminology to real life scenarios. After the initial test was given it was
determined that we need to categorize the terminology in a way that we can identify specific weaknesses in the teaching and delivery of the terminology. The
practical application of this information will need to be of primary focus in the future.

Information Technology

Project/Success Standard

Results
88% of the students were “proficient” at
understanding the networking architecture of a
Levels of achievement 10% novice, 70%
A
competent, and 20% proficient.
LAN, 0% were "competent," and 12% were
"novice."
O1: Analyze and design networking architecture.
88% of the students were “proficient” at
Levels of achievement 10% novice, 70%
understanding the networking architecture of a
B
competent, and 20% proficient.
WAN, 11% were “competent,” and 1% of
students were “novice.”
Learning Improvement Plan: The data collected reported 12% of students reported “novice”. This number is higher than the success standard, indicating
additional efforts are needed for those students that are not understanding the concepts in totality. This data indicates that students struggle with
understanding individual components of a LAN and must understand both functional and technical to achieve learning success. A plan to decrease the novice
number will be to allow time for peer review in the classroom of the LAN diagrams. Giving students the opportunity to share information will allow the
concepts to be repeated many times in various methods.
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At least 70% of students will score a level
92% of all of the students in the course scored
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
100% (Functional) on all dimensions of the
rubric.
rubric.
O2: Create programs for users.
At least 70% of students will score a level
85.7% of students were able to complete the
B
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
project with a score of 100% (Functional).
rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: The ability of Information Technology students to create a variety of different programs remains an important aspect of their
overall curriculum and development as evidenced by industry trends and feedback obtained from advisory council meetings. It is clear, based on the results of
both projects included in Outcome 1, that students are learning the information required to be successful in achieving the goals of this outcome, with the
exception of some areas of each of the assessment tools used in the projects. Testing the student’s ability to perform these tasks will continue into the future
in conjunction with the modification of some of the tools used in each of the projects.
A

Law Enforcement

Project/Success Standard
Results
70% of the students will score a level of
A
“Satisfactory” (70%) or higher.
90% scored 70% (Competent) or higher overall.
Employ applicable procedures in the
O1:
investigation of criminal/traffic events.
80% of the students will score a 70% or
94% of students scored 70% or higher on the
B
higher on the exam.
exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: Clear up open slots on answer sheet and clarify what is and what is not evidence.

70% of the students will score a level of
“Satisfactory”
(70%) or higher.
70% of students scored 70% or higher.
Understand the levels and penalties of
O2:
infractions, misdemeanors, and felonies.
76% of students scored 70% or higher on the
80% of the students will score a 70% or
B
exam.
higher on the exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: Spend more time explaining the differences in levels of violations. Fully explain how violations can jump from one level to the
next.
Loss Prevention and Safety (*Program discontinued
Project/Success Standard
Results
for 2014-2015)
A
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
O1: Defend shoplifting detentions.
90% of students will be able to attain a
B
The average test score was 85%
score of at least 70% on this exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - Program discontinued for 2014-2015
A

O2:

Debate loss prevention topics utilizing
appropriate field terminology.

A

90% of students will attain at least a
minimum score of 70% on this project.

B

90% of the students will score at least
75% on this examination.

56% of students successfully completed the
exam.
Nine students took part in this activity. Only
one student performed at a satisfactory level;
four students missed the proficiency level by
only two points, scoring a 73%.
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Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - Program discontinued for 2014-2015
Paralegal
Project/Success Standard
Results
70% of students will get each question
27% of students achieved a 70% or better score
related to terminology correct.
on the Key Terminology Examination.
A
70% of students will get each question
63% of students achieved a 70% or better score
Identify the areas of law and concepts that
O1:
B
related to terminology correct.
on the Key Terminology Examination #2.
apply to a fact situation.
70% of students will get each question
72% of students achieved a 70% or better score
C
related to terminology correct.
on the Key Terminology Examination #3.
Learning Improvement Plan: Because the current success standards were not met, the success standards should be revised. The teaching methods I’m using,
which include Blackboard, LexisNexis Academic Database, Lecture, the Publisher’s online course companion website, Guest speakers, Youtube videos, movie
and tv-show clips, in-class discussion, student role playing and competitive group work, will be continued for the next assessment period. Due to some student
success and the fact that the majority of these methods mentioned can be used online, the data would support the potential for the development of on-line
courses. The improvement plan includes an on-line offering of this course. Discussion of the improvement plan will need to include the American Bar
Association and the VU Paralegal Advisory Committee. Professional development in on-line course development and implementation will be necessary and
technology to support on-line courses will be necessary.
50% of students will correctly identify
9% of students correctly identified each
element of the case brief.
A
each
element
of
the
case
brief.
Identify the facts, issues, and holdings within a
O2:
80%
of
students
will
correctly
identify
27% of students correctly identified each
court case.
B
each element of the case brief.
element of the case brief.
Learning Improvement Plan: Because the current success standards were not met, the success standards should be revised. The teaching methods I’m using,
which include Blackboard, LexisNexis Academic Database, Lecture, the Publisher’s online course companion website, Guest speakers, Youtube videos, movie
and tv-show clips, in-class discussion, student role playing and competitive group work, will be continued for the next assessment period. Due to some student
success and the fact that the majority of these methods mentioned can be used online, the data would support the potential for the development of on-line
courses. The improvement plan includes an on-line offering of this course. Discussion of the improvement plan will need to include the American Bar
Association and the VU Paralegal Advisory Committee. Professional development in on-line course development and implementation will be necessary and
technology to support on-line courses will be necessary.
Programming and Game Development

O1:

Project/Success Standard
A

80% of students will score at least 85% on
this assessment.

B

85% of students will score at least 90% on
this assessment.

Create two- and three-dimensional games.

Results
86% of students scored at least 85% or higher
on this assessment and met the success
standard.
64% of students scored at least 90% or higher
on this assessment
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Learning Improvement Plan: The ability of students within this degree program to create and program both two- and three-dimensional games using common
and readily available engines remains an important aspect of their overall curriculum and development as evidenced by industry trends and feedback obtained
from advisory council meetings. It is clear, based on the results of both projects included in Outcome 1, that students are learning the information required to
be successful in achieving the goals of this outcome to an overall large degree, with the exception of certain portions of Project 2. Testing the student’s ability
to perform these tasks will continue into the future in conjunction with the modification of some of the tools used in each of the projects. Based on results
obtained from these assessments, more lecture time will be allotted to the areas in which students had the most difficulty. In addition, more activities and
projects will be delivered to students from each of the sections of the course that cover those areas as well. In the next year’s assessment plan though,
removal of the checklists and changing each of them to rubrics for each project will be performed.
70% of students will score at least a level
75% of students scored at least a level of
A
of “proficient” (85% or higher) in each
“Proficient” and met the success standard.
dimension of the rubric.
Animate two- and three-dimensional
O2:
80% of students will score at least a level
characters.
89% of students scored at least a level of
B
of “proficient” (85% or higher) in each
“Proficient” and met the success standard.
dimension the rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: The ability of students within this degree program to create a wide variety of models to be used in various game engines remains
an important aspect of their overall curriculum and development as evidenced by industry trends and feedback obtained from advisory council meetings. It is
clear, based on the results of both projects included in Outcome 2, that students are learning the information required to be successful in achieving the goals
of this outcome, with the exception of some areas of each of the assessment tools used in the projects. Based on results obtained from this assessment, more
lecture time will be allotted to the areas in which students had the most difficulty, particularly in regards to creating the collision boxes that are an essential
part of each model’s implementation into game engines. In addition, more activities and projects will be delivered to students from each of the sections of the
course that cover those areas. Testing the student’s ability to perform these tasks will continue into the future in conjunction with the modification of some of
the tools used in each of the projects.
Restaurant Management

Project/Success Standard
Results
75% of students will score an 80% or
80% of the students scored at least 80% on this
higher on this assessment.
assessment
A
Apply knowledge of food service
O1:
75% of students will score an 80% or
68.5% of the students scored at least 80% on
measurements and recipe conversions.
B
higher on this assessment.
this assessment
Learning Improvement Plan: Much more time will need to be spent applying the formulas and calculations used in food preparation to the scenarios used on
this assessment and in the curriculum in general. After initial learning of each of the formula and calculations and their types, new scenarios that can be
utilized in class will need to be devised so that students can actually see how that knowledge can be applied, preferably in situations that are performed during
class or activities when food preparation, following of recipes, and serving of prepared meals can be utilized. The practical application of this information will
need to be of primary focus in the future.
70% of students will score at or above a
A
level of “proficient” on this assessment.
INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
O2: Calculate yield percentages from food recipes.
70% of students will score at least an 80%
B
on this assessment.
INCOMPLETE DUE TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
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Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - Project could not be completed because the instructor no longer works for the University.
Supply Chain Logistics - INCOMPLETE
A
O1:

Communicate the strategies of procurement
management. *Not an approved outcome.
B

Project/Success Standard
80% of students will get each concept
80% correct or better on each section of
the rubric. *Not an approved success
standard.
80% of students will get each concept
80% correct or better evaluated by a test
key. *Not an approved success standard.

Results
NO SUBMISSION (STEPS 1-3 INCOMPLETE)

NO SUBMISSION (STEPS 1-3 INCOMPLETE)

Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION
A
O2:

Utilize the various tools of quality. *Not an
approved outcome.
B

75% of the students will get 80% or higher
on each question related to quality and
control chart as determined by the test
key. *Not an approved success standard.
80% of students will get 80% or higher
correct on each question relating to the
quality and control charts evaluated by
the test key. *Not an approved success
standard.

NO SUBMISSION (STEPS 1-3 INCOMPLETE)

NO SUBMISSION (STEPS 1-3 INCOMPLETE)

Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION
Web Design
A

Project/Success Standard
At least 70% of students will score a level
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
rubric.

Results
100% of students met the assessment goal for
each of the three areas of the project.

Creation of an external style sheet and
Navigation bar to be used on the page - 86% of
At least 80% of students will score a level
students scored 'functional'; Creation of classes
B
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
- 91% scored 'functional'; Creation of the
rubric.
embedded styles and External styles - 76%
scored 'functional'
Learning Improvement Plan: In order to achieve higher success rates, students will be given more assignments creating database tables. Additional hands on
activities during the semester will produce higher scores when assessing skills in this area. An expanded and revised rubric will also be created in order to
create additional dimensions in which students can be scored.
Database Creation and Defining Datatypes Develop web database applications and
At least 70% of students will score a level
O2:
A
100% scored functional; Creation of Primary
projects.
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
O1:

Create functional websites.
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rubric.

Key - 75% scored functional

86% of students scored 'functional' on the
sections for creating the background and
graphics and 71% of students scored
B
'functional' on the database connectivity
sections of the project .
Learning Improvement Plan: The ability of Computer Programming Technology students to create a variety of different programs remains an important aspect
of their overall curriculum and development as evidenced by industry trends and feedback obtained from advisory council meetings. It is clear, based on the
results of both projects included in Outcome 2 that students are learning the information required to be successful in achieving the goals of this outcome, with
the exception of some areas of each of the assessment tools used in the projects. Testing the student’s ability to perform these tasks will continue into the
future in conjunction with the modification of some of the tools used in each of the projects. An expanded and revised rubric will also be created in order to
create additional dimensions in which students can be scored.
At least 70% of students will score a level
of “functional” on all dimensions of the
rubric.

College of Health Sciences & Human Performance
Athletic Training/Sports Medicine

O1:

Incorporate the basic prevention, evaluation,
treatment, and rehabilitation skills of an
athletic trainer.

Project/Success Standard

A

70% of the students will get a 70% or
higher on the ultrasound quiz.

B

70% of students will score 70% on the
skills checklist.
Learning Improvement Plan: Assessment plan will change next year.

Results
90% (9/10) of students met the success
standard. Only one question showed a
common weakness (70% correct) while all
other questions had no fewer than 80%
correct.
12 out of 12 students met the standard.
Success standard of 70% of students attaining a
70% was met.

11 of 12 students met standard. Success
standard of 70% of students attaining a 70%
was met.
O2: Demonstrate practical skill competencies.
10 of 10 Students met standard. Success
B
70% of students will score a 70% on the
standard of 70% of students attaining a 70%
skills checklist.
was met.
Learning Improvement Plan: Assessment plan will change next year. Assessment to Identify trends will be incorporated into future assessments.
A

Funeral Service Education - INCOMPLETE
Demonstrate the cognitive knowledge
O1: necessary for satisfactory performance in an
entry-level funeral service position.

A
B

70% of the students will get each question
correct.

Project/Success Standard
60% of students will answer each
question correctly.
60% of students will answer each

Results
N/A - REVISIONS STILL IN PROGRESS
N/A – REVISIONS STILL IN PROGRESS
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question correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE - REVISIONS STILL IN PROGRESS
75% of the students will score above
average on each dimension of the rubric.
Encourage students and faculty to perform
O2:
75% of the students will score above
research in the field of funeral service.
B
average on each dimension of the rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE - REVISIONS STILL IN PROGRESS
A

Health Information Management

Project/Success Standard

N/A – REVISIONS STILL IN PROGRESS
N/A – REVISIONS STILL IN PROGRESS

Results
100% of the students (21) scored 80% or higher
80% of the students will score 80% or
A
(2 students had 92%; 1 student had 83%; 18
above.
had 100%).
16 of the 21 students (76%) scored 80% or
O1: Solve ethical problems within HIM.
above on the 10 designated questions of the
80% of the students will score 80% or
final exam (four 100%; ten 90%; two 80%). 5
B
above.
of the 21 students (24%) did not score 80% or
above on the 10 designated questions of the
final exam (three 70%; one 60%; one 50%).
Learning Improvement Plan: More emphasis on adoptees and court order. Did the worksheet near the end. Expand on it, to cover all areas of release of
information.
100% of students answered the question
regarding AIDS correctly; 100% of students
answered the question regarding pneumonia
correctly; 100% of students answered the
80% of the students will score an 80% or
Demonstrate an understanding of managing
A
question regarding asthma correctly; 43% of
higher.
patient health information and medical
students answered the question regarding
O2: records, administering computer information
respiratory failure correctly; 57% of students
systems, and coding diagnoses and
answered the question regarding congestive
procedures.
heart failure correctly.
86% of one of the questions was answered
80% of the students will score 80% or
B
correctly. Two of the questions were answered
higher.
correctly by less than 80% of the students.
Learning Improvement Plan: Review topics more thoroughly before the final exam, use quizzes over the topics, play games dealing with the topic.
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Nursing, ASN
A

O1:

Utilize critical thinking in the implementation
of the nursing process to provide safe,
evidence-based and culturally competent care
to clients in various settings.

Project/Success Standard
80% of the sample will score 100% on the
PES statement components of the major
nursing care plan.

Results
Vincennes: 83% of the students scored 100%
Jasper: 59.3% of the student scored 100%

B

50% of the students will score 70% or
greater on the Nursing Diagnosis subscale,
area of Analysis and Diagnosis. (Due to
the difficulty of the test, a student’s raw
score of 70% indicates a 90% probability
of passing the NCLEX-RN)

Vincennes: 17% of students met the
benchmark

Jasper: 18% of students met the benchmark
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will continue to cover the nursing care plan content in NURS 100, building on the PES statement and care plan writing
each semester. The OB team will revise their assessment forms to allow for more options thus helping student support their PES statement through
assessment criteria. The campuses will discuss consistency in the number of care plans needed at the 1 semester level to foster the skill of correctly
identifying/writing PES statements. This is the third year for each of these assessment projects and therefore they will no longer be measured. However,
faculty feel Critical thinking is an extremely important skill for nursing students to acquire, so future measures of this program outcome in other areas of
curriculum will likely continue.
Vincennes: 100% of the students scored at
95% of the students will achieve a
least a 75% on the teaching project
A
minimum of 75% on the preschool
teaching assignment.
Jasper: 100% of the students scored at least a
75% on the teaching project
Provide health education for clients to
Of the students who facilitated the role of Vincennes: 63% scored an 80% or higher on the
O2: promote adaptation to health changes and
primary nurse, 90% will score an 80% or
patient/family teaching/education component
achieve optimal levels of wellness.
higher on the patient/family
B
of the scenario
teaching/education component of the
Hypoglycemic scenario.
Jasper: Unable to determine. Students were
scored as a group rather than individually
Learning Improvement Plan: Continue to assign teaching projects in NURS 230 and continue to use the rubric. NURS 250 will continue to use role playing of
diabetic education as well as practice of insulin pen administration and written prep work prior to the scenario. More emphasis on basic nutritional control of
diabetes will be placed in lecture.
Nursing, BSN
O1:

Utilize current research to provide client care
and pursue lifelong learning to maintain
professional growth.

Project/Success Standard
A

90% of students will achieve at least an
80% on the second APA exam.

Results
The overall average exam score was 39/50 or
78%. 31/51 or 61% of the students achieved an
individual score of 80% on the exam. The
benchmark was not met.
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The total average points for the APA portion of
the paper was 7/10 or 70%. A total of 49% of
students received at least an 80% on the APA
B
portion of the paper. The benchmark was not
met.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will research options to provide more interactive activities within Blackboard for the hybrid as well as the in-class
students. An online APA tutorial will be created for students to review as an assignment. Submission of APA workbook exercises will be required on a weekly
basis. More graded APA exercises throughout the semester will be an option to increase accountability and immersion into the APA materials. A discussion
board forum will be available from the beginning of the course for faculty and student interaction regarding questions and issues with APA style writing.
Out of the 70 points, the percentage average
was 97.98% (68.6 average score, 68 mode, 68
90% of the students will score at a
median). The students demonstrated strength
competent level or higher on each
in understanding health literacy effects on
dimension of the rubric pertaining to
A
prevention of disease, future hospitalization,
defining, identifying and explaining health
and risk reduction. The students demonstrated
literacy.
knowledge on barriers to health literacy and
strategies to overcome identified barriers.
Facilitate community, acute care, preventative
97.6% of the students were able to receive 90%
O2: care, and public health education to achieve
(63 out of 70) or higher on the implementing
optimal levels of wellness for the client.
90% of the students will score at a
health literacy education portion of the rubric
competent level or higher on each
(68.3 average score, 70 mode, 70 medium).
dimension of the rubric pertaining to
90% of the students’ demonstrated strength in
identifying patient(s) at risk, interventions
B
identifying a patient population at risk for poor
to improve health literacy and an
health literacy, identifying appropriate
explanation how interventions would
interventions and explaining the purpose of the
improve health literacy.
interventions, and to reflect on how this
assignment has changed their nursing practice.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will research options to promote supporting information with evidence-based practice documents and improving
identifying patients at risk for poor health literacy in the August 2014 RN-BSN meeting. Faculty will input the rubrics into Blackboard to improve statistical data.
90% of the students will receive 8 out of
the 10 points (80%) allotted for writing in
APA format, correct grammar and
mechanics.

Physical Education

O1:

Identify the components of a quality Physical
Education program.

A

B

Project/Success Standard
70% of the students will describe four of
the six standards and their application to
their experiences as measured by
achieving a score of 3 out of 4 on the
scoring rubric.
70% of the students will score 70% or

Results
42% of the students scored higher than 75% on
the Writing Assignment
45% of the students scored 70% or higher on
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higher on the test.

the Cognitive Evaluation

Learning Improvement Plan: Continue emphasizing the stated NASPE Content Standards but develop delivery methodologies to help student majors who are
not interested in becoming teachers to understand the connection between their chosen field and the components of a quality Physical Education program.
80% of students will receive an 80% or
80% received an 80% or better on their
A
higher on each dimension of the final
Apply written, visual, and oral presentation
portfolio
portfolio rubric.
O2: skills relative to physical education and sport
topics and issues.
80% of students will achieve a 75% or
B
higher on the test.
96% achieved the success standard.
Learning Improvement Plan: The two questions most often missed on project B were both questions about leadership style. A handout with the pros and cons
of the major leadership styles will be distributed to coincide with lecture material. No changes to the rubric, the test, or the timing of assignments is planned
at this time, in light of the success of both projects.
Physical Therapist Assistance

O1:

Communicate effectively with use of verbal,
non-verbal, and written information with
patients, families, physical therapists, and
other health care personnel in a manner that
reflects sensitivity and appreciation for racial,
social, and cultural diversity.

Project/Success Standard

A

90% of students will score an 80% or
better on the quiz. Item analysis will be
done to evaluate for specific areas of
concerns and weaknesses.

B

90% of students will achieve a score of
80% or better during midterm practical

Results
19 students (86%) scored 80% or above. All 22
students (100%) demonstrated an
understanding of the importance of
communicating with the evaluating physical
therapist (question 4) to report changes in the
patient’s status. Q#3 related to non-verbal
communication with people of differing
cultures (95% answered correctly); Q#5 for
identifying examples of verbal communication
(92% responded correctly); Q#8 regarding
instructing a person in a home exercise
program (92% answered correctly); and Q#9
for following communication guidelines with a
person with a disability (92% answered
correctly). 17 students (77%) missed all or a
portion of Q#10 asking them to list four
barriers to effective communication. The
second question in which students collectively
scored below the success standard was
Question #7 which asked which professional
behavior from a list was the most essential for
becoming an entry-level PTA.
91.66%, or 22/24, students performed three of
the five skills correctly as assessed on the home
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examination in home program instruction
exercise program instruction during the
section.
practical PTAS 210 exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: Add a home exercise program module prior to performance on midterm practical.
A

At least 90% of students will demonstrate
the standards of using proper body
mechanics according to the Transfer
check off criteria.

86% of students performed all transfers safe
and correctly.

Provide safe and competent physical therapy
interventions, as directed by the Physical
Therapist and established within the plan of
care, to minimize risk to patient, self, and
others, and to maximize physical therapy
outcomes.

100% of the students demonstrated the ability
to perform transfers at the correct height
meaning they adjusted electronic beds and
O2:
90% or better of students will achieve an
mats to their body height in order to transfer
entry-level score on this criterion/CI’s to
the patient safely. They also performed at
B
assess student performance of body
100% accuracy by lifting with their knees and
mechanics.
back extended. Only 90% of the students
positioned themselves as closely as needed to
the patient to perform the transfers safely
while in the clinic.
Learning Improvement Plan: A new segment will be incorporated into the PTAS 210 Fall 2014 semester in which home exercise program instruction will be
presented by the PTA faculty prior to the practical exam.
Practical Nursing

O1:

Effectively communicate by sharing accurate
information through various technologies thus
promoting multidisciplinary team and client
collaboration to provide effective nursing
care.

Project/Success Standard
70% of students will score a 66% or higher
on the subscale of questions (Note- due
to the difficulty of the questions, 66% is
on par with the national mean
proficiency.)

Results
Vincennes: 46.87% met the standard

B

70% of the students will score 75% or
higher on this subscale of questions.

Vincennes: 91.66% scored above 75%

A

70% of the students will score a 75% or
higher on this subscale of questions.

Vincennes: 87.5% scored above 75%

B

80% of students will score a 75% or higher
on the grading rubric for their respective
poster.

A

Jasper: 33.33% met the standard

Jasper: 94.44% scored above 75%
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty continue to look for a better video for therapeutic communication. Have switched testing companies to Kaplan, so will
continue to follow how students do on a standardized exam on communication.

O2:

Provide health education for clients under the
direction of a registered nurse to promote
adaptation to health changes and achieve
optimal levels of wellness.

Jasper: 87.5% scored above 75%
Vincennes: 100% of students exceeded the
success standard.
Jasper: 100% of students exceeded the success
standard.
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Learning Improvement Plan: Continue with plan – revise grading rubric to include more choices. Consider increasing the possible score to assist in more
variance in student grades (high number with 100%).
Radiography

Project/Success Standard
Results
85% of students will score a “7” or above
on the rating of ability to perform proper
98% of the students have met or exceeded the
A
set benchmark of 85%
collimation as reflected in the line item of
the grading scale rubric.
O1: Be clinically competent.
80% of students will score 80% or higher
on the subset of questions over
All 18 students (100%) passed the 20 sub-set of
B
collimation (must answer 16 of 20
questions (exam) with at least an 80%.
questions to show success in this
outcome).
Learning Improvement Plan: Incorporating more practice on collimation will include lab activities to demonstrate effects of collimation on image quality and
clinical competency (measurements will be to evaluate student’s lab reports). This will help the students to “see” the effects and make correlations between
theory and practice.
85% of students will be rated as a “three”
52 evaluation tools were used to score Project
or above on their ability to communicate
A
A. Of the 52 evaluations, only 4 had a score of
appropriately and effectively with
less than 3.
O2: Demonstrate communication skills.
patients and patients’ families.
80% of students will score 80% or higher
90% of the students (9 out of 10) scored 16
B
(min. 16 points).
points or higher on the essay.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty have discussed the need to provide more instruction of how to write a paper, specifically a scientific paper. Providing
available websites to help students refresh their writing skills and basic instruction on the writing formats (MLA and APA) have been incorporated into the
student’s list of resources. Including more in-class writing/presentation projects will be an addition to the program curriculum. These have been in the
curriculum to a lesser degree. Instructors will continue to monitor results through tests, quizzes, and writing assignments/presentation projects.

Surgical Technology

Project/Success Standard
Results
100% of students will successfully
100% accomplished the task of gowning and
complete each item on the checklist
A
gloving self with 100% accuracy.
Demonstrate the skills accomplished in lab,
before going to the clinical assignments.
O1: and carry them into the clinical component of
100% of students will successfully pass
the program.
100% accomplished the task of gowning and
the activity before going to the clinical
B
gloving a team member with 100% accuracy.
assignments.
Learning Improvement Plan: The results are positive and fall within program and the National standards. No improvement plan is required except to clarify
Question 24 on the final exam.
100% of students will score 80% or better
12 students (67%) scored 100%, 4 (22%) scored
Define and apply the principles of aseptic
A
O2:
on the self-gowning and gloving/aseptic
90%, and 2 (11%) scored 80% on the selftechnique in the classroom, lab, and clinical
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settings.

technique portion of the course final
gowning and gloving/aseptic technique portion
exam.
of the course final exam.
100% of students will score 80% or better
12 students (67%) scored 100%, 4 (22%) scored
on the gowning and gloving of a team
90%, and 2 (11%) scored 80% on the selfB
member/aseptic technique portion of the
gowning and gloving/aseptic technique portion
course final exam.
of the course final exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: The results are positive and fall within program and the National standards. No improvement plan is required except to clarify
Question 24 on the final exam.

College of Humanities
American Sign Language - INCOMPLETE
O1:

INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION / /

A
B

O2:

INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION / /

A
B

Art and Design

Project/Success Standard
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION /
PERSONNEL CHANGE FOR '14-15
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION /
PERSONNEL CHANGE FOR '14-15
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION /
PERSONNEL CHANGE FOR '14-15
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION /
PERSONNEL CHANGE FOR '14-15

Results
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION / PERSONNEL
CHANGE FOR '14-15
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION / PERSONNEL
CHANGE FOR '14-15
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION / PERSONNEL
CHANGE FOR '14-15
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION / PERSONNEL
CHANGE FOR '14-15

Project/Success Standard
Results
80% of the students should achieve at
A
least a 70% level of proficiency in a
95% (21/22 students) scored above 70%.
Apply the elements and principles of design in
summary average.
O1: both two and three-dimensional
compositions.
90% or better will achieve at least a 70%
B
level of proficiency in a summary average. 94% (17/18 students) scored above 70%.
Learning Improvement Plan: All faculty were included in the discussion to make improvements in the assessment plan for next year at the end of the academic
year 2013-14. Learning improvement recommendations include the incorporation of less interpretive, more analytic measures in rubric, building assessment
into course evaluation, increasing success standards to above average levels and strengthening connections between measures in Projects A and B, and more
time needed for comparison of previous assessment results to be scheduled to compile, review, analyze and interpret data to complete the final report earlier
next year as in the previous two years.
80% of the students should achieve at
A
least a 70% level of proficiency in a
79% (24/28 students) scored a 70% or higher.
summary
average.
Appreciate works of art across both time and
O2:
90% of the students should achieve at
cultures.
B
least a 70% level of proficiency in a
92% (24/26 students) scored a 70% or higher.
summary average.

67

Learning Improvement Plan: All faculty participated in discussions for improving learning next year through the assessment plan, some in group meetings,
some on an individual basis and some in both settings both at the end of the 2013-14 academic year and beginning of the 2014-15 year as needed. Learning
improvement plan recommendations include the incorporation of less interpretive, more analytic measures in the rubric, building assessment into course
evaluation, increasing success standards to above average levels and strengthening connections between measures in Projects A and B, and more time will be
scheduled to compile, review, analyze and interpret data to complete the final report earlier next year as in the previous two years.

English

Project/Success Standard
Results
Students will earn an average of 70% or
better (signifying an achieved level of
A
Students earned an average of 72.8%
“adequate” according to the rubric used
Demonstrate an ability to solve academic and
O1:
for assessment).
non-academic problems.
Students will earn a “yes” rating on each
72.9% of students earned a "yes" rating on
B
portion of the rubric.
each portion of the rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: Since the Committee has finally reached its success standard across the board, even with the collection process, there will have to
be a discussion on the focus. Will the success standard need to be increased? Should the Committee focus on different facets of argumentative writing,
maybe shifting the focus to more specialized topics within documentation and refutation? The argumentative essay/tool in place can yield more findings if the
Committee were to look at other areas, so that will be a pending discussion. Also, the Committee will definitely discuss the improvement of the Reflection
piece as a secondary tool. It’s agreed that the assignment is beneficial in principle, but will need some tweaking to get more focused results. The Committee
was aware of this last year, but decided to give it one more try, while highlighting the importance of specific information in the Committee’s assessment
endeavors. The English Professional Development Day, April 11, 2014, will include discussion of this year’s assessment experience along with a possible
discussion on what to do next in the assessing of English 101 courses here at VU.
59% scored “proficient” or higher for thesis,
61% percentage were “proficient” in the
category of paraphrase, 48% were “proficient”
100% of students will earn an “adequate”
in grammar and mechanics, 72% were
A
on each portion of the rubric.
“proficient” in citation, 41% scored "proficient
in summary, and 43% scored "proficient" in
Read critically in order to make reasoned
supporting points
O2:
judgments.
Only 2% of ENGL 009 students taking both
70% of ENGL 009 students will score 75%
CRT1 and CRT2 scored 75% or better on CRT2;
or higher; 75% of ENGL 011 students will
Only 13% of ENGL 011 students taking both
B
score 75% or higher; 80% of ENGL 101
CRT1 and CRT2 scored 75% or better on CRT2;
Only 14% of ENGL 101 students taking both
students will score 75% or higher.
CRT1 and CRT2 scored 75% or better on CRT2.

68

Learning Improvement Plan: For Project A, the level of training as well as communication will be increased for faculty to improve the number of assessable
CRJs. Reminders will be given to faculty during the English department opening meeting and the first college meeting. The second reminder will be given
during the midterm college meeting. In addition, the 009 committee has discussed sharing teaching tips by posting them to a previously created Blackboard
site so that all faculty teaching 009 can have access. Furthermore, the project will be moved to the Fall semester when more students are enrolled in ENGL
009. Finally, the first CRJ will be submitted during weeks 1-3 (rather than 1-5) while the last CRJ will be collected during weeks 10-12 (rather than 15-16). For
Project B, the department would like to focus solely on ENGL 009 and therefore will give the CRT to only those students. This will alleviate the burden on the
faculty keeping straight all of the various projects going on at the same time and will allow the ENGL 009 faculty to better focus on critical reading.
Overall, students scored low on the four
Demonstrate an ability to solve academic and
100% of students will earn at least a
outcomes—7% scoring Sufficient in the four
A
non-academic problems. (EFTF/VU essential
"sufficient" on each portion of the rubric.
O3:
Outcomes
learning outcome: Apply critical and creative
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
thinking to solve problems. )
Learning Improvement Plan: The Literature Outcomes Committee will review and revise the rubric and couple that with a greater focus on literary explication,
separating the synthesis assignment from an explication assignment that are designed separately and target different, although complimentary, skill sets.
Furthermore, faculty must review the issue of critical thinking, as it is implied in the VU Critical Thinking Rubric, and its connection to literary analysis and the
evaluation of literary sources. Finally, the committee will consider how take-home reading responses requiring in-text citation and documentation can be used
to improve students’ ability to integrate and cite sources to support their critical reasoning—more coherent scaffolding to integrate these skills is needed in
light of recent changes to UCC and Critical Thinking Assessment at the university level.
English as a Second Language
*No Enrollment 2013-2014

Project/Success Standard
*No Enrollment 2013-2014

Family & Consumer Sciences

Project/Success Standard
A

O1:

Utilize knowledge of FACS to strengthen
personal well-being of individuals across the
life span.
B

75% of the students will earn a 75%
(adequate) on the nutrition knowledge
portion of their nutrition article critique.

75% of the students will indicate they
have increased their nutrition knowledge
by at least 20%.

Results
*No Enrollment 2013-2014
Results
88% of students earned a 75% (adequate) or
higher. 95% of the Distance Class (n=23)
scored adequate, and 78% of the On-Campus
sections (n = 18) scored adequate
Distance class: 100% of students indicated they
had gained in knowledge. Average rating
changed from 4.3 to 7.2 on a 1 to 10 scale. This
was a gain of 29 percentage points exceeding
the 20% increase goal. On-Campus classes:
100% of students indicated they had gained in
knowledge. Average rating changed from 4.6
to 7.4 on a 1 to 10 scale. This was a gain of 28
percentage points, also exceeding the 20%
increase goal.
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Learning Improvement Plan: Since some students still did not turn in appropriate articles prior to the final assignment deadline, consideration will be given to
assign points for this part of the assignment. Also, the due date for article submission will be moved farther ahead of the final assignment deadline. Another
change will be that the directions will be clarified so that students will be given more details on what type of articles can be chosen for the assignment. Now
that the faculty has attended the professional development workshops on the use of the grading rubrics vs UCC critical thinking rubrics, the grading rubric will
be further refined to better align with the UCC rubric. Another consideration is to add English Composition I as a co-requisite to this course, since performance
on the nutrition article critique requires good writing skills. Although all the students taking the course on campus and through distance this semester had
already met this criteria, it is not currently a requirement. The nutrition course has been offered for the first time this year through Early College, and this
event has made it more likely that less advanced students would take the course. Therefore, implementing the co-requisite would prevent students lacking
minimum writing skills from taking the course.
80% of students will earn a final project
Only 60% of students (3 of 5) scored a 75% or
A
score of at least a 75%.
above.
Students will use the same rubric that the
The scoring students gave their peers was
Apply skills as providers and consumers of
instructor
uses
to
grade
the
students.
The
within 20% of the instructor’s grades in 6 of the
O2:
goods and services.
standard of success is for 75% of the
10 areas graded. The combined average of all
B
students’ scores to be within 20% of the
students’ grading was within 21% of the
instructor’s scores for the same projects.
instructor’s combined grades.
Learning Improvement Plan: A new textbook is being reviewed for next year. Another consideration is to discuss with Department Chair the need to change
the prerequisite for this class from FACS 120 and ARCH 102, but to add completion of a “C” or better in these two classes.
Graphic Design

O1:

Project/Success Standard

A

80% of students will score 71% or higher
(above average) on 3 of 5 touch points.

B

80% of students will score 71% or higher
(above average) on 4 of 6 touch points.

Utilize current technologies, production
processes and techniques to meet specific
production requirements.

Results
Touch Point #1 = 62% scored above average;
Touch Point #2 = 23% scored above average;
Touch Point #3 = 46% scored above average;
Touch Point #4 = 38% scored above average;
Touch Point #5 = 23% scored above average Success Standard Not Met
Touch Point #1 = 46% scored above average;
Touch Point #2 = 38% scored above average;
Touch Point #3 = 46% scored above average;
Touch Point #4 = 38%; Touch Point #5 = 15%
scored above average; Touch Point #6 = 38%
scored above average - Success Standard Not
Met
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Learning Improvement Plan: Improvements for the learning improvement plan have been discussed by full-time department faculty Ron Wise, Paul E Jost and
Phil Negley. As stated in the “Success Standard,” this assessment project was assigned and completed in DESN 210 and uses skills that were taught in DESN
155. All but one section of DESN 155 is taught by Negley, the exception is taught by an adjunct. Negley is retiring and, assuming his position will be filled by a
new full-time faculty, that faculty member will teach DESN 155 sections (with one section still taught by an adjunct). Wise and Jost will oversee the transition of
the class content to the new faculty member, including these two NEW projects. 1. Supply students with a poorly constructed file and a list of client-like
alterations/ changes they are responsible for making regardless of the difficulty. As a follow-up exercise, supply the students with an expertly constructed file
with a similar list of changes. After, engage them in a discussion about their experience with both files. 2. Engage students by making them responsible for
designing a layout that will require the use of instructor specified tools and skills. They should build the file anticipating the possibility that another student will
be required to understand how the file was built in order to make changes. In the past they have been given a layout to reproduce. The measure of success
was largely based on how accurately they were able to reproduce it. Using their design instead of a supplied design may result in a personal, vested interest in
the success of this project. The anticipated outcome would be that students would take personal ownership of the project, making them more interested in
understanding why the tools are useful and necessary in an industry where files are often edited and altered by more than one designer. The reputation of a
designer is often dependent on building files that can be easily understood by other designers through the use of appropriate tools and universal standards.
Appropriate tools and universal standards are constantly changing with the technology used by the graphic design industry. Therefore, Jost will immediately
begin researching professional development opportunities that include spending time at reputable design firms of various sizes and capabilities over summer
break. The result of the visits will be to ensure that as a department we do not become isolated from industry changes in software, work flow and designer
requirements. Because the skills learned in DESN 155 are vital to a large number of projects assigned in the next three semesters, it will be necessary for
faculty to meet during and immediately after the projects described above. We can then ensure that the necessary skill level for continuing study within our
program has been met. DESN 155 is a prerequisite for nearly all second, third and fourth semester classes.
The students managed only one category
80% of the students will obtain at least
higher than 71%, and it was only 72%.
71% in at least one of the categories
According to our online survey of members of
dealing with the creativity of the designs
our Advisory Committee, 72% of the ad
and the quality of the design compared to
campaigns provided a consistent message
professional-level assessed on the grading
A
across all components. 68% of the ad
rubric. 80% of the students will obtain at
campaigns effectively delivered the proper
least 71% of positive responses in one of
message to the audience. The Committee also
two categories included on the online
Generate professional-level, functional and
felt that 65% of the campaigns were versatile
O2:
advisory committee survey dealing with
creative designs.
enough to be effective on all types of mobile
creativity and quality of design work.
devices.
80% of the students will obtain at least
The success standard was met with 90% of the
71% in at least one of the categories
students achieving at least a 71% in two of the
assessed on the grading rubric dealing
categories on the grading rubric. According to
B
with the functionality of the GIF. 80% of
our online survey of members of our Advisory
the students will obtain at least 71% of
Committee, 72% of the ad campaigns provided
positive responses the category dealing
a consistent message across all components.
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with functionality of the GIF included on
the online advisory committee survey.

68% of the ad campaigns effectively delivered
the proper message to the audience. The
Committee also felt that 65% of the campaigns
were versatile enough to be effective on all
types of mobile devices.

Learning Improvement Plan: Improvements for the learning improvement plan have been discussed by full-time department faculty Ron Wise and Paul E Jost,
along with members of the Graphic Design Advisory Committee. We received positive feedback about the necessity of including this type of in the students’
portfolios in the future. The major areas of weakness that both assessment tools agree upon are the application creativity thought in the design concepts and
proper use of design elements and principles in the student designs. We feel that the improvement plans that we have implemented in DESN 110 in our
previous years’ assessments will improve the level of work in these areas by next year, when this assessment is performed again. A detailed description of this
improvement plan in DESN 110 can be found in the Graphic Design Assessment Plan for 2012-13 – Outcome 1, Steps 6-7. The group that performed the web
banner campaign participated in the DESN 110 assessment during the Fall 2012, which showed no real improvement in understanding and utilizing design
elements and principles. The Graphic Design faculty agrees that design skills and creativity must be stressed even more in all DESN courses to improve the
students’ abilities these areas. No specific changes will be implemented in DESN 260 in these areas. Another weakness that must be addressed is the confusion
of file size and pixel dimensions for the ads. The concepts of designing web banner ads in various sizes will be introduced at an earlier stage in the curriculum
with a new project to be implemented in DESN 205, which is a third semester course that concentrates on designing for the internet. This new project will
essentially be a very similar project to this assessment project. The process of creating ads at a larger size and reducing them for the web will be practiced. At
the same time, we will introduce the concept of animation used in online advertising in DESN 205. Techniques of reducing the file size of animated GIFs and
designing for effective communication on mobile devices will also be part of the new project. This will provide the students an opportunity to work through
these problems before we assess their abilities to perform these procedures in the fourth semester. The assessment will be performed again in Spring 2015 in
DESN 260 to compare the data from this year. We hope to see improvement in all areas of assessment.
Journalism

O1:

Research current events and enduring topics
in civic life for use as the raw material of
news.

Project/Success Standard

A

70% of students will be able to complete
each search in less than five minutes, and
fewer than three attempts.

Results
All students were able to find a case by parties
using Lexis/Nexis within the allotted
perameters. 100% of students were able to find
a case by party, 33% were able to find the case
by citation.

B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Assessment project complete after three years. New assessment project due for Fall 2014.

O2:

Write news clearly and effectively for multiple
media formats.

A

A successful tweet will include the
answers to at least 40% of the questions:
who, what, when, why, where, and how.
At least 80% of tweets should be
successful.

100% of students achieved the success
standard for this assessment project, many by
a large percentage.
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At least 80% of each student’s tweets
should be successful based on these
93% of students achieved the success standard
criteria.
Learning Improvement Plan: Assessment project complete after three years. New assessment project due for Fall 2014.
B

Modern Foreign Languages

O1:

Demonstrate communicative competence in
listening to, reading, speaking, and writing the
target language.

Project/Success Standard

A

On the oral interview at the end of the
semester, 80% of the students will
achieve a rating of 3 or above on each of
the six dimensions of the Level 1 Speaking
Tasks Analytic Rubric.

Results
Overall, twenty-nine out of forty-three SPAN
101 students (67%) met the success standard.
Percentage of students who met the standard
for each dimension: Task Completion - 74.4%;
Comprehensibility - 76.7; Fluency - 72.1%;
Pronunciation - 74.4%; Vocabulary - 58.1%;
Langauge Control - 53.5%

B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Even though during the coming years we will be doing new program assessment projects involving our second semester courses,
we plan to continue to use the analytic rubric in the first semester oral interviews and to provide students with immediate feedback after the interview using
the rubric. We will also try to make time to have students practice evaluating each other with the rubric on questions similar to those that are used in the oral
interviews.
80% of the students will at least reach the
70.7% of Spanish 101 students achieved or
A
cut off score used to place people into our
surpassed the goal.
103 courses.
86.1% of the students reached an accuracy of
85% or higher on the second recording. Of the
thirty-six students who did both a first and
Demonstrate accuracy in pronunciation,
By the end of the semester, 80% of the
O2:
second recording of the passage, three
grammar, and vocabulary.
B
students will pronounce accurately at
students improved by at least one word, one
least 85% of the words in the passage
student had the same number of
they read and record.
mispronounced words on the second
recording, and two students had more errors
on the second recording.
Learning Improvement Plan: We plan to continue practice on the ge and gi letter combinations in Spanish. We plan to look for ways to make additional
opportunities for students to practice stressing the correct syllable.
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Philosophy

A

Project/Success Standard
80% of all student evaluations will fall
within a one letter grade deviation from
the norm, which is established by the
sample essay that instructors have preselected as the ‘A’ essay (32-36 points on
the scored rubric).

Results

64 out of 71 students, or 90%, scored this ‘A’
essay within a one letter grade deviation.

This first success standard was nearly met with
77% of all students earning a 75% (C+) or better
on his or her own argumentation essay. 53% of
O1: Construct an argument.
80% of the students will achieve a final
students received a letter grade on their essay
score of at least 75% on the essay and
that was the same as or better than they
that for 80% of all students, the student’s
expected, whereas 31% received a grade from
B
own self-evaluation will fall within one
the instructor that was at least one letter grade
standard letter grade or ten percentage
lower (10 deviation points lower) than what
points of the instructor’s evaluation.
the student expected. The remaining 16% of
students received a letter grade that fell within
0.5 or 1/2 letter grade deviation from their selfscored rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: Students will be asked to write a short position paper of not less than one page but not more than two pages on a specific ethical
issue or dilemma and assess their work using the rubric before they submit their final draft of the argumentation essay on the same topic. The short position
paper will be graded by the instructor using the same student-scored rubric sheet that the student submitted with her or her short position paper. The
instructor-scored rubric sheet will be returned to the student with suggestions for improvement. The student will be expected to make improvements and
incorporate the revision into his or her final draft of the argumentation essay. Lastly, students will assess their final draft with a clean rubric sheet and attach it
to their completed work, which they submit for a final grade. Because students will now use the rubric twice to score their own work, and because they will
have instructor feedback and/or corrections made to the first rubric attached to their short position paper, they should have a better idea of the instructor’s
grading standards and a more objective view of their own work. In addition, instructors will pull out examples of ‘A,’ ‘B’ and ‘C’ essays from their student pools,
make copies and share them with each other. This will facilitate inter-rater reliability.
100% of students will earn a score of 80%
46% of all students scored 80% or higher, and
Apply basic philosophical vocabulary in
A
O2:
or higher on the post-test.
59% of all students scored 70% or higher.
speaking and writing.
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95% of students surveyed responded “strongly
agree” or “agree” to the statement: “This
ethics course strengthened my ethical
vocabulary by introducing some terms and
concepts that I did not previously use in
everyday life.” 85% responded “strongly
agree” or “agree” to the statement: “This
course helped me to acquire a basic
understanding of ethical theories and how they
70% of students will indicate “agree” or
apply to different social, cultural and political
“strongly agree” on each of the survey
issues debated in the public media.” In
questions about their own academic
response to the statement, “In general, I feel
progress or educational development in
that this course has led me to appreciate the
B
the course as well as their level of
role of ethical reasoning, sound argumentation,
appreciation for the role of ethical
and rational criticism in formulating social,
reasoning in their own lives and in the
cultural and political views,” 77.6% of all of
wider context of democratic citizenship.
Buchanan’s students indicated “agree” or
“strongly agree” and 86.5% of Cockerham’s
students responded similarly. 86% of
Cockerham’s students responded with “agree”
or “strongly agree” to the statement, “Overall, I
feel that I learned enough in this course to
recommend it to other students at V.U.” and
80% of Buchanan’s students responded
similarly.
Learning Improvement Plan: First of all, as before, both instructors need to embed technical terms and concepts in more reading quizzes and require that
students employ a certain number of ethical/philosophical terms and concepts in their writing and analysis of textual readings. Second, the vocabulary test
should be given twice with a space of at least four weeks between tests. Third, a more realistic success standard needs to be considered for the vocabulary
test results. We propose the following scale as the new success standard: 100% of students will score 60% or higher; at least 70% of students will score 70% or
higher; at least 50% of students will score 80% or higher; and at least 10% of students will score 90% or higher.
Reading

O1:

Illustrate an ability to use basic reading
comprehension skills necessary for entry into
college level courses.

Project/Success Standard

A

At least 70% of the students will get seven
of the ten questions correct.

Results
Combined results (55 out of 86 or 64%) in READ
009 and READ 011 16-week courses achieved
the success standard.
Combined results (17 out of 20 or 85%) in READ
009 and READ 011 8-week courses achieved
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the success standard.

At least 70% of the students completing
At least 70% of the students completing the
survey did respond in the positive that the
the survey will respond in the positive
B
accelerated reading class benefitted them
that the accelerated reading class
(90%)
benefitted them.
Learning Improvement Plan: On the comprehension test, a sample of individual test items will be examined and compared. Likert scale may be adapted to use
with all classes.
75% of students who set and maintained
O2: Select reading goals.
A
goals will complete the class and earn a
62% achieved a final grade of C or better
70% or higher for the class (grade of C).
85% of the students responding will note
98% of the students responding passed the
in their paragraphs that there was value in
B
course with C or better
setting goals for academic success.
Learning Improvement Plan: The goal setting form will be revised again to offer less goal choices, and a more detailed rubric for the reflection will be used to
measure this project’s success standard.
Study Skills/STEP

Project/Success Standard
Results
100% of students will achieve a “level 3”
74% of samples met the goal of all three’s (or
A
or higher on each dimension of the rubric. higher) on each dimension of the rubric.
O1: Apply effective note-taking techniques.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Study Skills staff will continue holding monthly department meetings for the 2013-2014 school year. The meetings will be used to
better explain direction to all faculty and convey expectations of the exercises. We will update the New Beginnings book to include a copy of the Cornell Notes
Rubric. Faculty will show students examples of Cornell notes that score a high rating on the rubric. Likewise, they will also show examples of Cornell notes that
receive a poor rating on the rubric. New staff will be assigned a mentor who will help them learn about the Study Skills curriculum. These changes were
implemented by Ranell Locke, Angie Crabtree and Ann Herman, and they will be the ones to oversee the plan. Students will also be asked to provide samples
from the same lecture, video, and a book excerpt provided by the faculty member rather than a chapter of their choice. Faculty can better assess the sample
since they provide the content of the exercise. Class preparedness will be improved upon because students will be provided with the information they will be
assessed on. Faculty will implement the SQ3R method to booster student preparedness and complete additional exercises regarding commonly used
abbreviations, utilizing page 97 in the Power Learning textbook.
73% of the students met the goal of a “good”
100% of the students will receive a “good”
or “excellent” rating in Portfolio Neatness and
O2: Utilize self-advocacy skills.
A
or “excellent” rating in each section of the
Organization. 63% of the students met the
rubric.
goal of a “good” or “excellent” rating in
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Portfolio Mentoring Session. In the Oral
Presentation Creativity section, 58% of
students did not receive a “good” or
“excellent.”
89% of the students met the goal of “level 3” or
higher in Portfolio Neatness and Organization.
74% of the students met the goal of “level 3” or
100% of students will achieve a “level 3”
B
higher in Oral Presentation Content, Creativity,
or higher on each dimension of the rubric.
Organization, and Length. In the Portfolio
Mentoring Session, 32% fell below the goal of
“level 3” or higher.
Learning Improvement Plan: Since 58% of the students did not meet the success standard, the STEP faculty felt the need to improve our curriculum and
guidance of the students in the mentoring process. We are currently planning new activities to update and improve the materials used in the mentoring
process. The STEP faculty discussed the results of the STEP Mentoring/Portfolio as a part of the weekly STEP meeting. All faculty agreed that we made positive
improvements in our data. We will update our assignments to engage ours students more in the mentoring process. All faculty will continue guiding the
second-year students in the mentoring process through modeling. We will monitor by circulating from group to group in the auditorium to determine how
well the students are participating in the group activities. A new rubric will be developed for the fall semester with hopes of students reaching the desired
goals. In addition, the STEP faculty will take a more active role in stressing the requirements of the assessment assignment. Increased awareness of the
importance of the process and materials needed for assessment and perfect attendance will hopefully yield higher student scores on the rubric. The STEP
faculty will continue their monthly meetings to discuss this year’s assessment experience along with gaps in the assessment assignment process. STEP faculty
will participate in professional development by attending the annual International Learning Disability Conference with workshops focused on mentoring.

College of Science and Mathematics
Agriculture

O1:

Employ written, visual, and oral presentation
skills regarding agricultural production
systems.

Project/Success Standard

A

75% of the students will achieve a rubric
score of ‘average’ for each dimension of
the rubric, and 75% of the students will
achieve an ‘average’ for the holistic score.

B

75% of students will answer each exam
question correctly.

Results
The standard of success was achieved for
understanding where digestion occurs (91%)
and where absorption occurs (77%) of energy
compounds in the ruminant animal and rumen
microbial digestion (77%). The standard of
success was not achieved for understanding
the primary carbohydrate present in typical
ruminant diets (68%). 68% of the students
achieved an average holistic score on the
rubric.
66.7% of students achieved a 70% or greater
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Learning Improvement Plan: Review the concept of basic ruminant digestion not more than two class periods before the exam is given.
85% students scored above 80% on the
worksheets. Average student score was 91%
and 94% on the 2 lab exercises.
67% of groups successfully used the on-line
fertilizer calculation to determine the correct
Identify the interaction among food
fertilizer recommendation. All groups (100%)
O2: production systems, agricultural sustainability,
were successful in selecting the correct
80% of groups will score at the
and environmental quality.
fertilizer material to use. One group received
B
“acceptable level” on each aspect of the
full credit (100%) on the fertilizer rate
Lime and Fertilizer Requirements rubric.
component and one group only got 30% on
their first attempt and the other group got
60%.
Learning Improvement Plan: More lecture time about the importance of fertilizer timing as a way to mitigate against environmental degradation and supply
nutrients to plants at the most appropriate growth stage will be implemented.
A

Biology

O1:

80% of students will score 80% or higher
on each worksheet component for the 2part series.

Project/Success Standard

Apply critical thinking skills to biological topics
and issues.

A

60% of the students will obtain an
“Adequate” or higher on each of the
dimensions of the critical thinking rubric.

Results
Greater than 60% of the students got
“acceptable” or higher on the “Explanation of
Problem” (73%), “Student Position” (68%), and
“Conclusions and Related Outcomes” (66%)
dimensions of the Critical Thinking Rubric. Less
than 60% of the students got “acceptable” or
higher on the “Evidence” (57%) and “Influence
of Context” (54%) dimensions of the Critical
Thinking Rubric.

B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: We have three to five different assignments that faculty are completing in different classes so we discussed some general
changes we will make to all assignments. We are all going to do more to help students to find reputable sources, whether faculty do that on their own or bring
in a librarian, will be up to each individual faculty member. Faculty are also going to add a minimum length expected for each question to force the student to
hopefully include more of their thinking process in each answer. Faculty will also show examples of good answers to the students after the first assignment is
finished. Those using the tug sheets will relate the parts of the tug sheet to specific questions as it appears that some students had good tug sheets but then
didn’t put what was on the tug sheet into their answers. Some faculty will use the “silent debate” exercise where students debate a topic by writing rebuttals
back and forth. There is no talking so all students have a voice and students may have to support a viewpoint they in which they don’t agree. If possible,
faculty may give a class a choice on what topic they would like to cover. This may take a few semesters to initiate as faculty work through different
assignments and topics. Each faculty is refining their questions to help the questions fit the rubric. If time permits, some faculty will have students grade other
student’s papers using the rubric. Some faculty felt they weren’t spending enough time discussing stakeholders and context, so they will add those topics into
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their critical thinking lesson plan.
The success standard was met for the
Introduction (100%), Methods and Materials
80% of the students will get 80% on the
(90%), and Results (100%) portions of the
lab report; 80% of students will receive a
laboratory write-up. The students did not meet
A
“Good” or better in each section of the
the success standards for the Discussion (40%)
lab report based on the rubric.
portions of the laboratory write-up. 90% of the
students scored an 80% or better on the lab
report as a whole.
The success standard was met for the Methods
and Materials (80%), Results (100%), and
80% of the students will get 80% on the
Discussion (90%) portions of the laboratory
lab report; 80% of students will receive a
write-up. The students did not meet the
B
“Good” or better in each section of the
success standards for the Introduction (70%)
lab report based on the rubric.
portion of the laboratory write-up. 90% of the
students scored an 80% or better on the lab
O2: Apply the scientific method to solve problems.
report as a whole.
The success standard was met for the
Introduction (90%), Methods and Materials
80% of the students will get 80% on the
(100%) and Results (90%). The students did not
lab report; 80% of students will receive a
meet the success standards for the Discussion
C
“Good” or better in each section of the
(40%) portion of the laboratory write-up. 80%
lab report based on the rubric.
of the students scored an 80% or better on the
lab report as a whole.
The success standard was met for the
Introduction (82%), Methods and Materials
80% of the students will get 80% on the
(91%), and Discussion (95%). The students did
lab report; 80% of students will receive a
not meet the success standard for the Results
D
“Good” or better in each section of the
(74%) portion of the laboratory write-up. 80%
lab report based on the rubric.
of students scored an 80% on the lab report as
a whole.
Learning Improvement Plan: The rubric will be modified. As we (Coffman and Witucki) continue to use the rubric we have found ways to continuously improve
upon it to make it easier for the students to understand what is expected of them from each category of the laboratory report. Also, Curt Coffman is going to
begin using the rubric in his BIOL 106L class. The goal is to give students even more exposure to the rubric and practice at writing logical and sound laboratory
reports.
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Chemistry

Project/Success Standard
Results
70% of students will score a 3 of 4 or
Criterion #1 = 54%; Criterion #2 = 41%;
A
better on the Conclusion section of the
Criterion #3 = 35%; Criterion #4 = 17%.
Scientific Laws rubric.
Apply the scientific method to validate
90% of students will answer the Law of
O1:
83% of students answered the Law of
existing chemical laws and theories.
Conservation of Mass question correctly;
Conservation of Mass question correctly; 79%
80% of students will answer at least one
B
of students answered at least one of the Law of
of the Law of Definite Proportions
Definite Proportions questions correctly.
questions correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: With this being the last year of the project, we have come to the realization that this project may not have been the best route
for determining student success for this outcome. Based on the number of issues that have been encountered, our best method for improving the assessment
of this outcome would be to move the assessment to a later period in the academic lives of our students. A future iteration of this outcome assessment would
likely use the same population of students, but later in the semester – after they have had the opportunity to build their science writing skills and express their
thoughts in a more meaningful way. The use of the multiple-choice exam also would need to come under scrutiny. While the exam is useful in obtaining lots
of information quickly, it fails if only one or two possible answers out of the four or five options will logically meet what the question is asking. Multiple choice
options should be modified to provide better distracters at the very least – or abandoned in favor of short-answer questions that can go after the higher levels
of Bloom’s taxonomy.
70% of the students will correctly assign
57% of the students were able to assign peaks
A
peaks on a spectrum quiz.
correctly.
Solve problems using scientific technology or
O2:
70% of the students will correctly assign
73% of the students were able to assign peaks
instrumentation.
B
peaks on a spectrum quiz.
correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: As next year is the last year for this project, it will be interesting to assess the correlation between assigning ratios correctly and
choose the appropriate peaks. Therefore a new component will be added to the success standard. More emphasis will be made on the importance of following
each step to successfully assign a structure to a spectrum. An additional group activity will be given and graded with feedback before the quiz is taken. The
improvement plan outlined on Project A will help attain the success standard on this project. Also, the quiz will be given after the laboratory report is returned
to the students.
Earth Science

O1:

Apply critical thinking skills to
environmental/Earth science related issues.

Project/Success Standard

A

60% of the students will obtain an
“acceptable” or higher on each of the
dimensions of the critical thinking rubric.

B

N/A - UCC Reflective Activity

Results
Percentage of students who scored
"acceptable" or higher in each dimension:
Explanation of problem, question, conflict or
issue, 74%; Evidence, 71%; Influence of context
and assumptions, 49%; Student’s position, 81%;
and Conclusions and related outcomes, 62%.
N/A
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Learning Improvement Plan: The plan is to utilize Blackboard for collecting Critical Thinking artifacts which will once again be a portion of this assessment. This
will allow for a more efficacious collection of data for both reports. Questions will be adjusted and the rubric will be examined. Certainly more attention needs
to be given to the context/assumptions area, stakeholders, etc. More in class time will be utilized to increase student knowledge of the CT project parameters
and to brainstorm ideas.
A
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Question #1, 77% answered correctly; Question
Appreciate the connections between the
#2, 66% answered correctly; Question #3 was
O2: environment/Earth science and their lives and
80% of the students will correctly answer
not relevant to the assessment activity;
B
current issues.
each question.
Question #4, 77% answered correctly; and
Question #5, 44% answered correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: Students will be provided with more information/discussion during class to facilitate a better understanding of the difference(s)
between Scientific/Journalistic publications. New ‘in-class’ exercises will be implemented whereby students will be given the opportunity to read various types
of publications from both journalistic and scientific publications.
Engineering Science

Project/Success Standard
60% of the students will get 100% on each
dimension of the rubric.

Results
100% of students got 100% on each dimension
A
of the rubric.
Linear slope calculation: 92% correct; Area
Apply critical thinking and analytical skills to
O1:
75%
of
the
students
will
get
100%
on
each
under linear graph: 92% correct; Non-linear
solve scientific and engineering problems.
B
dimension of the rubric.
slope calculation: 100% correct; Area under
non-linear graph: 100% correct
Learning Improvement Plan: In future years, there will continue to be stress placed on calculating and interpreting graphical analysis without the aid of the
computer. When the students master the concepts, the computer can be introduced to save time.
60% of the students will get 100% on each 100% of students got 100% on each dimension
A
dimension of the rubric.
of the rubric.
Correct calculation of magnitudes of the
components of the two vectors: 85% correct;
Direction of individual components: 100%
Demonstrate an understanding of core
correct; Vector Sum of components: 100%
O2: knowledge in their specific area of
correct; Magnitude of the resultant: 92%
75% of the students will get 100% on each
engineering.
correct; Direction of Resultant: 100% correct;
B
dimension of the rubric.
Dot Product from magnitudes and directions:
77% correct; Dot Product from magnitudes and
directions: 77% correct; Cross Products from
unit vectors: 70% correct; Cross Products from
unit vectors: 77% correct
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Learning Improvement Plan: The success rate of cross products increased this year due to more practice. The dot product success rate at the end of the
semester was disappointingly low. The latter is a simpler concept, but it is covered earlier in the semester. A review of the material late in the semester could
help increase these scores, but time is limited and this may not be possible. The results indicate that students need to see more use of these products in the
future.
Mathematics

Project/Success Standard
Results
70% of students will score a 70% or higher 51.99%, received 7 points (70%) or higher on
A
on the quiz.
the 10 point quiz.
O1: Solve fundamental mathematical problems.
90% of students will answer all seven
30.27% of students answered all seven
B
problems correctly.
problems correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: Since the changes made covered the entire developmental math sequence, we decided to wait another year before making other
changes. This way, students who pass from 010 into 013 should be better prepared for the linear equation solving, and the other topics as well.
70% of students will score 60% or higher
54.95% of students received 60% or higher;
on the overall final grade and 70% of
Linear Equations = 39% correct; Multiplying
A
students will get each of the questions we Polynomials = 40% correct; Factoring = 47%
O2: Solve fundamental mathematical problems.
are recording individually correct.
correct; Solve Rational Equations = 24% correct
90% of students will get a complete
Section 2.3 = 49%; Section 5.3 = 51%; Section
B
(100%) for each organizer section.
6.3 = 52%; Section 7.5 = 41%
Learning Improvement Plan: Again, since the changes made covered the entire developmental sequence, we will wait another year and gather more data
before deciding to make any further changes.

Pharmacy Technician

Project/Success Standard
Results
50% of students will earn a 70% or better
75% of students met the success standard of
A
on teaspoon conversion questions.
70%.
Apply mathematics concepts for dosage
80% of the students will receive a 90% or
O1:
70% of students met the success standard of
calculation.
B
better on the teaspoon conversion
90% or better.
questions.
Learning Improvement Plan: This was the first year for this assessment project in this course. The students will be given extra work on the practice cd given in
the book. The students will also be given practice exams where they perform the calculation on the board as a group allowing the students to get peer training.
Next school year 2014-2015 we will stress the importance to the student of knowing how to do dosage calculations.
Aseptic Technique = 90% scored "Good" or
better; Personal Hygiene = 90% scored "Good"
80% of the students will receive a “Good”
or better; Hood Disinfection = 100% of students
A
or better on each dimension of the rubric.
received 90% "Excellent"; Manipulation of
O2: Prepare I.V. mixtures, ointments and creams.
Material - 95% received an "Excellent."
All students received 100% on Aseptic
80% of the students will receive a “Good”
Technique and Personal Hygiene; 100% scored
B
or better on each dimension of the rubric.
95% on Hood Disinfection; 95% received 95%
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on Accuracy.
Learning Improvement Plan: This year the students were given extra training throughout the semester. For the next year the students will be given the extra
training throughout the semester and will be given the rubric at the beginning of the semester.
Physics
O1:

Apply critical thinking and analytical skills to
solve scientific problems.

A
B

Project/Success Standard
60% of the students will get 100% on each
dimension of the rubric.
60% of the students will get 100% on each
dimension of the rubric.

Results
77% had the test question correct.
100% scored correctly on a question on the
final exam.

Learning Improvement Plan: None; third year for project.

O2:

A

60% of the students will get 100% on each
dimension of the rubric.

B

60% of the students will get 100% on each
dimension of the rubric.

Demonstrate an understanding of core
knowledge in physics.

61.5 % of students displayed complete mastery
in that the correctly calculated and used
components of vectors; 15% displayed basic
understanding in but they made math errors;
total of 76.5 % of students were successful.
33.33% of students showed mastery at the end
of the sem.; 25% showed basic understanding
at the end of the semester; adding these 2
percentages, 58.33% of students had success
with principles of finding components of a
vector.

Learning Improvement Plan: None; third year for project.

College of Social Science & Performing Arts
Communication
A

O1:

Demonstrate articulate expression through
oral, written and mediated communication.

B

Project/Success Standard
70% of students tested will achieve a
score of 70% or higher.
70% of all students will achieve an overall
grade of at least 70% on the presentation
measured with the rubric. Additionally, at
least 70% of all students will achieve a
rating of Competent or better on each of
the dimensions measured by the rubric.

Results
58.0% of students are scoring at the success
standard of 70%.
67.8% of students scored at 70% or higher.
Scoring on individual components were not
measured. This will begin during the 20142015 academic year.
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Learning Improvement Plan: SPCH 143 instructors have been meeting to consider ways to ensure more consistency in student performance on the Pretest/Post-test from section-to-section and to increase the number of students who score at the 70% or higher success standard (only 58.0% this semester). At
this point, no instructional changes have been mandated. However, instructors whose section average scores have been below the 70% average have been
encouraged to look for ways to assist students’ improvement and instructors whose sections consistently score at or above the 70% figure are documenting inclass activities they feel contribute most to student success in their sections. At this time, we are strongly considering dropping this Pre-test/Post-test until a
new textbook as adopted. At that time, we may re-introduce the Pre-test/Post-test. Because of the perceived success of the new analytical rubric for grading
informative speeches, a similar analytical rubric has been created for persuasive speeches. It was tested these past two semesters (Fall 2013 and Spring 2014).
We are accumulating data from its use at this time and, assuming consensus from SPCH 143 instructors, it will be incorporated into the official assessment
package starting in the Fall 2014 semester.
At least 70% of all students will achieve a
score of 72 or lower on the PRCA.
The overall percentage of students scoring
Additionally, the PRCA will be
below the threshold of 72 dropped slightly
Display increased self-confidence and reduced
administered both at the beginning and
A
O2:
from 74.9% in the Fall 2013 semester to 72.9%
anxiety in communication situations.
end of the semester, with at least 70% of
in the Spring 2014 semester.
students achieving a lower (better)
anxiety score on the post-test.
Learning Improvement Plan: No changes are being implemented at this time in the use of the PRCA in SPCH 143. The staff has continued to discuss the
wisdom of replacing the PRCA with the PRPSA for SPCH 143, since the PRPSA deals exclusively with apprehension in public speaking situations, while the PRCA
addresses communication apprehension in meetings, conversations, group discussions and public speaking. Discussion also has begun regarding the need to
incorporate specific “apprehension management” group activities into SPCH 148 to ensure that instructors can more accurately determine what ingredients in
the administration of the course actually have greater or lesser impact on students’ communication apprehension. At this time, we know communication
apprehension is diminished, but we can’t specify what actually causes it to go down. We need to isolate the activities that affect this change, so they can be
firmly incorporated into the syllabi of each instructor who teaches SPCH 148. For the Fall 2014 semester, our goal is simply to observe and discuss with our
classes which activities they feel contribute more or less to their ability to manage and handle communication apprehension. Based on our findings,
mandatory inclusion of specific activities may be considered for use by all instructors. At this time, we are not prepared to enact that change. However, we
probably will drop the PRCA from SPCH 148 and use a more exacting instrument PRPSA) in SPCH 143.
At least 70% of all students will achieve a
score of 70% or better on this assignment.
Additionally, at least 70% of all students
87.1% of all students (a total of 140) scored at
will achieve a rating of Satisfactory or
A
Discriminate factors that influence effective
the 70% or higher threshold.
better on their explanation of each of the
O3: and ineffective cultural communication
concepts they have incorporated into
encounters.
their Film Analysis Paper.
70% of students tested will achieve a
B
71% scored a 70% or higher.
score of 70% or higher.
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Learning Improvement Plan: Although at this time, we see no reason to change the assignment of a Film Analysis paper, we have concluded that the
methodology with which we grade the paper may need to change. Since SPCH 148 is a “Writing Intensive” course, we feel that it would be appropriate to
include the approved Common Course Rubric, designed by the English Department for use in “Writing Intensive” courses. This rubric will also be used to grade
the other major papers required in SPCH 148 so students will gain a clearer knowledge of how their writing skills have improved (or not) and what additional
improvements might be necessary. Incorporation of this common rubric will not affect the nature of the assignments, but may contribute to greater
consistency in grading from instructor to instructor and from section to section. Use of this common rubric will be required in SPCH 148 beginning with the Fall
2014 semester. The SPCH 148 Pre-test/Post-test was dropped prior to the Fall 2013 semester as an assessment tool for this Outcome. We see no need at this
time to reconsider that decision.
Economics

Project/Success Standard

Results
94.3% of the students answered Question #1
correctly (132/140). 86.4% of the students
answered Question #2 correctly (121/140).
84.3% of the students answered Question #3
70% of students will get each question
A
correctly (118/140). 80% of the students
correct.
Apply the principles of economic thinking in
answered Question #4 correctly (112/140).
O1:
their personal lives.
81.4% of the students answered Question #5
correctly (114/140).
70% of the students should improve their
76.2% of our students improved the post-test
B
post-test scores by at least 20% from the
scores by at least 20% from the pre-test
pre-test scores.
(93/122 students).
Learning Improvement Plan: We have done this project for three years, so we will be using other assessments next year.
In all five dimensions of the rubric, students
met the success standard. 92.3% of students
scored acceptable or better on explanation of
the problem (24/26), 100% of students scored
60% of the students will obtain an
acceptable or better on evidence (26/26),
A
“adequate”
or
higher
on
each
of
the
88.5% scored acceptable or better on influence
Apply critical thinking skills to economic topics
O2:
dimensions
of
the
Critical
Thinking
Rubric.
of context and assumptions (23/26), 96.2%
and issues.
scored acceptable or better on student’s
position (25/26), and 96.2% scored acceptable
or better on conclusions and related outcomes
(25/26).
B
N/A - UCC Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will continue to use the UCC critical thinking assignment and survey next year so we can compare data. Faculty intend to
reword some of the directions on the assignments and spend more class time going over the directions (especially spending more time on evidence and
influence of contexts). Small group work will be used to help students understand the assignment better. Faculty also are in the process of creating a grading
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rubric with language that matches the assignments in Economics a little better.
Education, 2-Year Transfer, Early Childhood

Project/Success Standard

Results
100% of the students (n=31) answered
multiple-choice questions #1-4 correctly; One
question related to Parental Participation was
A
75% of the students will answer each of
answered correctly by only 77% of the students
the five questions related to special
education Public Law 94-142 correctly.
(n=24).
84% scored above average or exemplary on
"Free Appropriate Education (FAPE)"; 81%
ranked above average or exemplary on the
Demonstrate knowledge of public laws
O1:
regarding education.
“Nondiscriminatory Evaluation”; 81% ranked as
80% of the students will score at “above
above average or exemplary on “Least
average” or “exemplary” rating on each
Restrictive Environment”; 87% scored at above
B
dimension of the rubric covering the six
average or exemplary on “Due Process”; 94%
components of Public Law 94-142.
scored above average or exemplary on
“Individualized Education Program (IEP)”; and
65% scored above average or exemplary on
"Parental Participation"
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will discontinue the use of the five multiple-choice question exam over the six components of Public Law 94-142;
however, students will continue to write the reflective paper describing the six provisions of Public Law. In an effort to address the weaknesses found in the
previous year’s assessment, an activity will be included in the class lecture that requires students to describe four or more ways parents may participate in the
special education process. Additionally, faculty will design a case-study assessment that will require students to apply the provisions of Public Law 94-142 in
case studies featuring various real-life situations of appropriate and inappropriate uses of Public Law 94-142. This case-study assessment will be administered
in the fall semester of the 4th year of the program and will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
89% of the students answered Question #1
correctly, 94% answered Question #2 correctly,
80% of the students will correctly answer
A
89% answered Question #3 correctly, 78%
each of the 5 multiple-choice questions.
answered question #4 correctly, and 67%
answered question #5 correctly.
Demonstrate the ability to write a
100% of the students scored at the
O2:
80% of the students will score at
performance objective.
“exemplary” or “above average” rating on the
“exemplary” or “above average” on each
“Behavior” component. 94% scored
B
dimension of the rubric (1. Behavior, 2.
"exemplary" or "above average" on the
Condition and 3. Degree of Proficiency)
"Condition" and "Degree of Proficiency"
when writing a performance objective.
components.
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Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty have decided to discontinue administering the five question exam over the components of lesson plan performance
objectives. Faculty will continue to require students to write lesson plan performance objectives in EDUC 290: Initial Experience in Education with a focus on
the following three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency. Additionally, faculty will require students to write lesson plan
performance objectives at the midpoint of their Education program in EDUC 362: Reading and Language Arts in the Elementary Classroom within the context
of a comprehensive lesson plan. The focus of the assignment again will be the same three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency.
This assignment will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
Education, 4-Year Math

Project/Success Standard

Results
100% of the students (n=31) answered multiplechoice questions #1-4 correctly; One
question related to Parental Participation was
A
75% of the students will answer each of
answered correctly by only 77% of the students
the five questions related to special
(n=24).
education Public Law 94-142 correctly.
84% scored above average or exemplary on
"Free Appropriate Education (FAPE)"; 81%
ranked above average or exemplary on the
Demonstrate knowledge of public laws
O1:
“Nondiscriminatory Evaluation”; 81% ranked as
regarding education.
80% of the students will score at “above
above average or exemplary on “Least
average” or “exemplary” rating on each
B
Restrictive Environment”; 87% scored at above
dimension of the rubric covering the six
average or exemplary on “Due Process”; 94%
components of Public Law 94-142.
scored above average or exemplary on
“Individualized Education Program (IEP)”; and
65% scored above average or exemplary on
"Parental Participation"
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will discontinue the use of the five multiple-choice question exam over the six components of Public Law 94-142;
however, students will continue to write the reflective paper describing the six provisions of Public Law. In an effort to address the weaknesses found in the
previous year’s assessment, an activity will be included in the class lecture that requires students to describe four or more ways parents may participate in the
special education process. Additionally, faculty will design a case-study assessment that will require students to apply the provisions of Public Law 94-142 in
case studies featuring various real-life situations of appropriate and inappropriate uses of Public Law 94-142. This case-study assessment will be administered
in the fall semester of the 4th year of the program and will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
89% of the students answered Question #1
correctly, 94% answered Question #2 correctly,
80% of the students will correctly answer
Demonstrate the ability to write a
A
89% answered Question #3 correctly, 78%
O2:
each of the 5 multiple-choice questions.
performance objective.
answered question #4 correctly, and 67%
answered question #5 correctly.
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100% of the students scored at the
“exemplary” or “above average” rating on the
“Behavior” component. 94% scored
B
"exemplary" or "above average" on the
"Condition" and "Degree of Proficiency"
components.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty have decided to discontinue administering the five question exam over the components of lesson plan performance
objectives. Faculty will continue to require students to write lesson plan performance objectives in EDUC 290: Initial Experience in Education with a focus on
the following three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency. Additionally, faculty will require students to write lesson plan
performance objectives at the midpoint of their Education program in EDUC 362: Reading and Language Arts in the Elementary Classroom within the context
of a comprehensive lesson plan. The focus of the assignment again will be the same three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency.
This assignment will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
80% of the students will score at
“exemplary” or “above average” on each
dimension of the rubric (1. Behavior, 2.
Condition and 3. Degree of Proficiency)
when writing a performance objective.

Education, 4-Year Science

Project/Success Standard

Results
100% of the students (n=31) answered
multiple-choice questions #1-4 correctly; One
question related to Parental Participation was
A
75% of the students will answer each of
answered correctly by only 77% of the students
the five questions related to special
education Public Law 94-142 correctly.
(n=24).
84% scored above average or exemplary on
"Free Appropriate Education (FAPE)"; 81%
ranked above average or exemplary on the
Demonstrate knowledge of public laws
O1:
“Nondiscriminatory Evaluation”; 81% ranked as
regarding education.
80% of the students will score at “above
above average or exemplary on “Least
average” or “exemplary” rating on each
B
Restrictive Environment”; 87% scored at above
dimension of the rubric covering the six
average or exemplary on “Due Process”; 94%
components of Public Law 94-142.
scored above average or exemplary on
“Individualized Education Program (IEP)”; and
65% scored above average or exemplary on
"Parental Participation"
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will discontinue the use of the five multiple-choice question exam over the six components of Public Law 94-142;
however, students will continue to write the reflective paper describing the six provisions of Public Law. In an effort to address the weaknesses found in the
previous year’s assessment, an activity will be included in the class lecture that requires students to describe four or more ways parents may participate in the
special education process. Additionally, faculty will design a case-study assessment that will require students to apply the provisions of Public Law 94-142 in
case studies featuring various real-life situations of appropriate and inappropriate uses of Public Law 94-142. This case-study assessment will be administered
in the fall semester of the 4th year of the program and will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
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89% of the students answered Question #1
correctly, 94% answered Question #2 correctly,
80% of the students will correctly answer
A
89% answered Question #3 correctly, 78%
each of the 5 multiple-choice questions.
answered question #4 correctly, and 67%
answered question #5 correctly.
Demonstrate the ability to write a
100% of the students scored at the
O2:
80% of the students will score at
performance objective.
“exemplary” or “above average” rating on the
“exemplary” or “above average” on each
“Behavior” component. 94% scored
B
dimension of the rubric (1. Behavior, 2.
"exemplary" or "above average" on the
Condition and 3. Degree of Proficiency)
"Condition" and "Degree of Proficiency"
when writing a performance objective.
components.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty have decided to discontinue administering the five question exam over the components of lesson plan performance
objectives. Faculty will continue to require students to write lesson plan performance objectives in EDUC 290: Initial Experience in Education with a focus on
the following three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency. Additionally, faculty will require students to write lesson plan
performance objectives at the midpoint of their Education program in EDUC 362: Reading and Language Arts in the Elementary Classroom within the context
of a comprehensive lesson plan. The focus of the assignment again will be the same three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency.
This assignment will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
Education, 4-Year Special Education/Elementary
Education
Project/Success Standard
Results
100% of the students (n=31) answered
multiple-choice questions #1-4 correctly; One
question related to Parental Participation was
A
75% of the students will answer each of
the five questions related to special
answered correctly by only 77% of the students
education Public Law 94-142 correctly.
(n=24).
84% scored above average or exemplary on
"Free Appropriate Education (FAPE)"; 81%
ranked above average or exemplary on the
Demonstrate knowledge of public laws
O1:
“Nondiscriminatory Evaluation”; 81% ranked as
regarding education.
80% of the students will score at “above
above average or exemplary on “Least
average” or “exemplary” rating on each
B
Restrictive Environment”; 87% scored at above
dimension of the rubric covering the six
average or exemplary on “Due Process”; 94%
components of Public Law 94-142.
scored above average or exemplary on
“Individualized Education Program (IEP)”; and
65% scored above average or exemplary on
"Parental Participation"
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Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will discontinue the use of the five multiple-choice question exam over the six components of Public Law 94-142;
however, students will continue to write the reflective paper describing the six provisions of Public Law. In an effort to address the weaknesses found in the
previous year’s assessment, an activity will be included in the class lecture that requires students to describe four or more ways parents may participate in the
special education process. Additionally, faculty will design a case-study assessment that will require students to apply the provisions of Public Law 94-142 in
case studies featuring various real-life situations of appropriate and inappropriate uses of Public Law 94-142. This case-study assessment will be administered
in the fall semester of the 4th year of the program and will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
89% of the students answered Question #1
correctly, 94% answered Question #2 correctly,
80% of the students will correctly answer
A
89% answered Question #3 correctly, 78%
each of the 5 multiple-choice questions.
answered question #4 correctly, and 67%
answered question #5 correctly.
Demonstrate the ability to write a
100% of the students scored at the
O2:
80% of the students will score at
performance objective.
“exemplary” or “above average” rating on the
“exemplary” or “above average” on each
“Behavior” component. 94% scored
dimension of the rubric (1. Behavior, 2.
B
"exemplary" or "above average" on the
Condition and 3. Degree of Proficiency)
"Condition" and "Degree of Proficiency"
when writing a performance objective.
components.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty have decided to discontinue administering the five question exam over the components of lesson plan performance
objectives. Faculty will continue to require students to write lesson plan performance objectives in EDUC 290: Initial Experience in Education with a focus on
the following three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency. Additionally, faculty will require students to write lesson plan
performance objectives at the midpoint of their Education program in EDUC 362: Reading and Language Arts in the Elementary Classroom within the context
of a comprehensive lesson plan. The focus of the assignment again will be the same three components: 1) behavior, 2) condition, and 3) degree of proficiency.
This assignment will be evaluated based on a four-point rubric.
History

O1:

Project/Success Standard

A

75% percent of the students will be
expected to score a 75% or higher on
each dimension of the rubric.

B

75% of students will be expected to
answer each of the embedded questions
over the documents correctly.

Analyze source documents.

Results
In all four dimensions of the rubric the success
standard was met. Dimension #1 results were
100% of the students received 75% or better.
Dimension #2 results were 81% of the students
received 75% or better. Dimension #3 results
were 100% of the students received 75% or
better. Dimension #4 results were 95.2% of the
students received 75% or better.
Eight out of the 11 embedded questions met or
exceeded the success standard. The average
overall score from all of the embedded
questions was 82.35%.
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Learning Improvement Plan: The History Department (Kristal Shick and Gretchen Keller) has decided to continue to use the same assessment assignments and
tools for next year in order to be able to compare the data for the Common Sense assignment and embedded questions. The faculty have also agreed to use
rubrics to grade the other documents (not just Common Sense) the students read and to give those rubrics to the students to see if it improves the scores over
the embedded questions.
60% of the students will obtain an
In all five dimensions of the rubric, students
“adequate” or higher on each of the
A
Apply critical thinking skills to historical topics
met the success standard.
O2:
dimensions of the Critical Thinking rubric.
and issues.
B
N/A - UCC Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will continue to use the UCC critical thinking assignment and survey next year so we can compare data. Faculty intend to
reword some of the directions on the assignments and spend more class time going over the directions (especially spending more time on evidence and
influence of contexts). Small group work will be used to help students understand the assignment better. Faculty also are in the process of creating a grading
rubric with language that matches the assignments in history a little better.
Music Audio Recording

Project/Success Standard
Results
80% of students will answer each
Only 5.5% of students answered all questions
A
question correctly.
correctly.
80% of students will score 80% based on a
Demonstrate technical proficiency with audio
rubric measuring students’ ability to
O1: recording equipment, software, patch-bays,
accurately describe the process for
Only one student (5.5%) addressed both points
and outboard gear.
B
creating and enabling the track, and
sufficiently.
adherence to it while recording audio and
MIDI Tracks.
Learning Improvement Plan: Our curriculum is dictated by Avid corporation per our certification granting agreement; however, we will enhance our lectures
by adding emphasis on the use of click tracks any time the topic comes up.
Not a single dimension met the success
standard - Overall, the 19 dimensions of the
100% of the students will score 80% or
A
rubric scored 19% and the highest percentage
better on each dimension of the rubric.
achieved was 38% for correct notation of duple
O2: Display competencies in musicianship.
rhythms.
Only in the dimensions of pitch identification
100% of the students will score 80% or
B
and pitch notation was the success standard
better on each dimension of the rubric.
achieved, 90% and 95% respectively.
Learning Improvement Plan: The pre – and post-tests in music theory will continue to be offered but not necessarily reported for assessment purposes in the
coming year. Still, with new courses in Song Writing, Film Scoring, and the Sibelius notation program along with the continuing courses in music theory and
piano, the acquisition of music theory skills remains an important component of the audio recording program. During the May professional development week,
audio recording faculty will discuss the effectiveness of assessing outcome 2 and will lay out plans to assess two new outcomes for the coming year.
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Music Fine Art - INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION OF
STEPS 5-7
O1:

Develop performance proficiencies through a
principal area of study.

A

B
Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION

O2:

Display appropriate competencies in music
theory.

A

B
Learning Improvement Plan: INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION
Music Theatre

Project/Success Standard
80% of the students will score 80% or
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
80% of the students will score 80% or
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
80% of the students will score 80% or
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
80% of the students will score 80% or
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
Project/Success Standard

Results
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION

INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION
INCOMPLETE - NO SUBMISSION

Results
The consistency of the data seems to suggest
that students are doing well in all the
assessable dimensions especially tone quality
80% of the students will score 80% or
A
and intonation (81%), note and rhythmic
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
Demonstrate performance proficiency in
accuracy (81%), diction (82%), dynamics (80%),
O1:
musical theatre vocal repertoire.
and musicianship (80%). Technique scored the
lowest at 76%.
80% of the students will score 80% or
Two dimensions of the rubric met the success
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
standard, diction (84%) and dynamics (84%).
B
Learning Improvement Plan: The voice faculty are fully invested in the assessment process and both formal and informal discussions regarding learning plans
occur on a nearly weekly basis. There is also discussion of a music faculty retreat to take place the week before Fall classes begin to be sure that among other
things, assessment procedures are clear and the possibility of new plans can be discussed and implemented.
80% of the students will score 80% or
A
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
INCOMPLETE - NO DATA COLLECTED
Students were able to meet the success
standard for only 1 dimension of the rubric and
Display appropriate competencies in
came close in 2 others at 79%. Prepared
O2:
80% of the students will score 80% or
musicianship.
B
rhythms (78%) and rhythmic sight reading
higher on each dimension of the rubric.
(79%) showed the best successes as compared
to melody overall (64%) and keyboard overall
(60%).
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Learning Improvement Plan: The faculty jury applied to the music skills portion of the curriculum has been successful for a number of reasons. Two faculty in
addition to the instructor provide input and it is rare for a dimensional score to be more than a point difference among the faculty. Melodic and rhythmic
examples are carefully scrutinized for appropriate content by all concerned and discussions regarding student performance are discussed immediately
following each hearing as well as summarized at the end of the day’s activities.
Political Science

Results
In all five dimensions of the rubric, students
met the success standard: 86.4% of students
scored Acceptable or better on Explanation of
the Problem (19/22), 72.7% of students scored
Acceptable or better on Evidence (16/22),
60% of the students will obtain an
“Acceptable” or higher on each of the
63.6% scored Acceptable or better on Influence
A
Apply critical thinking skills to political topics
dimensions of the critical thinking rubric.
of Context and Assumptions (14/22), 81.8%
O1:
and issues.
scored Acceptable or better on Student’s
Position (18/22), and 77.3% scored Acceptable
or better on Conclusions and Related
Outcomes (17/22).
N/A - No results available - faculty did not have
B
N/A - UCC Reflective Activity
their students complete the survey
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will continue to use the UCC critical thinking assignment and survey next year so we can compare data. Faculty will
reword some of the directions on the assignments and spend more class time going over the directions (especially spending more time on influence of
contexts). Faculty will develop assignments where the students will be asked to consider their opinions on different topics and then consider the influence on
their contexts and assumptions. The assignments will be discussed in class. Faculty hope with these exercises students will understand that dimension of the
rubric better before writing their paper. Faculty also are in the process of creating a grading rubric with language that matches the assignments in Political
Science a little better.
N/A - 2ND OUTCOME NOT ASSESSED DUE
N/A - 2ND OUTCOME NOT ASSESSED DUE TO
TO
CHANGES
IN
PERSONNEL
CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
A
N/A - 2ND OUTCOME NOT ASSESSED DUE TO
O2:
N/A - 2ND OUTCOME NOT ASSESSED DUE
N/A - 2ND OUTCOME NOT ASSESSED DUE TO
CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
TO CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
CHANGES IN PERSONNEL
B
Learning Improvement Plan: Assessments will be developed by Political Science faculty.

Psychology

Project/Success Standard

Project/Success Standard
Results
70% of the students will earn a 70% or
52.5 percent of the students earned a seventy
Evaluate behavior and mental processes using
A
better on each of the 9 sets of 10
(70) percent or better.
O1: major psychological concepts and theoretical
embedded questions.
perspectives.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Data indicates that General Psychology is a barrier class; therefore, assessment efforts will continue to focus on improving
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student success in PSYC 142. Faculty would like to see a higher number of students achieve the success standard. Formal assessments will continue to be
conducted in multiple sections of PSYC 142. The pre-test, final exam, and reflective survey will continue to be analyzed and modified with necessary changes.
This will include an analysis of the five (5) final exam test questions answered incorrectly by sixty (60) percent or more of the students. #18 – Human
Development – Erikson; #19 – Introduction/Freud; #33 – Psychological Perspectives (Neuroscience/Behavioral); #59 – Memory; #68 – Human Development –
Piaget. Two application questions will also be reviewed, as they were answered incorrectly by fifty (50) percent or more of the students: # 92 – Neuron; #100 –
Classical Conditioning. A master course template will be developed by the fall 2014 semester for PSYC 142 and will be shared with all faculty teaching the
course. The master course template will include formal assessment tools. Development of the master course will help insure consistent instruction and
assessment of common course outcomes. Responses on the multiple answer survey questions reinforced the efforts by faculty to implement different
instructional techniques to enhance learning. Respondents clearly reported a preference for interactive tools to help them learn psychological concepts.
These responses will serve as a reminder to faculty to continue to use such strategies and incorporate additional options as often as possible. Faculty will
consider enhancing the Neuroscience Learning Module/Quiz study tool and strategies for improving participation.
Forty-three (43) percent of the students
accessed the module and completed the quiz.
A
The average score on the neuroscience quiz
Apply psychological principles to enhance
was fifty-two (52) percent.
understanding and solutions/treatment for
O2:
The success standard was not met; however,
real-world personal, social, and organizational
seventy (70) percent or more of the students
issues.
70% of the students will earn a 70% or
did answer 6 of 15 neuroscience questions (#8
B
better on the 15 neuroscience questions.
– 84.6%, #9 – 86%, #43 – 92.8%, #46 – 70.7%,
#48– 73%, #91 – 70) correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: Faculty will enhance the Neuroscience Learning Module/Quiz and consider strategies for improving participation.
70% of the students will earn a 70% or
better on each of the 25 neuroscience
questions.

Social Work

O1:

Apply the NASW Code of Ethics to practice
situations.

A

Project/Success Standard
Seventy percent (70%) of students will
achieve the level of acceptable (with an
average score of 2 on the rubric) in the
specified cognitive area based on the
course. (SOCL 153 =
Knowledge/Comprehension; SOCL 240 =
Comprehension/Application; SOCL 251 =
Analysis; SOCL 266 = Synthesis/Evaluation

Results
Knowledge//SOCL 251: 84.5% scored
Acceptable or higher on the Knowledge portion
of the rubric; SOCL 153: 15.5% (11/71 students)
showed weakness in understanding and
comprehending the Code of Ethics;
Application//SOCL 240: 86% scored Acceptable
or higher; Synthesis//SOCL 266: 94% scored
Acceptable or higher.
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The average pre-test score for SOCL 153is
expected to be at least 50%. We expect
that the average post-test score will be at
least 70%. The mean pre-test score for
SOCL 240 is expected to be at least 55%.
SOCL 153: pre-test (65/6%), post-test (87.5%);
We expect that the mean post-test score
SOCL 240: pre-test (88%), post-test (formal
will be at least 85%. This reflects a “pass”
B
post-test not given); SOCL 251: pre-test (86%),
rate of 85%. The mean pre-test score for
post-test (62.5%); SOCL 266: pre-test (80%),
SOCL 251 is expected to be at least 50%.
post-test (90%).
We expect that the mean post-test score
will be at least 70%. The mean pre-test
score for SOCL 266 is expected to be at
least 70%. The mean post-test score will
be at least 90%.
Learning Improvement Plan: Written Vignette Response: This project will remain the same for next year and instructors will be contacted well in advance of
the start of classes to be sure they are aware of the assessment criteria. We will also attempt to have papers evaluated by other staff in the department to
determine reliability in grading. Code of Ethics Pre-/Post-Test: This project is set to expire this year. In order to accurately assess student’s increasing
understanding of the Code of Ethics, specific codes will be identified and addressed. Students will be given Pre-/Post-tests in each social work course using
both multiple choice and short answer/essay questions. The questions will address the identified ethics and corresponding level students should achieve in
each course. We will use the Code of Ethics rubric to determine the difficulty and cognitive skills that should be used when developing questions. Each course
will have between 5 and 15 code of ethics questions that will be addressed.
100% of students will score at least 72%
A
100% of students passed with a 72% or higher.
on the APA test.
SOCL 153 (Vincennes) - Percentage of students
who scored Acceptable or higher: Page Format
70% of students will earn an acceptable
(74%), Avoids Bias (96%), Grammar &
rating or higher on the APA-graded
Demonstrate proficiency using APA style for
Mechanics (53%), Professional Voice (68%),
O2:
portion (grammar and mechanics, page
professional writing.
When it is Appropriate to Cite Sources (36%),
B
format, professional voice, avoiding bias,
In-text Citations Format (28%), Reference Page
citing sources, in-text citations format,
(13%) SOCL 266 (Vincennes) - 62.5% of
and reference page) of the paper.
students scored Acceptable or higher on
Reference Page (only dimension evaluated)
Learning Improvement Plan: APA Proficiency Exam: This project will remain the same for next year. Students will be given more opportunities to identify APA
style errors and proper use. Students will be given an APA Proficiency Exam in each class. The difficulty of the questions will increase as students move through
the program. This will expose them to APA more often. Students will be given more training in the use of APA style either during or outside of class. APA Style
Research Paper: This project will remain the same for next year. Students will be given more training in the use of APA style. We will seek out assistance from
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the English Department to possibly link an English Composition class with Intro to Social Work. We will give APA competency exams in each course with
increasing difficulty as students’ progress through the program.
Sociology

Project/Success Standard
At least 70% pass rate on all three
A
Identify the impact of the three main
theories.
sociological theories on culture (Conflict
O1:
Standard correlational analysis to
Theory, Functional Theory and Symbolic
B
determine the strength and direction of
Interactionism).
the variables (i.e. greater or less than .05)
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A - This is the last year of the project.

Results
The aggregate scores from all three theories
was 70.2%
INCOMPLETE: Data was not gathered for this
project.

Students showed very strong skills (based on
rubric analysis) in “explanation of the problem”
(81% scoring acceptable or better) and in all 5
areas assessed by the rubric achieved at least
60% in each category. Students also excelled
(76% acceptable or better) in showing evidence
on the essay that was relevant and specific. In
60% of the students will obtain an
A
three other sections, numbers were
“adequate”
or
higher
on
each
of
the
Apply critical thinking skills to sociological
O2:
dimensions
of
the
critical
thinking
rubric.
aggregated, which indicated an overall score of
topics and issues.
33 out of 50 points (66%). Students struggled
with “influence of context” with an
“acceptable” rate of 71%. Also of note was
that nearly a third of students (32%) scored
below “acceptable” on the conclusion element
of the writing assignment.
B
N/A - UCC Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Participate in the university-wide pilot program for norming the rubric, which will hopefully improve inter-rater reliability within
the department. Information gathered from this pilot program (summer 2014) will be shared with sociology faculty in an attempt to gain greater consistency
within the UCC assignment for Fall 2014. As a participant in the pilot program, the goal would be Professor Evans would run a small “norming” session on this
assignment to improve rater reliability. It would be expected that such a norming session would be done before Fall UCC assignments are turned in, so that
results would be more consistent for Fall 2014. Additionally, a sample of previous essays that are acceptable, unacceptable will be placed on Blackboard for
students to review as to give the student a frame of reference on the assignment. Finally, Faculty will have posted the survey on their Blackboard site two
weeks prior to due date, and check its functionality to be certain it links for greater participation by students.
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Theatre

Project/Success Standard

Results
100% of students received 90% or higher on
Length of Writing and Discoveries Made; 100%
80% of students will get each item on the
A
received 80% or higher on Content of Writing;
Develop creative and analytical approaches to
checklist correct.
10% received 80% or higher on Understanding
O1: theatre through written and oral
and Using Theories Discussed in Class
communication.
80% of students will get each item on the
100% of students received 80% or higher in all
B
checklist correct.
three categories
Learning Improvement Plan: I will be revamping all of these projects so assess my students work in a more accurate way.
75% of students will get each question
Only 37.5% of students got each question
(about Realism) correct on the final.
about Realism correct.
O2:
75% of the students will get each question Only 37.5% of students increased their
B
correct.
understanding of Realism.
Learning Improvement Plan: I will be revamping all of these projects so assess my students work in a more accurate way.
Demonstrate the skills and understanding to
place their theatre experience in a global,
cultural, ethical and historical context.

A

College of Technology
Architectural Studies

A

O1:

Produce construction documents.

B

Project/Success Standard
100% of students will achieve a minimum
of 90% on understanding proper
recording of scales and correctly reading
an architectural scale. 100% of students
will achieve a minimum of 85% on
correctly measuring a line at a given
length, correctly reading an engineering
scale and correctly drawing a line at a
given scale and length.
100% of students will achieve a minimum
of 90% on correctly interpreting a sketch
that is not to scale, correctly measuring
other students work for accuracy and
correctly notating a drawing at a given
scale. 100% of students will achieve a
minimum of 85% on correctly
dimensioning a drawing to a given scale
and correctly drawing lines at given scale
and length.

Results

92% of students understood proper recording
of scales, 88% correctly measured a given line,
80% of students correctly read engineering
scale, and 82% of students correctly drew lines
at given scale and length.

92% of students correctly interpreted a sketch
that is not to scale, 93% of students correctly
measured other student’s work for accuracy of
the sketch, 90% of students correctly notated
drawing at given scale, 88% of students
correctly drew lines at given scale and length,
and 90% of students correctly dimensioned
drawing to given scale.
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100% of students will achieve a minimum
95% of students correctly drew lines of an
of 90% on correctly drawing lines of an
object at full scale, 92% of students correctly
object at full scale, correctly measuring
measured other student's work for accuracy of
others work for accuracy of sketch and
sketch, 94% of students correctly measured a
correctly measuring a given object. 100%
C
given object, and 86% of students correctly
of students will achieve a minimum of
drew lines of object at 1”=1’-0”. 83% of
85% on correctly drawing lines of object
students drew lines of object at half scale and
at 1”=1’-0”, drawing lines of object at half
80% of students correctly dimensioned drawing
scale and correctly dimensioning drawing
at various scales.
at various scales.
Learning Improvement Plan: Additional measuring exercises and quizzes will be performed once a week for the first 8 weeks.
100% of students will achieve a minimum
89% of students correctly measured other
of 90% by correctly measuring other
student's work for accuracy of sketch, 91% of
students work and interpreting a sketch
students correctly interpreted a sketch that is
that is not to scale. 100% of students will
not to scale, 86% of students correctly notated
A
achieve a minimum of 85% by drawing
a drawing at the given scale, 82% of students
lines at a given scale and length,
drew lines at a given scale and length, and 82%
dimensioning a drawing to a given scale
of students correctly dimensioned a drawing to
and notating a drawing at the given scale.
given scale.
O2: Create construction documents.
100% of students will achieve a minimum
100% of students achieved an overall average
of 80% by correctly answering all
of 75% on the AutoCAD portion of the test.
questions on ADA codes and correctly
The students answered 85% of the building
answering questions regarding building
B
codes questions correctly on the manual
construction techniques. 100% of
portion of the exam. Students missed 42% of
students will achieve a minimum of 75%
the ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) code
by correctly answering questions on
questions on this portion of the test.
AutoCAD.
Learning Improvement Plan: Students will be required to implement ADA codes in all of their commercial project drawings. Repetition of this information
throughout their studies will allow the students to be better equipped to comprehend and apply these codes upon graduating from the program. Jason Fithian,
Laura Swan, and Michael Houtsch will include ADA code information and provide handouts in their lectures during each semester of a student's study. Students
will also be given additional examples and exercises in dimensioning a drawing. After Michael Houtsch studied both the rubric and the performance exam, it
was clear that dimensioning is an area of weakness in student’s work and additional information is required for improvement. Michael Houtsch will develop
handouts and examples of dimensioning and implement them.
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Automotive Technology

Project/Success Standard

Results
96% of the students scored a 3 or better in
reading a micrometer and recording the
reading in the correct format. 90% scored a 3
or better in making the correct decision to
All students tested will attain 3 out of 4 or
A
either machine or replace a rotor based on the
75% on each segment of the worksheet.
O1: Identify faulty components.
measurement and specifications. 25% of the
students scored lower than a 3 in proper use of
a micrometer and in looking up the correct
specifications.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: While our previous percentage goal was met, we will encourage students who struggle in this area to find websites and online
videos to help them understand the use of precision measuring devices. We will also encourage students who struggle with basic math to seek tutoring in that
area.
100% of the students verified a customer’s
concern as well as 100% developed a good
diagnostic strategy in approaching a repair.
70% of students tested will attain a
Nearly half of the students (55%) did not pass
A
passing
score
on
each
area
of
the
the area of communicating with the customer
Demonstrate communication and critical
O2:
checklist.
to verify their concern, 65% accurately
thinking skills.
described the repair and only 20% stated the
importance of a final test drive to confirm the
repair.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: More emphasis will be placed on the importance of communicating with customers and the importance of both a before and
after repair test drive. At the beginning of each lab session we plan to discuss current repair orders to determine exactly what it is that the customer is
concerned about. Further, we plan to discuss repairs that were made in the previous session and the results of any test drives that were made to confirm the
repair since not all of the students may have been present for the test drive.
Aviation Flight

Project/Success Standard

Results
100% of the class passed on the first attempt.
Students will score above a 70% on each
A
92% of the students struggled with the weather
subject area that they are tested.
O1: Successfully pass the FAA Written Exam.
section of the FAA written exam.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: The university will change the manner in which we will evaluate the students going into the FAA written exams. We now require
an average of 85% on three practice tests that we proctor in order to be eligible to take the FAA exam. The students will also be tested throughout the
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semester with practice questions close to what they will see on the actual FAA Exam.
Students will make the safe/correct
50% of the students passed the knowledge
choice evaluating weather for their route
A
of
flight,
and
if
need
be
find
an
alternate
exam and went on to receive their Instrument
O2: Evaluate weather conditions for safe flight.
airport.
rating.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: The university will change the manner in which we will evaluate the students going into the FAA written exams. We now require
an average of 85% on three practice tests that we proctor in order to be eligible to take the FAA exam. The students will also be tested throughout the
semester with practice questions close to what they will see on the actual FAA Exam to ensure that they have knowledge of weather conditions and are
prepared for the FAA exam.
Aviation Maintenance

Project/Success Standard

Results
90% of the students scored at least 80% in the
People element and 80% of the students
80% of the students will score an 80% in
scored at least 80% in the Resource element.
A
each of the four human factor elements
75% of the students scored at least 80% in the
on a knowledge exam.
Environment element and 55% of the students
scored at least 80% in the Action element.
Demonstrate an understanding of Federal
Success standard not met: 16% of the students
O1: Aviation Administration Policy, Regulations,
scored at least 80% in identifying the people
and Industry Standards.
elements, 37% of the student scored at least
80% of the students will identify 80% of
80% in identifying the environment elements,
B
the human factors involved in the
42% of the students scored at least 80% in
accident.
identifying the action elements, and 47%
scored at least 80% in identifying the resource
elements that contributed to the accident.
Learning Improvement Plan: Reinforce, throughout the curriculum, the importance of the components within the Action and Environment elements. Procuring
current reference material, the importance of following procedures, usage of proper tools, and assuring tools that need to be calibrated are within calibration
date are just a few examples. Incorporate a project where students analyze an accident report and discuss their findings In the initial course that human factors
are taught. There is a documentary on the accident this assessment was based on. We will show the documentary to the students prior to them reading and
assessing the accident report. This accident also took place in England so some of the terminology may not have been understood. We will explain what some
of the terms are prior to the assessment.
80% of the students will score an 85% in
each of the following areas: Ohms law,
Understand aircraft, systems, and
A
52% of the students achieved the 85% goal.
O2:
power formula, series circuit laws, and
components.
parallel circuit laws.
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80% of the students will score an 85% on
a written exercise demonstrating the
78% of the students achieved the 85% goal that
ability to calculate formulas correctly and
we set and 91% of the scores were 70% or
B
to use the proper formulas in the correct
above.
order to solve all of the unknowns in
given DC electrical complex circuits.
Learning Improvement Plan: This was the third year for this assessment. A new project will be assessed next year.
Collision Repair and Refinishing

O1:

Inspect automotive systems to identify
damaged components and body panels.

Project/Success Standard
A

All students tested will attain a 3 (Good)
or higher score on each criteria of the
rubric.

B

N/A - Reflective Activity

Results
Five of the six students (83.3%) scored a 3 or
higher on each criteria with 66.6% of the
students scoring a perfect score on each
criteria.
N/A

Learning Improvement Plan: I plan to implement more measuring exercises in the classroom and laboratory in the future. I also plan to implement earlier in
the Fall semester, more collision repair specific measuring tools into the curriculum so students can see the importance of math and measuring earlier in their
college career.
67% scored a 3 on describing priming
techniques; 50% scored a 3 on describing
All students tested will attain a 3 (Good)
sanding techniques; 33% scored a 3 on
A
describing filler application; 17% scored a 3 on
or
higher
score
on
each
criteria
of
the
Demonstrate communication and critical
O2:
rubric.
describing the damage; and none of the
thinking skills.
students (0%) scored a 3 on describing metal
repair.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: I will work to implement more laboratory-based diagnostic strategies earlier in the students’ careers at VU.
Computer Integrated Manufacturing
Project/Success Standard
Apply the knowledge of equipment
80% of the students assessed will score
A
70% or higher on performance test.
functionality used in industrial manufacturing
O1:
to properly install, maintain, modify, and
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
repair the equipment.
Learning Improvement Plan: Plan on keeping the lab hours as they are for another year and check data.

Results
35 of 36 students (97%) scored over 70%.
N/A
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O2:

Create specific operation programs for
automation controllers.

A

80% of the students assessed will score
70% or higher on the performance test.

B

N/A - Reflective Activity

76% of students received a 100%; 4% of
students received a 90%; The students
performed well with the math functions (100%
of students) and getting that data to control
the number of cycles performed (96% of
students), using the start PB to begin the robot
cycling (100% of students), the event driven
motions of the sequencing part (100% of
students), using the light to simulate
conveyance (98% of students).
N/A

Learning Improvement Plan: This is the third and final year for the formal assessing of this course.
Computer Networking
O1:

Understand networking environments and
networking systems.

Project/Success Standard
A

Students will score 80% on each area of
the rubric.

B

N/A - Reflective Activity

Results
57% who completed the project, all received
100% in every area. 43% of students did not
complete the project.
N/A

Learning Improvement Plan: Now that the new instructor has been through the new curriculum and knows the area that students are struggling with he will
be able to adjust the schedule accordingly in the future. This will ensure that students have ample time to complete all the assignments. This was the third
year of the project. New projects will be chosen for the upcoming year.
Students met the success standard in 13 out of
Students will score 80% on each area of
A
the 14 individual areas: 4 areas at 100%, 3
Demonstrate a technical proficiency in
the rubric.
O2:
areas above 90%, 1 area at 33%.
computer networking.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: The Novell software will not be an issue after this year. A new software will be used. Even though the WSUS area yields a low
percentage the department feels it is important to leave the assessment as is to help students understand the importance of self-sufficiency and continue to
use it in the class as is.
Construction Technology

O1:

Construct projects using appropriate
techniques and calculations.

Project/Success Standard

A

80% of the students will achieve a level of
“Good” on each of the four assessed
areas. These include riser calculation,
tread calculation, application of stair
calculations, and carriage deductions.

Results
Riser Calculation: 86.9% were in the range of
“Excellent”, and 13.1% of the students fell
within the “Good” range. Tread Calculation:
78.26% scored in the area of “Excellent”, 2
students (8.69%) scored in the “Average” area.
Application of Stair Deductions: 11 students

102

(47.82%) scored in the “Excellent” area, 5
students (21.74%) scored in the “Good” area.
Carriage Deductions: 13 students (56.5%)
scored within the “Excellent” area, 5 students
(21.74%) scored in the “Good.”
Rafter Length: 10 students (52.17%) scored in
the “Excellent” area. Overhang Calculation: 8
students (34.75%) scored in the “Excellent”
area, one student (4.36%) scored in the
80% of the students will achieve a level of
“Extremely Good” area within 1/16 of an inch,
“Good” on each of the three assessed
and one student (4.36%) scored in the “Good”
B
areas. These include rafter length,
area within 1/8 of an inch. Depth of Birds
overhang calculation, and depth of
Mouth: 10 students (43.47%) scored in the
birdsmouth.
“Excellent” area, 1 student (4.36%) in the
“Extremely Good” area within 1/16 of an inch,
and 4 students (17.38%) in the “Good” area
within 1/8 of an inch.
Learning Improvement Plan: Our plan will be to stress once again tolerances to the students in making sure they understand that even though carpentry is not
machining and there are not standards or code applications, it should maintain close tolerances. As noted in previous plans, as well as this plan, we will
provide more lab exercises and more opportunities for students to use a circular saw in order to develop more skill in these areas.
Students will average 80% on each
As a class, the students scored a 74% on the
A
question.
exam.
Apply the Indiana Residential Code, 2003
93.3% of the student responses were either
O2:
80% of the students will give the response
Edition, to construction activities.
B
“Strongly Agree” or “Agree” concerning 20 of
of “agree” on the survey.
the 25 questions asked.
Learning Improvement Plan: We plan to keep offering the critical thinking assessment activity in regards to Applying the Indiana Residential Code. The
scenarios on the assessment activity are very similar to real applications, and they are derived from previous building examples from the Construction
Technology program. We will continue to place emphasis in understanding the building planning session in how it applies to real building applications. The
department will implement more critical thinking exercises in the fall of 2014.
75% of students will score in the “correct”
71% of the students either responded in the
Organize construction processes using proper
A
or “acceptable” level in all categories of
O3:
“correct” category or “acceptable” category.
construction calculations.
the rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: Obviously we need to spend more time with students in calculating the number sheets required for wall sheathing and bricks.
This will require spending more time in lecture with the students, teaching them how to calculate area for these two building components.
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Diesel Truck & Heavy Equipment

Project/Success Standard

A
O1:

Evaluate diagnostic procedures.

80% of students will answer each of the
selected questions addressing Pascal’s
Law correctly.

Results
Twenty-three (23) students exceeded the
benchmark, while nine (9) students failed to
meet the benchmark. Pressure and Force: The
overall average was 75.07%; Area: Students
earned an 85.78% overall.

70% of students will answer each of the
28% of students exceeded the benchmark of
questions based on their mathematical
70%.
calculations correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: Students will be given more direct questions relating to Pascal’s Law and how its theory applies to all that makes up a functioning
hydraulic system. Students will be tested over the entire course. Math calculations will be introduced when we begin learning about the basic principles of
hydraulics. This is taught in the first couple of weeks of the course.
80% of students will answer each of the
Students identified the symbols and their
A
questions relating to hydraulic symbols
definitions overall 87.72%
correctly.
The overall score on the open center simple
circuit was 89.80%. Our average, overall, in
each of the four categories tested equaled:
85% of students will correctly complete
flow path, 23% out of 25%; hydraulic
B
each step of the process as reflected in
connections, 23% out of 25%; circuit pressures,
the checklist.
21% out of 25%; and
Employ communication and language skills as
O2:
accuracy/professionalized, 21% out of 25%. All
it relates to Diesel Technology.
categories were within 2% of each other.
The overall score on the closed center complex
circuit was 68.37%. Our average overall in each
65% of students will correctly complete
of the four categories tested equaled: flow
C
each step of the process as reflected in
path, 17.56% out of 25%; hydraulic
connections, 16.89% out of 25%; circuit
the checklist.
pressures, 17.02% out of 25%; and
accuracy/professionalized, 16.89% out of 25%.
Learning Improvement Plan: Hydraulic symbols will be introduced in the beginning of the course; currently we introduce them as we learn and study each
component. Our simple and complex drawings will begin with the second lab experiment and continue thereon. Students will be given the schematic to follow
in the experiment like we currently do, except now they will also have to draw out each circuit schematic and then show the proper lines, connections,
symbols, pressures, and flow paths of the circuit. This should give the student a better understanding of the simple to complex circuit.
B
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Electronics Technology

Project/Success Standard

Results
All seven areas of the rubric exceeded the
success standard: Correct lead connection to
multi-meter, 98.9%; Correct current range
setting on multi-meter (AC/DC), 94.7%;
Removed power from circuit before connecting
Students will pass each area of the rubric
multi-meter, 97%; Connected multi-meter in
A
Demonstrate technical proficiency with tools
with a score of 80%.
series with component being measured, 89.1%;
O1:
and equipment.
Observed correct polarity (red lead to positive
and black lead to negative), 100%; Removed
power before disconnecting multi-meter from
circuit, 97.4%; and Recorded correct reading
with proper metric prefix, 92.5%
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: Due to the overwhelmingly positive results of this assessment, it was decided that we should move on and assess a different skill.
We chose to assess the students’ soldering abilities. We will assess their skills at the “basic” level in a first year first semester course and then once baseline
data has been collected we will assess the same skill in a second year, second semester course in which the skill level increases to a “proficient” level
appropriate for employment. In addition, the more advanced soldering course uses an industry-wide standard, so it will not just be an assessment of our own
expectations of the students’ abilities, but, in fact, the expectations of the industry in which they will be working.
9 of 10 areas of the rubric met the success
standard: Pin-outs properly marked on
schematic, 97.1%; Capacitors identified with
correct coding on caps, 97.1%; BCD decoder
and 7 segment display working, 97.1%; Input
voltage applied properly, 95.2%; Calibration of
Students will score 80% on each area of
Construct a substantial number of hands-on
A
Circuit is correct, 93.3%; Interface between
the rubric.
O2: lab experiments using proper techniques and
ADC and decoder/display is correct , 100%;
documentation.
Circuit operates correctly, 97.1%; Circuit
construction neat and organized, 97.1%; and
Circuit operation question #2, 81%. The
students scored 77.3% on Circuit operation
question #1.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: We will assess the same activity but will add an assessment of the specific questions on the test that deal with circuit
operation/understanding so that we will be able to pinpoint exactly what areas of student learning are falling short of our 80% success standard.
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John Deere Technology

Project/Success Standard

A
O1:

Evaluate diagnostic procedures.

80% of students will answer each of the
selected questions addressing Pascal’s
Law correctly.

Results
Students earned an 84.44% overall on the lab
experiment which covered the area/volume of
Pascal’s Law. Thirteen (13) students exceeded
the bench mark, while five (5) students failed
to meet the benchmark. Students earned a
73.72% overall on the lab experiment which
covered the pressure and force of Pascal’s Law
- the overall average was 63%.

70% of students will answer each of the
28% of students exceeded the benchmark of
questions based on their mathematical
70%.
calculations correctly.
Learning Improvement Plan: Students will be given more direct questions relating to Pascal’s Law and how its theory applies to all that makes up a functioning
hydraulic system. Students will be test over the entire course. Math calculations will be introduced when we begin learning about the basic principles of
hydraulics. This is taught in the first couple of weeks of the course.
80% of students will answer each of the
Twelve (12) of the 18 students that were tested
A
questions relating to hydraulic symbols
scored above the 80% level on both tests.
correctly.
The overall score on the open center simple
circuit was 82.77%. Our average in each of the
85% of students will correctly complete
four categories tested equaled: flow path,
B
each step of the process as reflected in
21.77% out of 25%; hydraulic connections,
20.83% out of 25%; circuit pressures, 19.72%
the checklist.
Employ communication and language skills as
out of 25%; and accuracy/professionalized,
O2:
it relates to Diesel Technology.
20.55% out of 25%.
The overall score on the closed center complex
circuit was 69.44%, 3% above the forecasted
65% of students will correctly complete
goal. Our average in each of the four categories
C
tested equaled: flow path, 18.33% out of 25%;
each step of the process as reflected in
the checklist.
hydraulic connections, 16.39% out of 25%;
circuit pressures, 16.39% out of 25%; and
accuracy/professionalized, 18.33% out of 25%.
Learning Improvement Plan: Hydraulic symbols will be introduced in the beginning of the course. Currently we introduce them as we learn and study each
component. Our simple and complex drawings will begin with the second lab experiment and continue there on. Students will be given the schematic to follow
in the experiment like we currently do, except now they will also have to draw out each circuit schematic and then show the proper lines, connections,
symbols, pressures and flow paths of the circuit. This should give the student a better understanding of the simple to complex circuit.
B
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Precision Machining Technology

Project/Success Standard
A

O1:

Solve machining problems.

70% of students will score 76% or better
on the quizzes.

70% of students will score 76% or better
on the exam.
Learning Improvement Plan: None. This project is complete. A new project will be developed.
B

A
O2:

70% of students will answer each
question correctly.

Create machining programs.

Results
63% of students achieved a 76% or higher on
all quizzes. Q#1 - 50% met standard; Q#2 - 63%
met standard; Q#3 - 80% met standard
37/45(82%) of students earned a 76% or better
on the 100 point hole sizes exam.
Only three of the 24 questions fell below the
threshold of 70% of the students correctly
answering each question on more than one of
the twelve quizzes.

70% of the students will write a manual
36% of students received a rating of 3 or 4 on
program with correct “G” and “M” code
every dimension of the rubric.
usage with a score of 3 or 4 on the rubric.
Learning Improvement Plan: Problem areas for both projects included Cutter Compensation and Speeds & Feeds, thus more emphasis will be placed in these
two areas via focus in lecture and exercises.
B

Product Design and Production Processes

Project/Success Standard
Results
85% of students enrolled in DRAF 150 will
88.2% of students were successful at achieving
Demonstrate the production and
meet or exceed the benchmark standard
A
75% correct for the project overall.
O1: interpretation of engineering/manufacturing
of 75% correct.
documents.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: The faculty were pleased with the results of Outcome 1. With this being the third year for this assessment activity, the activities
completed as part of this assessment will still be an integral part of the course assessment, but will not appear on the Program Assessment Plan for next year.

80% of students enrolled in DRAF 288 will
2 of 12 students (17%) met the success
Interpret American Society of Mechanical
A
meet
the
ADDA
success
standard
of
75%.
standard of the overall exam.
O2: Engineers Standards (ASME Y14.5)
requirements for related project.
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: The faculty were pleased with the results of Outcome 1. With this being the third year for this assessment activity, the activities
completed as part of this assessment will still be an integral part of the course assessment, but will not appear on the Program Assessment Plan for next year.
Surveying

O1:

Utilize modern measurement techniques to
acquire spatial data.

Project/Success Standard
A

70% of students will score 70% or higher
on each level of the rubric.

B

N/A - Reflective Activity

Results
Student percentages were 100% in three of the
five calculation categories. In the other two
categories, 78% and 83% of the students met
the success standard.
N/A
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Learning Improvement Plan: The Surveying faculty were pleased with the results of Outcome 1. With this being the third year for this assessment activity, the
activities completed as part of this assessment will still be an integral part of the course assessment, but will not appear on the Program Assessment Plan for
next year.
Building Placement: 100% scored 100%;
Backsight direction: 100% of students scored
70% of students will score 70% or higher
100% in these areas; Distance to Stakeout
A
Employ industry-standard software to solve
Points: 78% of students scored 100%; Angle
on
each
level
of
the
rubric.
O2:
technical problems.
Right to Stakeout Points: 89% of students
scored 60%
B
N/A - Reflective Activity
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: The Surveying faculty were pleased with the results of Outcome 2. With this being the third year for this assessment activity, the
activities completed as part of this assessment will still be an integral part of the course assessment, but will not appear on the Program Assessment Plan for
next year.
Technology, BS

Project/Success Standard
On the post-survey, 80% of the students
will fall within the 3.5 to 4.5 range.

Results
Eight of the 13 items in project A either met or
A
exceeded the success standard.
100% of students met or exceeded the
Understand why some workers are treated
standard in Item 1, Self-disclosure, and Item 5,
O1: differently in the workplace because of their
Students will score a 3-Proficient on all
Spelling and Grammar. Item 2, Connection to
group membership.
B
areas of the rubric.
Outside Experiences (87%); Item 3, Connection
to Class Discussion (68%); and Item 4,
Connection to Course Objectives (79%)
Learning Improvement Plan: Include a couple of more case studies concerning the concepts of diversity to include increased discussions on concepts of
stereotypes, prejudices, and discrimination in the workplace. Will use the discussions in Outcome 1 analysis to emphasize connection to outside experiences
and class discussions. Will spend additional time in the beginning and throughout the class to show the connection between each topic and the course
objectives.
Students will score a 3 or higher on all
100% of students exceeded the standard for
A
Apply creative problem-solving competencies
dimensions of the rubric.
Implement Solution and Evaluation/Feedback
O2: to goals and opportunities students will face in
Students will score a 3 or higher on each
100% of students exceeded the standard for
their personal and professional lives.
B
dimension of the rubric.
Organization and Subject Knowledge
Learning Improvement Plan: Must spend more class time on the critical area of generating solutions to the problem. Intend to research the topic and develop
cases that only apply to identifying solutions. I will present a quiz to ascertain the knowledge of the students.

Welding
Describe the welding field using proper
O1:
terminology and concepts.

Project/Success Standard
80% of the students will score 85% or
better.

A

Results
The percentage of students who scored above 85%
is 90%.
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The percentage of students who scored above 85%
80% of the students will score 85% or
is 88%.
better.
Learning Improvement Plan: Our advisory committee reviewed the assessments applied to courses in welding for the spring semester in May. They
recommended we develop new assessments and appropriate rubrics for our second year courses in the Associate’s Degree. The consensus was new
assessments for WELD 212, Welding Inspection, and WELD 222, Welding Automation. The idea of creating rubrics for data collection derived from industry
standards or recommendations is very popular with them.
85% of the students will pass visual
The percentage of students that passed all
A
acceptance
criteria.
visual acceptance criteria is 90%.
Apply the A.W.S. D1.1 Code to welding
O2:
The percentage of students that passed bend
activities.
B
85% of the students will pass the test.
test acceptance criteria is 85%.
Learning Improvement Plan: Mike Hastings, Thom Newman and Rusty Shelden (Welding Technology faculty) collaborated on the new improvement plan. The
faculty will continue to consult with its advisory board and Lincoln Electric to improve student learning. The welding faculty will make changes in preparing the
students for assessment projects A and B by providing the students with a handout for AWS criteria for visual inspection at the beginning of the semester. This
will give the student more time to familiarize with the criteria in all of their labs before this assessment is given in the second semester. Students will also be
given a handout on causes and cures of welding defects in guided bend tests early in the semester before they perform Project B. These handouts will give the
student time to work on their welding technique in practice welds specific to criteria that are their problem areas.

B

Interdisciplinary Programs
Honors

Project/Success Standard

Results
Midterm Essay - 80% scored an Acceptable or
higher on each dimension: Thesis, 88%;
Incorporation of Sources, 88%; Use of Support,
80% of the students will score an
Acceptable or higher on each section of
84%; Overall Effectiveness, 92%. Final Essay:
A
the rubric.
Thesis, 86%; Use of Support, 96%; Overall
Engage in articulate expression based upon
Effectiveness, 92%; Incorporation of Sources,
O1:
critical reading/analysis of a text.
76%.
80% of the students will score Acceptable
69% of students received at least 80% (18 of
B
or higher on the completed portfolio.
26)
80% of the students will receive a pass on
100% of students who completed the reflection
the reflection/response.
response received a pass.
C
Learning Improvement Plan: Honors Program faculty (Chad Bebee, Rob Evans, Chris Gwaltney) met to discuss the learning improvement plan for Outcome I.
Under the direction of Honors Program director Chris Gwaltney, all HP faculty will implement the plan. We will continue to meet on a regular basis in order to
ensure collaboration and consistency of improvements. Because this is the third year for these projects in HUMH 221, we will be discussing whether or not to
continue with some of these projects, or to come up with new projects. We are leaning toward new projects. One idea on improvement for Project A is to
have a bank of sample essays on BlackBoard which would line up with the Critical Reading Essay Rubric, so students could see examples of work which meet
each level of success. We may also be looking at way to clarify the Critical Reading Essay Rubric itself. Much discussion revolved around how do we engender
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consistent reading behavior so we can gather reliable data from the reading portfolios and to increase student success. We intend to continue that discussion
over the summer.

80% of students did not score an Advanced or
higher on each section of the rubric: Problem A
70.9%; Evidence - 58.4%; Context and
Integrate knowledge and perspectives of
assumptions - 45.9%; Student's position - 58%;
O2:
different disciplines.
Conclusion - 66%
80% of the students will receive a pass on
100% of students who completed the critical
the reflective essay.
thinking reflective essay received a pass.
B
Learning Improvement Plan: Honors Program faculty (Chad Bebee, Rob Evans, Chris Gwaltney) met to discuss the learning improvement plan for Outcome 2.
Under the direction of Honors Program director Chris Gwaltney, all HP faculty will implement the plan. We will continue to meet on a regular basis in order to
ensure collaboration and consistency of improvements. Inter-rater reliability will be addressed in meetings over the summer. Faculty and students alike noted
a need for more “training” in critical thinking and more time leading into the final project. Faculty will be more intentional about focusing on critical thinking
skills from the onset of the course. They will also implement the initial stages of the final project earlier in the semester. Faculty request that more practical
professional development opportunities on how to teach critical thinking and best practices be made available to us. Because the synthesis essay alone may
not be an adequate indicator of student success on this project, we will be working on a common rubric for the oral aspects of the project. The rubric would
reflect the existing VU rubric. We will also look into videotaping student presentations/discussions. We may also have all Honors Program faculty assess the
oral components of the project. In the future we will use the VU Critical Thinking Survey for the reflection piece. If we also use a reflective writing prompt we
will clarify and use a common question.
80% of the students will receive an
Advanced or higher on each section of the
rubric.
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C. Academic Major Program Assessment Improvement Plans:
VU is looking at a number of academic program assessment improvements. Awareness of these
“opportunities” comes from a variety of sources. The work and constant review of the Assessment
Committee members is one source. Another source of suggestions is VU’s survey of assessment
participants (described in more detail below). The institution also hopes to get additional information
about assessment issues and needs from the results of the Campus Quality Survey; however, those
results have not been returned from Performance Horizons in time for this report. Issues VU knows need
to be addressed and the source of the information are presented below, along with solutions (as far as
those are planned):
• One concern revealed by looking at the 2013-14 progress report is the great number of program rows
colored in pink (or “pinked-out” as the Assessment Committee describes these situations). The
central explanation for the large number of “pinked-out” program rows is faculty retirement. Due to
major changes in the Indiana State Teachers Retirement Fund rates, large numbers of faculty took
retirement in the last couple years. Many of them had not “bought into” assessment, and VU didn’t
anticipate the large number of faculty who would retire without submitting data or finished reports.
The situation might have been worse. Many faculty in larger programs have tried to “clean up” after
these departures, taking data from courses they did not teach and trying to complete assessment
plans as best they could.
A solution that the Assessment Committee and the Director of IE are working on is to be aware and
make deans aware of the need for potential retirees to complete work before leaving campus.
Unfortunately, many faculty decide to retire during the summer months when they are not on
contract, and it’s hard to require them to complete assessment. This issue is not likely to be as great
in the future, since so many assessment “resisters” retired last year and because there are not likely
to be retirements in such great numbers in the future.
•

Another issue of concern is the sometimes clumsy process of sharing reports during plan reviews; the
issue is a poor report flow process. As noted above, Committee members review reports, which are
saved as Word documents. The members make recommendations about plan improvements, and
the notes are “bubbled” into the right margin of the template; the reviewed plans are then returned
to faculty for their consideration. After faculty finalize their improvement or after the secretary of IE
helps faculty with changes, the secretary sends a final, dated copy back to the department for use in
completing the final steps in the process. Faculty sometimes fail to replace older versions with the
“clean” forms, so the old “unclean” forms tend to resurface when faculty begin to complete later
steps. At that point, the secretary needs to paste new steps into the finalized form in order to keep
everyone on track, which means time spent by the secretary that could have been used for other
activities.
A solution that VU is looking into came as a suggestion by one of the ex-Assessment Committee
members, Steve Riggs, Assistant Professor of Information Technology. Steve has begun to develop an
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online reporting system that will keep reports current. This “real time” system will include a log-in
for users who will go into the system to make changes and save them. This will eliminate the
problem of revised template Word documents “getting lost.” One challenge remaining on the
solution is to make sure the system is implemented on the VU server; currently, it is set up on the
developer’s personal server, but with the tech support from the Management Information System
personnel, Steve is confident that the system can become a workable solution that will improve the
flow of reports.
•

VU, based on the responses to its earlier Progress Reports and its Action Project Updates, is making
great strides with assessment. Many faculty have voiced their appreciation of the process, saying
that it has helped them discover needed improvements that have made their graduates stronger, or
they have discovered ways to document the success of their students. However, VU is no different
than most institutions: not everyone is thrilled about doing assessment, and while faculty complete
the work (as the reports above show), getting some assessment reports finished requires some
prodding. The recent Survey of Assessment Participants (discussed in full detail below, in section VII,
H) suggests that some faculty do not understand (do not believe in?) the importance of doing
assessment. With the recent retirements, many new people are responsible for assessment, both
new hires and experience faculty suddenly thrust into the position of having to do assessment
reports for the first time. It’s not surprising that many of these people have attended few, if any,
professional development workshops, so the last year or two extended the assessment learning
curve. These faculty missed the intensive introduction to assessment four years ago and struggle
with the “why” and the “how” of doing assessment. Some new faculty who are behind the curve are
one type of challenge; they tend to delay reports because they are anxious about what to write.
Some experienced faculty who are new to the responsibility tend to procrastinate and finally submit
subpar work at the deadline. Both types might represent 15-20% of those completing assessment;
the evidence of their delay is tracked in the weekly progress reports, where sections show red
(meaning no submission) or a color indicating significant revision is needed and a Committee review
date that occurred months prior to publication of the report. As noted above, these reports show
liaisons, the President, Provost, and deans which faculty are delaying their work and need that extra
prodding. The good news for the assessment process is that the new deans have been very helpful in
moving these cases along.
A few solutions are presenting themselves to campus leaders. First, the progress reports are being
more regularly distributed during the Provosts Council to the deans. The deans have begun to
request the electronic version of the report so they can address issues in their college. As direct
supervisors, the deans can usually move “stragglers” along and help the Assessment Committee
complete its work. A second approach comes from reviewing the results of the Assessment
Participants survey; a number of faculty identify themselves as new to VU and assessment, so an
“Assessment 101” workshop will be offered during Professional Development days in May. Beyond
that session, additional professional development will be designed to bring new faculty up to speed.
The Survey also indicated that many faculty new to the process wonder why VU has to do
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assessment. A Professional Development session is being planned to cover the “why” issues; the
Director of IE is hoping to have the President and/or Provost available to go through some of the
basic assumptions about assessment responsibilities for those who did not participate in these
sessions when VU first started the process. Another approach to this issue is to make assessment a
higher priority on the evaluation process. During a recent Provost Council meeting, the Provost told
the deans that assessment is an essential University activity and faculty who do not show sufficient
progress on assessment should not be receiving merit raises. The President has expressed an interest
in making assessment a higher priority on the faculty evaluation form. Currently, assessment is
treated like keeping office hours—it’s currently viewed as a required duty that is not really figured
into merit raises, just as keeping office hours would not be considered. President Helton would like
to see the evaluation changed to recognize assessment efforts that produce improvements. The
problem with resistance has not been so great that it’s been a priority to address; as the reports
show, the work is being finished. However, there is enough frustration with “dragging some people
across the finish line” that it is an issue that likely will need to be addressed.
•

A final issue that needs to be addressed also arose out the Survey of Assessment Participants. Some
faculty members appreciate the feedback from the Assessment Committee members, but some
faculty misunderstand the suggestions and the goals of the Committee.
This issue is going to be one of the more difficult issues to address, but the Interim Director of
Institutional Effectiveness plans to try during Professional Development Days in May. As noted
above, the Director is planning to include the President and/or the Provost in a presentation that will
explain the purpose of assessment and the essential goal of the Committee and its iterative process,
including some history of the process. The goal of the approach has always been to change the
culture at VU, as quickly as possible, to one that uses evidence to drive improvement efforts. For
assessment to produce the evidence that faculty need for improvements, some faculty must
recognize that certain assessment tools and techniques provide better benefit to their efforts.
Beyond improving faculty understanding of the “why,” this Professional Development session will
also offer some ideas for improving the assessment process (such as the “real-time” reporting system
noted above.) The Committee is also considering using the Assessment Evaluation rubric, described
above, to objectively evaluate assessment plans. First year project plans that are well developed and
completed on time might be “recognized” as ready for two years. Assessment results could be
submitted without a review by the Assessment Committee. Everyone would trust that responsibility
for assessment can be placed more into the hands of the faculty, without annual oversight. Using
this plan, the Committee would review final plans and comment on the three years of trended data,
analysis, and improvement. This would come in the form of a report that goes to Deans, the Provost,
and the chair of the program. This approach would expect annual assessment to continue, but will
reward those who do quality work. The hope is the approach will incentivize greater ownership of
the assessment process. Some consideration is also being given to putting an ad hoc committee
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together to review the Assessment Committee processes in order to recommend ways to streamline
processes.
The Assessment Committee goal of the Survey and the improvements noted above is to, ultimately,
practice the same CQI principles implied in the assessment template. VU’s approach has been to
push hard to bring about a culture of assessment and a high quality assessment process. The timing
might have been better, given all the new mandates from the state. While some of the complaints
might be dismissed, it’s important that the Committee see what it can do to make the assessment
process better for all and create more program ownership of the process.
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IV.

General Education Assessment Progress:
A. General Education Assessment Background:

In 2012, Vincennes University was “commended for an exemplary progress report on
assessment. The major remaining aspect of a full-blown assessment program at the University concerns
general education.” As a result, VU’s 2013 Report was to focus “only on general education.” VU faced a
number of challenges in 2012 with the recent departure of the Provost, the state of Indiana’s mandate
that all colleges and universities reduce associate programs to 60 hours and baccalaureate programs to
120 hours, and the state’s development of a common general education core, which was not finalized
until December 10, 2012. VU had been working to renew its general and liberal education core and
finally approved five new University Core Curriculum (UCC) outcomes on October 25, 2012:
Students who complete Vincennes University Common Core requirements will be able to:
• Engage in articulate expression through critical reading and effective written, oral, and digital
communication.
• Apply quantitative reasoning and a variety of numeric data to solve problems in a variety of
disciplines.
• Evaluate ethical behavior as an individual and as a member of local and global communities.
• Apply critical and creative thinking skills to solve problems.
• Integrate knowledge and perspectives of different disciplines to answer complex questions.
VU quickly set to work mapping VU’s new outcomes to the State’s forty-one outcomes, recognizing
parallels could easily be made using dimensions of rubrics (versions of AACU’s VALUE rubrics) designed to
assess VU’s newly approved outcomes. However, with VU’s first report due in April of 2012, there just
was not time to complete much of the work required to produce student results, so it is understandable
that the 2013 Report was to focus on general education progress.
VU ‘s 2013 Progress Report described the great deal of effort required to begin to systematically
collect student general education data, although the Report did not include specific data. Included in the
Report were the following activities and products intended to prepare the institution for actually
collecting assessment results:
• Documents defining the responsibilities of “Liberal Education Committee” and the “Basic Skills
Committee.” The groups were responsible for spelling out how VU would meet both sets of
outcomes. The distinction between these committees reflects the State’s “Ways of Knowing”
outcomes for distribution categories science, social science, and humanities, and the State’s
“Foundational Skills” outcomes for basic skills of written and oral communication and
quantitative literacy. VU had to be conscious of its new state responsibilities while addressing its
own distinctive “brand” of general and liberal education.
• Release time for faculty on the Liberal Education Committee to develop rubrics and assignment
models for each of the distribution categories: science, social science, and humanities.
• Slightly modified AAC&U’s VALUE rubric for critical thinking, mapped to the State’s outcomes for
science, social science, and humanities to the dimensions of the rubric. The results were both a
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University-wide rubric for Critical Thinking and a set of rubrics (with the same dimensions and
success levels) for each of the distribution categories that would enable VU to show how it is
addressing the State’s outcomes.
The development of examples of embedded critical thinking assignments for UCC Liberal
Education courses (distribution categories of science, social science, and humanities). The
approach here is very similar to AAC&U’s “Signature Assignment” effort. All approved Critical
Thinking assignments must address an “ill-defined” problem and be assessable using VU’s Critical
Thinking rubric.
Development of assignment approval forms.
Professional Development on the new assignment expectations, including an introduction to
teaching critical thinking, as described in Learner-Centered Assessment on College Campuses, by
Mary E. Huba and Jann E. Freed (focusing on teaching ill-defined problems), model assignments,
rubrics, and directions on how to submit assignments for review by the Liberal Education
Committee. Both video and face-to-face versions of the professional development were offered.
An assignment submission and approval process that the Liberal Education Committee used to
complete the task of “approving” Liberal Education courses and their Critical Thinking
assignments.
A list of University needs for full implementation of the new general education program:
 Completion of the UCC course and assignment review/approval process
 Ongoing professional development to help faculty teach and assess critical thinking
 Technology to help faculty assess critical thinking in multiple modalities
 Further clarification of the expectations of faculty regarding their responsibilities to
cooperate in the general education assessment process including teaching assessable
content, giving students assessable assignments, and reporting assessment data

The HLC Staff Analysis of VU’s 2013 Progress Report stated that “Vincennes University has
accomplished a great deal in the past year to address the need to effectively asses its general
education/liberal education programs. At the same time, it has balanced the need to satisfy the state’s
expectations for assessing the new state-wide common core and general education outcomes. The
University is commended for its success in addressing and accomplishing such a wide-ranging and heavy
assessment agenda.” The Commission accepted VU’s Report on general education assessment, gave VU
an additional year before its next required report, and expected VU’s 2015 Report to include a report on
the full implementation of its program and assessment data. What follows is a report on general and
liberal education progress since the last report, plus data on general education assessment to date.

B. General Education Assessment Progress Since 2013 Report:
What follows is a description of the progress made in general and liberal education assessment
since the 2013 report. The progress described below will include the progress made in assessing Critical
Thinking in all UCC courses, including data on that assessment; improvement efforts that have developed
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since two major critical thinking assessment activities; and finally, other general education assessments
and related activities, including improvements that have occurred both as a part of and in addition to
assessing VU’s Critical Thinking outcome.
During the Spring 2013 semester, faculty were asked to work with their departmental peers to
develop critical thinking assignments that could be assessed with the University’s new Critical Thinking
rubric. Using time between Spring Break and the end of the term, the Liberal Education Committee
reviewed over a hundred UCC course assignments, approving those the group thought were assessable
using the new rubric and working with faculty on assignments until a draft was received that could be
recommended for approval. Once the Fall 2013 semester began, faculty were reminded of the
expectation that they teach and assess critical thinking. (See Appendix 17.) The assessment plan included
four efforts to collect data on students’ abilities to do critical thinking. Part one was to collect data from
faculty, who were directed to submit hard copies of their evaluation rubrics, as well as report individual
student results in a spread sheet. Part two was a Student Reflection Survey on their experience with the
Critical Thinking assignments. (See Appendix 18.) Part three was a faculty reflection on the experience of
teaching Critical thinking and their thoughts about student performance pertaining to their critical
thinking assignment. (See Appendix 19.) Finally, part four was for faculty to turn in a random sample of
student artifacts from each section they taught so that a “University” sample of 200 artifacts could be
pulled and assessed during the summer. (See Appendix 20 for email sent to faculty regarding
expectations.)
In preparation for the assessment efforts, the Liberal Education Committee established the
standards for success for the Critical Thinking project. Following AAC&U’s approach to the rubrics and
considering VU’s “liberal education” intention to assess skills integrated into the major, the UCC Critical
Thinking rubric was set up to assess critical thinking in all four years of a baccalaureate degree. VU
assumes that the rubric will be used, among other things, to assess both UCC Liberal Education courses,
but also the Capstone courses in VU’s baccalaureate degrees. Since most of the UCC Liberal Education
courses are 100-200 level courses, VU chose a mid-range or “Acceptable” success level for the first year
out. (See CT Rubric, Appendix 21.) While setting the standards, VU also considered the reality that this
assessment was a pilot of the first set of critical thinking assignments used across all UCC courses and VU
faculty had only just finalized their assignments before the summer break. There had been limited
training for either teaching or assessing critical thinking. Given the circumstances, VU’s goal was to have
60% of students achieve an acceptable level in each dimension of the rubric. A second goal was to see a
positive change in student means scores on the Community College Survey of Student Engagement data
pertaining to at least two questions, one on analyzing elements of an idea and one on synthesizing and
organizing ideas in new ways. Student responses in the 2013 survey suggested that VU students
reported doing significantly less analysis and synthesis of ideas than their peers at Extra Large Colleges
and at all Cohort institutions:
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Item 5: During the current school year, how much has your coursework at this college emphasized the
following mental activities?
1 = Very little, 2 = Some, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = Very much
5b. Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory
Vincennes University: 2.71

Ex. Large Colleges: 2.95 -0.28**

2013 Cohort: 2.91 -0.24**

5c. Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences in new ways
Vincennes University: 2.63

Ex. Large Colleges: 2.80

2013 Cohort: 2.78

The asterisked number following the means scores for Extra Large Colleges and Cohort for the “analysis”
question is the Center for Community College Student Engagement’s way of noting a significant
difference in VU’s mean scores—greater than .20. While comparison scores are not at the .20 difference
for “synthesizing and organizing ideas,” VU is still concerned that the difference is .17 and .15
respectively. VU believes that the experience that students will have with critical thinking in all UCC
courses should increase student mean scores. The Liberal Education Committee agreed that the second
standard for success will use the CCSSE comparison mean scores to produce benchmark assessment data.
The standard the Liberal Education Committee agreed to is that VU’s mean scores for the “Analyzing” and
“Synthesizing” questions should rise to scores at least equal to the scores of other Extra Large Colleges
and the full Cohort. VU will be administering the CCSSE again in April 2015. Unfortunately, the results
will not be returned to VU in time for this report, but VU is assuming it will see the impact of the UCC
assignments on the results to these questions. (VU also plans to use the CCSSE data on “making
judgments about the value or soundness of information, an argument or methods” and “applying
theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations”; VU believes these questions are relevant
to critical thinking, as well as two additional outcomes yet to be implemented: ethics and integration.
(See Appendix 22 for VU’s mean comparisons on these skills.)

C. Critical Thinking Assessment Results:
VU’s Critical Thinking results come from the four assessments mentioned above. All faculty
teaching UCC courses during the Fall 2013 were asked to submit their results to Rene LaMontagna,
Biology, who was receiving release time to help with the new assessment process. The faculty completed
the evaluation of 2234 student artifacts, although that assessment was completed with limited
professional development on critical thinking evaluation training for the majority of faculty, and only the
group of twelve faculty who assessed the sample of 207 student artifacts participated in norming
activities designed to increase the validity of the assessment. The institution, wanting to get the process
moving, elected to ask all UCC faculty to get started applying the rubric to their students and didn’t have
time to do norming activities for all prior to the initial assessment. Since UCC faculty members were
focused on developing the new assignments and figuring out the mechanics of collecting the sample, and
recognizing the potential for some pushback, norming for the majority was delayed. The institution
recognizes the limited value of the full faculty scores due to the lack of norming and objectivity, but VU
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hoped that future discussions about results and instruction and future norming sessions would be
improved by faculty having some experience with both teaching and evaluating assignments prior to
attending norming sessions.
The data collected from all UCC faculty must be compared to the results taken from the twelve
faculty who assessed the random sample of 207 papers. The latter group met during May of 2014 and
the participants were compensated for working off-contract. The faculty participated in a day-long
workshop to prepare them for the assessment; the workshop included a norming session designed to
increase the understanding of the rubric and how to apply it for a more objective evaluation. As part of
the workshop, the faculty were grouped into four teams of three members each. Student artifacts were
assessed using a “communal” assessment approach, one that allowed faculty to discuss their results and
come to agreement or consensus on the fifty papers assigned to each team. After the first day of
assessment, which consisted of 10 papers for each team, a discussion developed about interpretation of
the rubric and application to the papers. An email was sent to each of the faculty to help them all apply
the rubric consistently, and after five days, all of the 200 papers were completed (plus the 7 evaluated
during the norming sessions). The assessment of 207 papers produced the following results:
Success Standard #1: 60% of students will achieve a level 3, “Acceptable,” or higher for each dimension
of the VU Critical Thinking rubric.
Success Standard #2: VU’s Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) mean results for
analytic and synthetic thinking would increase to a level at least equal to other extra-large colleges and
the 2015 cohort.
Dimensions of the Rubric—Evaluated by Course Instructors, without Norming

Percentage of Students
Achieving Level 3, “Acceptable”
or higher

Dimension #1, Explanation of the Problem

74%

Dimension #2, Evidence

66%

Dimension #3, Influence of Contexts and Assumptions

63%

Dimension #4, Student’s Position

70%

Dimension #5, Conclusions and Related Outcomes

66%

119

Dimensions of the Rubric—Results from 12 Member Faculty Team after Norming Session

Percentage of Students
Achieving Level 3, “Acceptable”
or higher

Dimension #1, Explanation of the Problem

45.41%

Dimension #2, Evidence

34.30%

Dimension #3, Influence of Contexts and Assumptions

32.37%

Dimension #4, Student’s Position

29.47%

Dimension #5, Conclusions and Related Outcomes

27.05%

Dimensions of the Rubric—Evaluated by Course Instructors, without Norming

Percentage of Students
Achieving Level 2, “Developing”
or higher

Dimension #1, Explanation of the Problem

90%

Dimension #2, Evidence

88%

Dimension #3, Influence of Contexts and Assumptions

88%

Dimension #4, Student’s Position

92%

Dimension #5, Conclusions and Related Outcomes

89%

Dimensions of the Rubric—Results from 12 Member Faculty Team after Norming Session

Percentage of Students
Achieving Level 2, “Developing”
or higher

Dimension #1, Explanation of the Problem

86.95%

Dimension #2, Evidence

88.88%

Dimension #3, Influence of Contexts and Assumptions

84.05%

Dimension #4, Student’s Position

74.39%

Dimension #5, Conclusions and Related Outcomes

75.36%

The faculty completing the assessment recognized a number of issues that affected the results.
First, this assessment being a pilot, a number of “firsts” affected the outcomes. Most of the assignments
were being used for the first time. The twelve faculty doing the assessment had access to the assignment
sheets that faculty gave to their students. While no actual assessment of the assignment sheets
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occurred, all the faculty reached a point where they could recognize the assignments that were likely to
elicit from students enough detail and effort that they might be able to achieve the level of “Acceptable”
or higher. As is confirmed by the Survey of Assessment Participants, some faculty resisted adding the
critical thinking component to their courses. Despite the participation of large numbers of faculty and
years of Educational Futures Task Force work that introduced and reported on the outcomes finally
approved, as well as an open, faculty-heavy Curriculum and Academic Affairs Committee process and
vote, many faculty said they didn’t need these expectations “forced down our throats.” The faculty also
had reason to believe that little assignment instruction or critical thinking scaffolding occurred in the
classroom. These problems are common to any new general education program, and numbers of
resistors is not unusual. Time will address some of the resistance, but VU is also taking strides to improve
ownership and understanding in order to improve student results (described below).
The results of the Student Reflective Survey are included below, both the results of the Likert
scale questions and a summary of some open-ended questions. The 807 student responses reflect a 19%
rate of participation by students who (1) were reminded by faculty who understood the expectation and
remembered to ask students to participate, and (2) those students who self-selected to participate.
Faculty members were supposed to remind students to do the survey, but it was discovered that there
was considerable confusion about the delivery of the survey, which no doubt reduced the rate of return.
There is good reason to believe that some faculty embraced the Critical Thinking assignment more so
than others. The assumption offers one explanation for why, contrary to comments above about the
development of some faculty assignments, the students who responded largely felt their assignment
sheet was clear and the classroom instruction was helpful. The Reflection data does, to some degree,
conflict with the observations of the twelve faculty who did the University-level assessment; they found
clarity and assignment development to be a weakness of a number of the assignments. All results have
to be viewed in light of this being a pilot with a learning curve, including figuring out how to get a higher
rate of student return that reflects a broader cross-section of all the courses. The results do seem
important though because they bring out some positives that are being used to help all faculty recognize
the benefits of such assignments. Students said they learned about considering other perspectives as
part of their analysis, and they identified a great number of study skills as important for their success.
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Student Critical Thinking Reflection Survey
Fall 2013
There were 803 Student Responses to this survey!
The following results are a compilation of ALL completed student surveys.
Students may have had multiple classes for which they completed this survey.
Students were not prevented from completing the survey multiple times.
Responses of nothing, none, n/a, etc were deleted from the responses to questions 5-8 in this
report.

Please rate your agreement/disagreement with the following statements.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

The expectations of the critical thinking assignment were clearly
presented.

358

298

85

35

23

I was interested in the topic for my critical thinking assignment.

241

254

184

73

30

I had to do research to complete my critical thinking assignment

398

301

68

13

12

I presented multiple reasons for my position.

304

371

89

15

7

As part of my assignment, I identified the consequences or implications
of my position.

270

374

121

19

11

The instruction offered on the critical thinking assignment helped me
better understand the elements of critical thinking.

275

277

148

60

36

The instruction offered on the critical thinking assignment helped me feel
confident that I could successfully complete the assignment.

286

284

133

54

39

Doing a rough draft is important for completing this assignment well.

267

234

185

78

26

How much time did you spend on your critical thinking assignment, including research,
rough drafting, and finalizing the assignment?
Less than 1 hour
50

1-2 hours
147

2-4 hours
286

4-8 hours
202

More than 8
hours
110
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Summarized below are the numbers and types of responses to the open-ended questions in the
Student Reflective Survey:
“What was the most meaningful or valuable thing you learned from this assignment?”
• 287: Discovering information or ideas they had never considered before
• 104: Learning to think differently or to consider other perspectives or other cultures
• 61: Learning how to refute other’s ideas or strengthening their critical thinking skills
• 59: The value of better research
• 44: The value of working hard
• 37: The importance of time management
• 34: The importance of writing skills
• 44: Nothing important or meaningful
Overall for this question:
• 628 (93.45%) positive responses—something learned that was meaningful or valuable
• 44 (6.55%) negative responses, nothing meaningful or valuable
The following response was typical of the “positive” responses: “This assignment made me think more
about what I was discussing in class and more deeply about it.”
“What was the most difficult aspect of the assignment for you to grasp?”
• 158: Understanding the topic, assignment, or rubric
• 111: Researching or finding the right materials
• 79: Writing/organizing the material (additional 23 noted doing the documentation)
• 46: Critiquing or refuting other positions
• 39: Thinking about other perspective
• 36: Accepting the truth of something learned
• 34: Identifying a personal position
• 30: Managing the time needed for the assignment
• 15: Presenting the material to the class
• 13: Discovering something about themselves
• 13: Understanding the relevance to the class
• 54: Didn’t find any part of the assignment difficult
“In what ways did the CT classroom activities and assignments improve your CT skills?”
• 130: Taught them to consider other perspectives
• 98: Taught them to think more deeply or analytically
• 65: Taught them to think more independently
• 47: Helped find or clarify ideas for the project
• 47: Improved their research skills
• 94: Taught nothing new or not sure (Some students resented the activity, some said they learned
this in high school or another VU course such as Comp. II, and some were not sure if any skills
were improved)
• 10: Didn’t talk about critical thinking or had no classroom instruction
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“If you were going to help future students successfully complete the CT assignment in this course, what
would you recommend?”
• 161: Manage time or do not procrastinate
• 72: Work hard, take it seriously, work with the instructor
• 42: Pay attention in class, take notes, and do course readings
• 37: Follow directions or understand the rubric
• 34: Spend time on or get help for paper writing
• 33: Have an open mind or research both sides
• 30: Pick an interesting topic
• 16: Identify your position on the issue
• 16: Outline or organize the material
Suggestions about Research:
 180: Do more research
 20: Be as knowledgeable about both sides of the topic as possible
 20: Check the quality of the sources
Summarized below are the numbers and types of responses to the open-ended questions in the Faculty
Reflective Survey:
The majority of respondents felt good about:
• Their directions to students
• Student interest in the faculty member’s assignment topic
• The amount of student research done
• Students’ understanding of multiple perspectives
• Their classroom presentation of CT materials
A majority of faculty recognized the need for:
• Classroom discussion of the critical thinking assignment
• Multiple drafts or assignments
• Multiple reasons for their position
“How did the critical thinking activity contribute to students learning the methods of the discipline you
teach?”
• 9: Students learned to apply course material
• 7: Taught students to think outside the box
• 7: Improved participation and deepened learning
• 4: Taught students to research course materials
• 4: Little or no value to learning course materials
“What do you see as your greatest success in developing students’ critical thinking skills?”
• 12: Helped students form their own justified opinions and developed pride in their abilities
• 9: Helped students view things differently or consider multiple points of view
• 7: Gave students critical thinking practice
• 4: Students applied course material to think through problems rather than memorizing
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“What do you see as your greatest challenge in developing students’ critical thinking skills?”
• 13: Students’ limited abilities to apply the skills or do abstract thinking rather than memorizing
• 12: Student apathy
• 5: Students’ limited ability to consider multiple perspectives
• 3: Student writing skills
• 3: Time needed to teach critical thinking
“How will you change or improve your assignment to make students more successful in the future?”
• 12: Improve classroom discussion of assignment
• 9: Use more examples or models
• 6: Assign the project earlier
• 6: Develop better written instructions
• 4: Improve the rubric
• 4: Employ rough drafts and conferences
• 4: No change
“What concerns do you have about the critical thinking project?”
• 12: Unprepared or apathetic students; students used to memorizing, not analyzing and applying
• 7: Course time required
• 4: Increased grading load
• 2: Rubric clarity
• 2: None of this assessment will ever be analyzed
• 5: No concerns or assignment worked well

D. Critical Thinking Improvement Plans:
The Critical Thinking assessment pilot, which consisted of two sets of rubric evaluations (one by
faculty teaching UCC Critical Thinking Courses and one by the team of 12 faculty) and the reflective
surveys, has led to a number of improvement activities:
• The purchase of Blackboard “Outcomes” as a learning assessment management tool. VU
recognized very quickly that collecting hard copies of student artifacts was both labor intensive
and failed to produce a truly random sample, since a review of rosters indicated that not all
faculty followed the planned random sequence of artifact selection. “Outcomes” will allow VU to
pull a true random sample of all papers aligned with the Critical Thinking outcome. This will be
much less time intensive, reducing time to collect, copy, and redistribute the sample.
• Professional development to help faculty teach critical thinking and use the CT rubric. So far,
professional development has consisted of four activities: (1) Introductory discussions about
VU’s approach to critical thinking during the initial stages of implementation. These sessions
described the “ill-defined problem” approach that fit the rubric and gave some ideas for sample
assignments prior to faculty submitting their assignments for review. (2) A May 2014
Professional Development Workshop with Dr. Gary Brown. Dr. Brown led a discussion of
teaching and assessing critical thinking using the VALUE rubric for critical thinking. Dr. Brown is
the lead developer of the rubric. The three-hour workshop gave most faculty their first
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opportunity to have a collaborative, large group discussion of how to best apply the rubric to
student artifacts. (2) An August 2014 report on the assessment of the 207 artifact sample to the
University community during the opening University meeting for all faculty and staff. The
Assistant Provost for Academic Affairs, Dr. Laurel Smith, the Coordinator of General Education,
Angie Bright, and members of the twelve faculty assessment team put together a video
discussing the results and the observations of the team on student learning and faculty
instruction. (3) A January 2015 critical thinking norming session intended for all UCC faculty and
other interested faculty. Student artifacts were selected to show faculty some poor efforts, good
efforts, and some middle-of-the-road efforts. With this activity, faculty also received copies of
assignment sheets. Part of the discussion was on the varying quality of the assignments and the
limitations on student success produced by a poor assignment. The three-hour workshop was
well received by the participants. Many of them commented on how much they learned and
several are considering attending a second session planned for May 2015.
The development of a Critical Thinking learning community. The group consists of the twelve
member team that assessed the 207 artifact sample. The group is meeting to discuss rubric and
assignment design improvements, instructional suggestions, the next UCC Critical Thinking
assessment, and other issues related to UCC Critical Thinking. The learning committee will make
its recommendations to the UCC Committee (general education committee) for consideration by
the UCC Committee and recommendation to CAAC.
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V.

Other General Education Assessment:

VU’s schedule for assessing General Education called for a focus on writing and speaking
assessment during the 2014-2015 academic year. Both the English and Speech Departments have been
assessing basic skills courses since 2011. Now, both programs are developing assessment pilots that (1)
support the development of Critical Thinking skills in students (adding focus on persuasive speaking and
argumentative writing), while (2) honing in on core rhetorical skills that are essential for effective
communication of ideas and a student’s position. Reported below are pilot assessment plans to assess
speaking and writing. The Math Department has also agreed to begin assessment of quantitative
literacy, which is consistent with VU’s new general education outcomes and VU’s need to align its
instruction and assessment with the State’s QL outcome and the State’s interest in developing math
tracks intended to be more appropriate for certain majors. The State is encouraging institutions to move
non-STEM majors away from the algebra/calculus track and into a quantitative literacy or tech math
track. Next is a discussion of a new information-literacy assessment pilot, which reflects collaboration
between library staff and the English Department. A description of progress made on our liberal
education assessment of reading, writing, and speaking intensive courses offered the in major is next
described, followed by a narrative on VU’s AQIP Action Project that will bring general education
assessment to the early college locations.
A. Speaking:
The Speech Department has designed a speech assessment pilot intended to assess the oral
communications portion of the following outcome: “VU students will engage in articulate expression
through critical reading and effective written, oral and digital communication.” The project is designed
to assess student skills as they develop through practice in COMM 143, Speech. Using the informative
speech rubric (Appendix 24) and the newly developed persuasive speech rubric (Appendix 25), the
project analyzes how effectively students have learned to apply individual components of a speech. The
focus in the first year of the project will be on presenting an effective introduction to a speech. In future
years, the emphasis of the project may be on the body or the conclusion.
The goal of this project is to track qualitative improvement made to introductions through three
speeches. The Persuasive Presentation common rubric emphasizes use of the Monroe Motivated
Sequence for Persuasive Messaging. Student success will be based on effective introductions, as taught
for informative speeches, with students expected to advance to higher level skills with the additional
Monroe concepts required in a successful persuasive message. The Persuasive rubric will be used for the
final persuasive speech, and faculty will track student improvement from the two previous Informative
speeches to the final work done for their persuasive speech.
While the Speech Department plans to collect data for both Fall ’14 and Spring ’15 Semesters for
a full analysis, what follows below is data collected from the Fall ’14 in order to give the HLC some
evidence of the working plan. Faculty tracked the results of every 1st, 6th, 16th, and 21st student in each
section identified for the initial assessment. The instructors focused on the four requirements of an
effective introduction: (1) Gain Attention, (2) Identify a Clear Central Idea, (3) Establish Credibility, and (4)
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Present a Preview Statement. The Department developed a score sheet to track the four elements (See
Appendix 23) The Department established the following success standard: At least 60% of the students
(3 of 5) in each section assessed will demonstrate improvement from the informative speech #1 to the
final Persuasive speech.
The Department designated twelve sections for the pilot and evaluated the results of forty-four
students who completed all three speeches required for this pilot. (The goal was 60 artifacts, but sixteen
pilot students withdrew or failed to complete the final.) For the pilot, success was measured by any
improvement from first to third presentation. The 60% number reflects the Department’s recognition
that the Persuasive speech is a more demanding speech and the expectations are higher for the
presentation, both because of the additional elements considered, but also because of the later date in
the semester; students are nearing the end of the course, and expectations escalate as the semester goes
on. Some of the results from the pilots include:
• Thirty of the forty-four students (68.2%) improved from the first to the third speech, improving
their introduction with the more advanced expectations in the Persuasive presentation.
• Using a 12-point scale (3 possible points for each of the four elements of an effective
introduction) to assess the Introduction as a whole, where “0” means “no introduction given”
and “12” means the “introduction includes all four key elements presented at a good or higher
level,” the average score rose from a 6.80 to 8.14, a 19.7% increase.
• The Department also analyzed the results by improvement for each of the four elements of an
effective introduction. For all forty-four students as a whole, the averages for each dimension
did increase, although only fourteen of the forty-four students showed improvement in all
dimensions of an effective introduction. (See Assessment Data: Part 2 below.) Six of the fortyfour students showed no increase for the introduction of the final presentation and eight of the
forty-four actually went backwards with their scores.
More specific data is given below:
ASSESSMENT DATA: PART 1
Overall Results: 0-12 (0 = no introduction, 4 = poor, 8 = acceptable, 12 = all components well done)
Number of
Participants
who completed
all speeches

Average
score on
Speech #1
(0-12)

Average score
on speech #3
(0-12)

Number
improved
from #1 to #3

Improvement
from #1 to #3
on 0-12 point
scale

Percent who
improved
from #1 to #3

Target (Goal)
improvement
Percentage from #1
to #3

44

6.842

8.159

30

1.317 points

68.2%

60.0%
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ASSESSMENT DATA: PART 2 (Discussion in step 5 below)
Four Introduction Component Results: 0-3 (0=not included, 1=poor, 2=acceptable, 3=well done)
Avg. Score
Speech #1 (03)

Avg. Score
Speech #3 (0-3)

Point
Improvement

Percent
Improvement

# improved:
speech #1 to
speech #3

Percent who
improved: speech
#1 to speech #3

Component #1
(Gain
Attention)

1.705

2.523

+.818

+49.0%

31 of 44

70.5%

Component #2
(Clear Central
Idea)

2.182

2.318

+.136

+6.2%

22 of 44

50.0%

Component #3
(Establish
Credibility)

1.682

1.886

+.204

+12.1%

19 of 44

43.2%

Component #4
(Preview
Statement)

1.273

1.432

+.159

+12.5%

17 of 44

38.6%

Overall

6.842

8.159

1.317

+19.5%

14 of 44
Improved on all
components

31.8% Improved
on all four
components

While the Department will add its Spring ‘15 data to the project before doing final analysis of all
results and improvement planning, three preliminary improvement activities have occurred.
• The rubric used for this project is actually the result of work done after the Spring ’14 trial use of
the rubric in preparation for the project. The Department recognized the need to identify the
four elements of an effective introduction and divide the four parts into equal parts, each with
the score of 0-3 possible (for 12 total points possible for the introduction).
• A major issue that the Department knows it has to deal with is the difference between
assessment and grading. The program recognizes that it has higher expectations for students in
the Persuasive presentation. The Monroe elements are being considered, which makes the final
presentation more challenging for students. Also, some faculty members recognize that with the
first informative speech, the faculty might be a little more “encouraging” with their scoring, in
order to encourage the students. Essentially, the members of the department use their rubrics
for both grading and assessing. While no final decisions are made yet, some members recognize
that a more objective assessment will have to occur for all the speeches in order to eliminate the
problem of an “encouraging” score of “3” in the first speech, but a true score of “2” in the final
speech. The score of “2” in the final speech might actually mean more than the “3” in the first
speech.
• Finally, only after the full assessment is done can the Department identify needed curricular
improvements, but the data on the four elements of an effective introduction clearly indicate
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that improvement is needed for some of the elements. By assessing by dimensions or the four
elements using equal scores for each section, the Department feels confident that it will be able
to identify specific skills that program members will need to work on to increase students’
success.

B. Writing:
The English Department has designed a writing assessment pilot intended to assess the writing
portion of the following outcome: “VU students will engage in articulate expression through critical
reading and effective written, oral and digital communication.” The focus of the assessment will be
students’ ability to present a well-developed essay with attention to rhetorical context (e.g., audience,
purpose, content).
As a pilot for Spring semester of 2015, the English faculty will collect two argumentation essays
from each of 20 sections of English 101 to assess written communication for a sample size of 40 student
essays. Essays will be assessed on the student writer’s awareness of rhetorical context, development,
genre and disciplinary conventions, evidence, and grammar and mechanics.
The English 101 argumentation essay (a single assignment) has been the focus of English
department program assessment for three years; this pilot will assess two argumentation essays with a
broader focus on writing strategies as opposed to argumentation strategies. The pilot will also allow
English faculty to test the AAC&U Written Communication Value rubric and revise it to suit the needs of
interdisciplinary assessment, the assessment of writing intensive courses offered in the major, a project
to be implemented in 2015-16. (See Appendix 34 for an initial version of the rubric.) ENGL 101 has been
identified as the pilot course because ENLG 101 is a gateway course which all degree-seeking students
are required to successfully complete at Vincennes University; the course is the best place to assess
basic-level argumentation and rhetorical skills of all VU graduates. The data gathered from this pilot will
provide a set of baseline data that will inform the success standards for full implementation of the
project in 2015-16.

C. Quantitative Literacy:
As noted above, VU has adopted a quantitative literacy (QL) outcome for a number of reasons,
including a recommendation of VU’s Educational Futures Task Force and the State’s new statewide
general education core. The Math Department developed a pilot for Fall 2014 to address the following
Vincennes University Core Curriculum outcome: “Apply quantitative reasoning and a variety of numeric
data to solve problems in a variety of disciplines.”
The project asks students to apply the sort of practical QL skills that VU wants to develop in its
non-STEM students. Part one of the two part project requires students to complete a mortgage
worksheet (Appendix 26) for which students have to research home prices and mortgage rates online,
and then use those results to find the down payment, monthly mortgage, interest, and other values.
Students will also have to analyze results to determine if they can in fact afford the house. This activity is
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assessed with VU’s version of the AAC&U VALUE rubric for QL (Appendix 27). The success standard for
this part of the project is: “70% of students will receive 17 points overall out of 24 (70%), and 70% of
students will receive a 3 (above average) or higher out of 4 (75%) on each dimension of the rubric.”
The second part of the project requires students to complete 5 short answer exam problems on
computing and interpreting mortgages (Appendix 28). Again, these questions are assessed with a version
of the AAC&U VALUE rubric for QL (Appendix 29). The success standard for the exam questions is: “70%
of students will receive 16 out of 20 points (70%) overall, and 70% of students will receive a 3 (above
average) or higher out of 4 (75%) on each dimension of the rubric.”
110 students in MATT 109, Business Math, and 46 students in MATH 103, Mathematics and Its
Applications, completed the worksheet, and 132 students in MATT 109 and 67 students in MATH 103
completed the exam questions. Below are the results and analysis for each assessment:
103 worksheet
Dimension
Interpretation
Representation
Calculation
Analysis
Assumptions
Communication
Overall

% of students who succeeded
76.09
69.57
60.33
43.48
65.22
63.04
52.17

109 worksheet
Dimension
Interpretation
Representation
Calculation
Analysis
Assumptions
Communication
Overall

% of students who succeeded
79.09
47.27
66.36
30.00
45.45
40.91
39.09

For the worksheet, the students in both classes achieved the success standard for the
“interpretation” dimension (75% or higher for each dimension); however, they did not achieve the goal
for the other six dimensions. In particular, “Analysis” was low in both classes (43% in 103 and 30% in
109), as were overall results (52% in 103 and 39% in 109). 109 students struggled more with
“Representation” (47%), “Assumptions” (45%), and “Communication” (41%), while 103 students were
only a little short of success in those categories (70%, 65%, and 63%, respectively). The students did not
achieve the goal of “70% of the students will receive 17 points out 24 possible points (70%).”
Results for the five exam questions were as follows:
103 test
Dimension
Representation
Calculation
Analysis
Assumptions
Communication
Overall

% of students who succeeded
26.87
26.87
26.87
22.39
43.28
16.42

109 test
Dimension
Representation
Calculation
Analysis
Assumptions
Communication
Overall

% of students who succeeded
20.45
11.36
9.85
11.36
17.42
8.33
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Unfortunately, none of the students achieved either success standard for the five exam
questions. It is not surprising that the results for the worksheet project were higher than the test
questions, since students were able to take the project home and work on it over a few days. The
numbers for the test are very discouraging, with not a single one above 50%. Also, more students took
the test than did the project; the numbers given for worksheet project reflect only those students who
turned it in.
MATH 103 scored higher on every category for both parts in the project, except for
“interpretation.” Since the pre-requisites for MATH 103 are higher than MATT 109, this is not surprising.
“Interpretation” was the one category in which the Department achieved success. The Department
would have liked to use the category in the second project, but could not since it involved looking up
mortgage and interest data online; being a test situation, access to the internet was not an option.
A low score for “Communication” is especially troubling because to succeed (get 3 / 4), a student
only had to write legibly and use complete sentences with correct grammar and punctuation. Most
instructors reported anecdotal evidence that students did not feel full sentences and correct grammar
were important in a math class.
The main assumption made for both the worksheet and the exam mortgage activities was that
enough money existed to make a down payment on the house. Despite it being the correct answer both
times, students still answered incorrectly on the test.
The Department is working on a number of improvement plans in hopes of improving student
success on the projects:
• In the works is a plan for an in-class activity on finding a mortgage, with assumptions and analysis
as part of the activity. It will look similar to the test questions on mortgage and cover everything
from the project except “Interpretation.” This should give students a starting place for how to
answer some of the questions.
• Also in the works is a plan to separate questions, with “Calculation” and “Explanations” listed
separately. Students often did the math but failed to explain, so the hope is this approach will
help clarify that both parts are needed.
• For MATT 109, the Department plans to introduce the mortgage section earlier in the course.
Currently, it comes at the very end of the class. Program faculty think students may perform
better if they are introduced to the material earlier in the semester.
• Tools improvements include rewriting some of the questions so that each test problem is either
just “Calculations” or just “Explanations.” The hope is the approach will remind students to do
both steps. A number of questions have also been re-phrased to make expectations more
obvious.
• The “Assumption” question has gone through the most changes. Now, instead of only making an
assumption about the down payments, students will be asked to give three assumptions, along
with why those assumptions are important. Answers can include sustained salary, interest
staying the same, property taxes staying the same, insurance rates staying the same, etc. The
rubric has been adjusted to reflect these changes. Also, since the new edition of the MATT 109
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textbook does not mention 33% as a sustainable percentage of income for a mortgage, it has
been dropped in favor of the more appropriate 28% of income.

D. Information Literacy: A Co-Curricular Collaboration Between Library and English
Department
A new co-curricular assessment collaboration pilot project between Shake Library and the VU
English Department is underway, and it is expected that the resulting data will be useful in determining
the effectiveness of library instruction offered as part of English Composition I, which is required of all VU
graduates. While this project is new and will only begin to produce preliminary data this Spring 2015,
after the deadline for the Progress Report, it is worth noting because it is a good example of how
assessment at VU is becoming more sophisticated. The project reflects an understanding of how cocurricular assessment can combine with academic areas to assess student learning, and how the use of
Blackboard can help facilitate faster and more detailed assessment.
The library portion of the English Comp I curriculum consists of a library instruction unit that
students complete to learn about print and electronic resources in Shake Library. The library staff is
responsible for writing the exam since staff members are the ones who are most current on such things
as accessible electronic data bases, publications, access processes, and library systems. The staff and the
English Department work together on a student study unit which students are supposed to work through
in the library so that they get first-hand experience with the library offerings and systems. After
completing the unit, students complete a twenty question exam.
One problem with the current approach to completing the exam is there has not been a way for
the library staff to get feedback on student success with the study unit and the exam. The staff more or
less builds the study unit and exam and then hands them over to the English Department for use. Faculty
in the English Department are interested in the students’ understanding of the materials as they begin to
do early research for Composition I and preparation for research in Composition II and other courses,
including intensive courses. However, the English Department has never collected results for all
students, so such things as item analysis of the results has not occurred. The effectiveness of the unit is
more assumed than known by either the Library staff or the English Department, and collaboration on
improving student learning has not occurred to the degree it might if the activity were more structured.
This pilot project will build the collaborative possibilities for the two units and give the process an
assessable structure. Several faculty have volunteered to work with the project, and at this time, the
project is less focused on the actual results than on how well the project process works for faculty and
students. Faculty who are participating will ask students, following completion of the study unit, to visit a
specially-designated Blackboard site to complete the twenty question quiz based on what they are
expected to have learned (Appendix 30). Traditionally, this quiz has been completed using Scantron
sheets, but librarians and English instructors thought that by moving the quiz to Blackboard, the testing
and data collection processes could be streamlined so that the data from the results could be mined to
better understand what students are learning from the library unit.
The project focuses on two Library assessment objectives and one general education outcome:
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•

•
•

LIBR_1.2 - partner in the educational mission of the institution to develop and support
information literate learners who can discover, access, and use information effectively for
academic success, research, and lifelong learning, and
LIBR_1.3 - enable users to discover information in all formats through effective use of
technology and organization of knowledge.
Engage in articulate expression through critical reading and effective written, oral, and digital
communication.

The initial goal is to see how many students participate, the numbers of faculty who contribute to
the process, and the challenges faculty and students have with accessing and completing the exam on a
special Blackboard site set up for this activity. Results not only should have the potential to show how
well students understand basic library research overall, but also should provide item analysis to show
specific areas of weakness that can be addressed by improvements/alterations in the library unit the
students complete. The assumption is that once the programs know how the process works and
determine expectations for faculty and student participation, the programs can collaborate on setting up
success standards for the exam and analyzing the results.

E. Reading, Writing, Speaking Intensive Courses:
Another Vincennes University General Education initiative is to assess Reading, Writing, and
Speaking Intensive courses. These courses are a required part of each major program and serve to
develop UCC Basic Skills across the curriculum. VU has required intensive courses in the major since
1998. In 2005 and 2006, VU funded a summer assessment of writing intensive courses that produced
some important conversations about how to improve student written work in all their courses. The
activity also produced a number of recommendations for improvements, but at that time, VU didn’t have
the structures in place to oversee the work of the Writing Intensive Committee, and it became difficult
for recommendations to be actualized.
As VU has become better about assessment, the institution is now better able to take on the task
of assessing and improving intensive courses. In January 2014, VU began work of reviewing the old forms
and expectations used to certify intensive courses. In order to build faculty support for revised
expectations and common intensive course rubrics, Karen Brazelton (Speech) and Sarah Alderfer (English)
led a workshop on speaking and writing values and provided sample rubrics for the discussion. Using the
discussion and feedback, they next developed the new intensive course expectations, application forms
(Appendix 31 and Appendix 33) and rubrics (Appendix 32 and Appendix 34), and sent them to the
University Core Curriculum Committee for recommendation to Curriculum and Academic Affairs. The
final vote occurred on November 20, 2014. (See Appendix 35 for both narrative of the CAAC discussion
and the approval of the course expectations.) VU will now use these new forms to recertify intensive
courses during the Fall of 2015.
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New to VU’s intensive expectations is moving the reading intensive expectations into the written
work, assuming that doing research and synthesizing it into written work would be the best way to assess
both reading and writing. The English Department, in recent years, has employed a critical reading
assessment that might have been used to assess students’ critical reading skills. (See the English Dept.
Assessment Reports at improve.vinu.edu.) The concern that VU had with the approach was that it would
have required an “add-on” assessment rather than using embedded assessment, which is an approach
that VU has tried to make a key feature of its assessment process. As noted above, VU adopted the
VALUE rubric for written communication for the University writing intensive course, in part because it
appears to allow for assessment of reading in written work, focusing on how students are able to do
research and integrate sources into their work. (One goal of the English Department writing assessment
pilot is to see how well it works for assessment.) The outcomes for Reading Intensive courses include the
expectations that students will be able to summarize material pertinent to their major. VU’s assumption
is the VALUE rubric will meet the goals of reading and writing intensive courses. While VU has no results
to report at this time, VU will begin to collect results within a year and use them to improve intensive
course assignments, instruction, and student outcomes.

F. General Education Assessment in Early Colleges—AQIP Action Project:
VU’s approach to developing an assessment process across the institution has been to build the
core processes of major program assessment, general education, and co-curricular assessment starting at
the Vincennes and Jasper campuses, and at the Aviation Center and School for the Deaf in Indianapolis.
The assumption has been that those diverse locations provide the institution with lessons that can be
applied as VU expands assessment to other situations, such as dual credit in the early colleges and
Project Excel courses, and then to the military and other sites. In the Fall of 2014, VU added an AQIP
Action Project to begin assessing general education in its early colleges. VU wanted this project to begin
with just the early colleges rather than including all dual credit situations because this experience will
again be a manageable step forward that will offer lessons that will make expansion easier.
From the Action Project application, the following reasons are offered for taking on this project:
“This Action Project is timely because it will help VU:
•
establish compliance with the Higher Learning Commission's Criterion Four,
•
provide evidence that early college faculty are maintaining rigor in courses taught off campus,
•
provide assessment data to the Indiana Commission of Higher Education related to courses on
the Statewide General Education Core List, and
•
document that University Core Curriculum dual-credit courses taught in the early college
classroom have equivalency to on-campus courses.”
Also from the Project description is the plan for rollout:
“This Action Project is a two year project divided into a Professional Development Phase and an
Implementation Phases.
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Professional Development Phase:
•
September 2014 - Early College Assessment Workshop I
Facilitated by the VU Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness, the early college faculty will
be introduced to and hopefully gain an understanding of the VU's general education outcomes,
with special focus on the critical thinking outcome and core assignment that is used in all VU
general education courses taught on the Vincennes and Jasper campuses and its Indianapolis
locations. Included in this discussion will be an introduction to the VU critical thinking rubric that
is used to score student artifacts. The early college faculty will also meet with lead department
faculty from VU to discuss discipline-specific critical thinking assignments.
A survey will be distributed shortly after the workshop; it will gauge early college understanding of
VU's critical thinking goals and expectations for students.
•

Spring 2015 - Early College Assessment Workshop II
Early college faculty will participate in a critical thinking norming workshop that will include a
discussion of critical thinking assignments that work and those that do not.

Two measures will be used to evaluate the success of Workshop II and the Professional Development
Phase:
(1) Another survey will be distributed to gauge early college faculty understanding of the critical
thinking assignment and expectations for students.
(2) Early college faculty assignments will be reviewed by a VU faculty review committee.
Phase I will be successful if the survey data reveals the early college faculty understand the critical
thinking goal, assignment expectations, and application of the rubric, and if all faculty assignments are
approved for the assessment project.
VU will complete a project update after this professional development phase is completed and will report
the assessment results at that time.
Implementation Phase
•
December 2015 and April 2016
Early college faculty will execute the critical thinking assessment assignment in the high school classroom
during the fall and/or spring semester.
•
Summer 2016
Early college faculty will join VU faculty to participate in the assessment of student critical thinking
artifacts and the evaluation of the assessment data. The data discussion will include comparative data
for on-campus and early college students, and establish strategies for improvement related to
expectation of 60% of the students achieving an “adequate” level in all dimensions of the evaluation
rubric.
The success of this project will be measured by:
(1) direct evidence that early college students are succeeding on a par with VU's traditional students.
(2) a final survey of both early college and VU's full-time faculty about their perception of the process,
the assessment results, and the learning improvement needs and plans.
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VU will close the project in the summer of 2016 and will report Implementation Phase results at that
time.”
On September 30, 2014, VU held its first workshop for the Project at Ben Davis Early College
University. Thirty-three early college faculty met with eleven faculty and the Interim Dean of the Early
Colleges and the Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness to discuss VU’s approach to assessing
critical thinking and other general education basic skills (writing, speaking, math). (See Appendix 36.)
After opening presentations on general topics and lunch, the faculty met in break-out rooms to discuss
assignment topics for assessment using VU’s rubrics. Whenever possible, early college faculty were
expected to use assignments developed by Vincennes Campus faculty so that assessment results will be
as meaningful as possible for improvement discussions.
A survey was administered to the early college faculty after the workshop. Results from the
fourteen faculty respondents follow:
Responses to VU Core Curriculum Assessment Workshop Survey
Q1

Evaluate the following statements.
Strongly
Disagree–

Disagree–

Neither
Disagree
Nor Agree –

–

Agree–

Strongly Total– Average
Agree–
Rating–

The opening
presentation about
VU's general
education or
University Core
Curriculum (UCC)
helped me
understand the goals
of the requirements.

0.00%

7.14%

7.14%

78.57%

7.14%

0

1

1

11

1

– The opening
presentation about
VU's general
education or
University Core
Curriculum (UCC)
helped me
understand the
significance or
importance of the
requirements.

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

92.86%

7.14%

0

0

0

13

1

The break-out
table leaders from VU
helped me better
understand VU's UCC
assignment
expectations.

0.00%

0.00%

14.29%

42.86%

42.86%

0

0

2

6

6

– The materials
provided during the
presentation and

0.00%

0.00%

14.29%

57.14%

28.57%

0

0

2

8

4

14

3.86

14

4.07

14

4.29

14

4.14

137

break-out group
discussion were
helpful.
– The opening
presentation and
break-out group work
helped me feel like I
was a valued member
of VU's UCC
assessment process.

0.00%

7.14%

28.57%

57.14%

7.14%

0

1

4

8

1

14

3.64

Q2
What part or aspect of the day's presentations are you most clear about and
comfortable with?

Responses

•
Critical Reading Topics
•
Meeting with other Art Instructors
•
What the expectations of my particular department are.
•
I understand the reasons why the university is moving toward
adoption of common standards and assessments.
•
goals for department
•
The breakout session was extremely helpful. I walked away with a
very clear understanding of what I needed to be doing .
•
We now have deadlines and an idea of what we will be doing.
•
The reasoning behind the proposed changes to assessment

Q3
Which of the following would you like to have more information about as you
move forward toward implementation and assessment of the UCC assignments? (Identify
all that apply.)
Answer Choices–

Responses–

More explanation of the assignment

15.38% ( 2)

Better handouts or explanation of the handouts

23.08% (3)

More explanation of why the assignment is necessary

7.69% (1)

Suggestions for teaching the assignment

38.46% (5)

More explanation of the assessment process

53.85% (7)

Clarification of the rubric, its dimensions or levels of quality

23.08% (3)

Insights on how to evaluate the students' work using the rubric

46.15% (6)

More explanation about the difference between grading and
assessing the assignments

23.08% (3)

More information about Blackboard Outcomes

38.46% ( 5)

More detail about the assessment schedule or due dates

61.54% (8)

Another opportunity to meet with VU peers to discuss how to

23.08% (3)
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discuss instruction and assignment challenges
Other (please specify)
•
An actual example to look over
•
I don't know if we need to meet in person, but more
communication between us and the VU professors would be nice.
Even a couple emails a month just to check in and see what needs
to be emphasized.

15.38% ( 2)

Q4
What is your greatest concern about successful implementation and completion of
the UCC assignment for which you are responsible?

Responses

•
That it may be too difficult, and the student response may not
present a true understanding of Critical Thinking. Art is accomplished with
the head, heart, and hands...and assessing a student on a written solution
to a problem is not, in my opinion, a fair way to judge an Art Student's
ability.
•
The validity of the exam as it pertains to the off campus instructors
•
teaching the VU students in the same class with non VU students
•
Blackboard and assessment
•
I am concerned that the assignment will seem contrived and will not
be fluid in the delivery of course material.
•
I want to be on target with what is happening on campus.
•
I would like to have some flexibility in the assessment. As it stands I
will be giving the same assessment to the same students twice per year
(one HIST 139 and one HIST 140). My experience tells me that it will be
very difficult if not impossible to maintain their interest and thus get
accurate results in that situation
•
I am concerned that not everyone will assess/grade in the same way,
despite the rubric and break out sessions

VU is currently planning the second round of professional development that will focus on the
rubric norming activities for those teaching critical thinking and basic skills courses. Also planned is
Blackboard “Outcomes” training so that early college faculty understand how to add student papers to
the system so they can be part of VU’s future assessment samples.
This Project gives VU an “opportunity” to expand its ability to train faculty at a distance, which
will be essential for not only this project but also offering professional development to other dual credit
faculty, military education faculty, distance education faculty, and adjuncts. VU has recognized a
challenge in trying to pull all faculty from early college sites together in one location at the same time,
even to a centralized location like Indianapolis. VU is working on a pilot in the next few weeks that will
use Blackboard “Collaborate” to deliver a norming session via the web. “Collaborate” should allow
faculty to participate in both small and large group discussions. The Office of Institutional Effectiveness is
purchasing, initially, a dozen headsets so that participants will not have to rely on the “chat” feature, but
will all be able to talk to each other, no matter what their location. The VU campus pilot will ask faculty
and some administrators to experience a norming session using “Collaborate” so everyone has a full
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sense of what the experience will be like. An added benefit of the pilot will be that it will be training for
“group leaders” who, when working with the early college faculty, will have some experience with the
process and be able to manage people who will be communicating by voice only.
VU will also be organizing Vincennes campus activities for early college faculty who can
participate in a face-to-face setting. A session is currently being set up for June 3, 2015. Both VU and
early college faculty will work together on an activity that will replicate the rubric norming training that
was offered to VU faculty in January. Once VU works through the training hurdles and certifying
assignments, VU is looking forward to being able to produce data that gives evidence of the quality of the
work done by students at the early college sites.

140

VI.

Co-Curricular Assessment Progress:

One important new addition to this report is the development of co-curricular assessment in the
last two years. The Assessment Strategic Plan identifies co-curricular assessment as part of Goals 1-3-A
and 1-3-B (Appendix 1). One reason that those Plan Goals made limited progress during the first two
years of assessment at VU is because of the focus put on academic major program and general education
assessment. The HLC had made it clear to VU that academic assessment was our first priority. However,
once systems for these assessments were in place, VU could begin to turn its attention to co-curricular
assessment. During the 2013 Fall Semester, the Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness began to
make presentations to Student Affairs and Learning Resources Center staff on both the Vincennes and
Jasper campuses.
Co-curricular assessment presented a few challenges, even though VU’s approach to it is
essentially the same as academic assessment. The template for co-curricular assessment asks staff to
identify outcomes to be assessed, collect and analyze results, and plan improvements ( Appendix 4), but
the outcomes difference between curricular and co-curricular assessment is significant. Academic
assessment is focused on learning outcomes, while co-curricular programs might have learning, service,
and affective or developmental outcomes. Academic assessment can be understood essentially in terms
of what students learn, while co-curricular program outcomes might focus on student learning,
satisfaction with program services, or success with developmental/affective goals. With the broader
range of outcomes that co-curricular programs are trying to achieve, VU decided to ask the co-curricular
staff to first describe the program objectives that reflect their mission. The training included examples of
how to develop these broader statements, which are supposed to be included in the template’s Step 1
along with mission statements. Then, once programs determine their objectives, staff members were
asked to narrow their focus and develop projects and a related, more-measurable outcome for the
objective.
Another issue that VU had to wrestle with was how to write outcomes that might involve
assessing more than learning. After researching how other institutions wrote co-curricular outcomes, the
Director of IE recognized that many institutions used an “ABC” format: Some “audience” would “behave”
some way based on some “condition.” The co-curricular audience usually includes more than students;
assessments might also be focused on parents, faculty, or other stakeholders. Likewise, both the
“behavior” and the “condition” might vary for co-curricular assessment. For faculty, the behavior and
condition are what is learned and what is taught. For co-curricular assessment, the “audience” might be
expected to know something, but they might also be expected to “do.” Media Services staff, for
instance, wants faculty to know how to enlist help with classroom technology and help Media Services
improve classroom technology. The “conditions” for co-curricular assessment usually do not occur in the
classroom, either. Providing an orientation might involve some learning, but the conditions for the
learning are often more complex and might include group activities, like singing the school song if the
goal is to develop cohesion between students. With training and one-on-one consultations, the staff
began the process of writing outcomes and planning the assessment tools and conditions.
Because co-curricular assessment involved so many differences that the Assessment Committee
could not fully anticipate, it was decided that for the first year or two, co-curricular assessment would be
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limited to one objective/outcome combination and one or possibly two assessment projects for the
outcome. This gave both the staff and the Assessment Committee time to absorb the full extent of the
differences and work through problems in a more manageable fashion than would have been possible
had the staff had to take on assessment of two objectives with two projects each. For the second year,
the staff members have been asked to complete either two projects for one objective/outcome
combinations or one project for two objective/outcome combinations. What has been discovered during
template reviews is that most of the programs could have benefited from a second, complementary
project and the second could be developed fairly easily. What has actually occurred in the 2014-15
assessment is most objective/outcome combinations are being assessed with two projects, and
sometimes the co-curricular staff add and assess a second objective/outcome combination.
Another difference that occurred with co-curricular assessment is the Assessment Committee
could work with the staff during the summer when academic assessment was generally not occurring.
The Committee accidently discovered the benefit of inviting the staff into the meeting so that they could
participate in the review of their materials. One of the great benefits was the staff could explain
activities that the Committee members might not understand, eliminating some of the back-and-forth
that currently occurs with academic assessment. Another benefit discovered was the synergy and
collaboration that could occur during the dialogue with the staff member present in the room. Creative
suggestions for new projects or project improvements were a regular part of the dialogue. It should be
noted that staff feedback on the Survey of Assessment Participants is more positive on a number of key
questions than it is with the faculty, for example, the response to the statement, “I received helpful
feedback from the Assessment Committee.” Given below are the responses to the question given by the
37 staff who responded to the survey:
I received helpful feedback from the Assessment Committee:
n

%

Strongly Agree
Agree

10
21

27%
57%

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

0
0

0%
0%

No Response

6

16%

37

100%

TOTAL

142

Below are the faculty responses to the same question, with 174 faculty responding:
I received helpful feedback from the Assessment Committee:
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
No Response
TOTAL

BCT

HSHP

HUM

SEM

SSPA

TECH

17%
38%
21%
4%
21%

7%
64%
7%
7%
14%

8%
54%
23%
5%
10%

19%
54%
5%
3%
19%

12%
73%
8%
4%
4%

3%
32%
24%
18%
24%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100% of the co-curricular staff members responded that they either “Agreed” or “Strongly
Agreed” that the feedback from the Assessment Committee was helpful, while the faculty response to
the same question indicated that 74% either “Agreed” or “Strongly Agreed.” Sometimes the written
comments going back to the faculty would strike them as comments from outsiders telling them what to
do (see written comments in the survey results in Appendix 49 ). Similar comments made to the staff
while they were in the room were viewed as constructive improvement suggestions or adjustments that
would improve the quality of the assessment projects. Assessment Committee members who worked
during the summer all recognized that the Committee should try to find some way to replicate the
experience for faculty. The Committee recognizes the time challenge a similar review would represent
for both the Committee and faculty, a challenge that would make an identical process a challenge to
complete, but the Committee has noted that if it can find some way to create a version of the experience
for faculty, the activity would help some faculty better appreciate the value of assessment.
Immediately below are two Co-Curricular Progress Reports. The 2013-14 Report represents the
first year of assessment, which means they represent progress on establishing mission statements and
objectives, as well as setting up outcomes for the objectives and assessment projects, collecting the data,
analyzing it, and identifying improvements. As the report shows, most of the programs successfully
navigated the process. Like the academic major program reports for 2014-15, the co-curricular report
shows progress on only the first three steps—through the set-up of projects. Co-Curricular assessment
runs on a different schedule than academic, beginning the process in November, so most projects are not
complete. Again, the point of the latter Report is to show evidence that VU is establishing assessment
routines.
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2013-2014 Co-Curricular Assessment Progress Report Legend
Unit
Program Name
Assessment Chairperson, contact number
STEP 1:

Mission Statement & Program Objectives

due 10/4/13

STEP 2:

Service or Learning to be Assessed

due 11/22/13

STEP 3:

Assessment Project Details

due 11/22/13

STEP 4:

Assessment Tools & Data

due 5/9/14

STEP 5:

Data Analysis

due 6/13/14

STEP 6:

Service or Learning Improvement Plan

due 6/13/14

STEP 7:

Assessment Tools Improvement Plan

due 6/13/14
Draft submitted and reviewed by Assessment Committee, awaiting revisions
Partially Received
STEP 4: Project Assessed Both Semesters
STEP 4: Spring Semester Assessment Project
STEP 4: Fall Semester Assessment Project
RM - (STEPS 5-7) Reviewed by Committee; minor revisions needed; finalize upon resubmission
RS - (STEPS 5-7) Reviewed by Committee; substantial revisions needed; to be re-reviewed by
Committee upon resubmission
Partially Finalized - awaiting full finalization of spring project, previous steps, etc.
Complete/Finalized by Assessment Committee
Incomplete but considered Final and/or Special Note
No Submission/Past Due
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2013-2014 Co-Curricular Programs of Assessment - Progress Report
Shake Learning
Resource Center

Assessment Center
Tom Cronk, x5404

Step 1 - Mission
& Objectives
due 10/4/13

Step 2 - Learning
to be Assessed
due 11/22/13

1st Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

10/1/13

Final

10/10/13

Final

10/10/13

Final

st

Step 3 - Project
Details
due 11/22/13
st

Center for Teaching
& Learning
Debbie Stanczak,
x5611

12/1/14

Media Services
Jay Wolf, x4172

9/27/13

7/15/14

11/19/13

7/15/14

11/19/13

7/15/14

Shake Library
Abigail Creitz, x5807

10/3/13

7/23/14

10/3/13

7/23/14

11/25/13

7/23/14

Student Affairs

Center for Career &
Employer Relations

O/
P

Final

O/
P

Final

1A

6/24

1B

N/A

1A
1/28/15

12/1/14

2/17/15

12/1/14

Step 1 - Mission
& Objectives
due 10/4/13

Step 2 - Learning
to be Assessed
due 11/22/13
st

1C

12/14

1A

7/15

Step 3 - Project
Details
due 11/22/13
st

12/2

1B

12/14

2/17/15

1A

st

Athletics
Harry Meeks, x4397

Step 4 - Assessment
Tools & Data
due 5/9/14

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

11/12/14

11/18/14

11/12/14

11/18/14

11/12/14

11/18/14

10/10/13

11/18/13

10/10/13

7/1/14

10/10/13

7/1/14

9/24/13

11/26/13

9/24/13

7/21/14

9/24/13

7/21/14

5/9

1B

1B

N/A

5/9

Step 4 - Assessment
Tools & Data
due 5/9/14
O/
P

Final

O/
P

Final

1A

11/12

1B

N/A

1A

7/1

1B

Step 5 - Data
Analysis
due 6/13/14

Step 6 - Learning
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14

st

st

Step 7 - Tools
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14
st

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

6/24/1
4

Final

6/24/14

Final

6/24/14

Final

12/1/1
4

2/17/1
5

12/1/14

2/17/15

12/1/14

2/17/15

6/23/1
4

7/15/1
4

6/23/14

7/15/14

6/23/14

7/15/14

6/12/1
4

7/23/1
4

6/12/14

7/23/14

6/12/14

7/23/14

Step 5 - Data
Analysis
due 6/13/14

Step 6 - Learning
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14

st

st

Step 7 - Tools
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14
st

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

11/12/14

11/18/14

11/12/14

11/18/14

11/12/14

11/18/14

5/8/14

7/1/14

6/13/14

7/1/14

6/13/14

7/1/14

6/25/1
4

7/21/1
4

6/25/14

7/21/14

6/25/14

7/21/14

6/11/1
4

4/9/15

6/11/14

4/9/15

6/11/14

4/9/15

5/8

Rick Coleman, x4109
COPE Student
Support Services
Candace Joles, x4400
Counseling Center
Lisa Bishop, x4374

1A

1A
10/11/13

4/9/15

10/11/13

4/9/15

6/11/14

4/9/15

4/14

3/27/1
5

1B

1B

N/A

N/A
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1A

Dean of Students
John Livers, x4102

9/24/13

12/2/13

10/2/13

9/16/14

10/2/13

9/16/14

Disability Services
Leslie Smith, x4502

9/27/13

10/3/13

12/2/13

6/30/14

12/2/13

6/30/14

Educational Talent
Search
Cynthia Ragle, x5120

9/30/13

7/2/14

9/30/13

7/2/14

9/30/13

7/2/14

Health Services
Peggy Milligan, x4277

10/23/13

11/26/13

10/23/13

11/26/13

10/23/13

2/27/14

9/17/13

10/30/14

10/4/13

10/30/14

10/4/13

10/30/14

Housing/Residential
Life
Cheryl Litherland,
x5530
Recreational Sports
& Facilities
Bill Rump, x4473 /
Roy Inglis, x5470

1A

1A

10/4/13

12/16/13

Project ASPIREE
Cynthia Ragle, x5120

10/11/13

7/3/14

10/11/13

7/3/14

10/11/13

7/3/14

Student Activities
Cindy Beals, x4126

12/18/14

3/26/15

12/18/14

3/26/15

12/18/14

3/26/15

Student Volunteer
Services
Kara Westfall, x5877

6/23/14

7/30/14

6/23/14

7/30/14

6/23/14

7/30/14

Upward Bound
Marcus Weatherford,
x5241

7/17/14

11/24/14

7/17/14

11/24/14

7/17/14

11/24/14

VUPD
James Jones, x5169

12/17/1
4

1/28/1
5

12/17/1
4

1/28/1
5

12/17/1
4

1/28/1
5

6/16

5/20

1B

1B

1B

None

1B

1A

6/23

1B

1C

6/23

1A

11/19

1A

1/28/15

5/8

9/16

7/3/14

11/18/14

7/3/14

11/18/14

7/3/14

11/18/14

6/16/14

6/30/14

6/16/14

6/30/14

6/16/14

6/30/14

5/2/14

7/2/14

5/2/14

7/2/14

5/2/14

7/2/14

N/A

5/20

N/A

*Incomplete due to administrative restructuring

6/23
6/10/14

1B

10/30/14

11/13/14

11/13/14

1A

1A

1A

1A

5/20

1B

12/18

1B

5/9

7/17

1B

1B

1B

10/30/14

6/10/14

10/30/14

N/A

12/16/13

1A

6/10/14

N/A

5/2/14

7/3/14

5/2/14

7/3/14

5/2/14

7/3/14

2/2/15

3/26/15

2/2/15

3/26/15

2/2/15

3/26/15

6/23/1
4

7/30/1
4

6/23/14

7/30/14

6/23/14

7/30/14

7/17/1
4

11/24/14

7/17/14

11/24/14

7/17/14

11/24/14

N/A

5/9

N/A

N/A

11/13/14

*No submission - project not completed/data was not
collected
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Extended Studies

Step 1 - Mission
& Objectives
due 10/4/13
st

Distance Education
Shanni Simmons,
x4026

Jasper Campus

st

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

12/2/14

3/26/15

12/2/14

3/26/15

12/2/14

3/26/15

Step 1 - Mission
& Objectives
due 10/4/13
st

Last Updated:
4/09/15

st

Step 3 - Project
Details
due 11/22/13

1 Sub

1 Sub
Student Services
Jessica DeLorenzo,
x5905

Step 2 - Learning
to be Assessed
due 11/22/13

Final

Step 2 - Learning
to be Assessed
due 11/22/13
st

1 Sub

Final

Step 3 - Project
Details
due 11/22/13
st

1 Sub

Final

Step 4 - Assessment
Tools & Data
due 5/9/14
O/
P

Final

O/
P

Final

1A

12/2

1B

12/14

1C

12/2
Step 4 - Assessment
Tools & Data
due 5/9/14

O/
P
1A

3/16/15

4/9/15

3/16/15

4/9/15

3/16/15

4/9/15

Final
3/16/1
5

O/
P
1B

Final
3/16/1
5

Step 5 - Data
Analysis
due 6/13/14

Step 6 - Learning
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14

st

st

Step 7 - Tools
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14
st

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

12/2/14

3/26/15

2/17/15

3/26/15

2/17/15

3/26/15

Step 5 - Data
Analysis
due 6/13/14

Step 6 - Learning
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14

st

st

Step 7 - Tools
Improvement Plan
due 6/13/14
st

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

1 Sub

Final

3/16/15

4/9/15

3/16/15

4/9/15

3/16/15

4/9/15
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2014-2015 Co-Curricular Assessment Progress Report Legend
Unit
Program Name
Assessment Chairperson, contact number
STEP 1:

Mission Statement & Program Objectives

due 11/21/14

STEP 2:

Service or Learning to be Assessed

due 11/21/14

STEP 3:

Assessment Project Details

due 11/21/14
Draft submitted and reviewed by Assessment Committee, awaiting revisions
Partially Received
Partially Finalized - awaiting full finalization of spring project, previous steps, etc.
Complete/Finalized by Assessment Committee
Incomplete but considered Final and/or Special Note
No Submission/Past Due
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Shake Learning Resource Center

Step 1 - Mission &
Objectives

Step 2 - Learning to be
Assessed

due 11/21/14

due 11/21/14

Step 3 - Project Details
due 11/21/14

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

Assessment Center
David Sanders, x5404

2/25/15

3/6/15

2/25/15

3/6/15

2/25/15

3/6/15

Center for Teaching & Learning
Debbie Stanczak, x5611

4/8/15

4/8/15

4/8/15

4/9/15

4/8/15

4/9/15

Media Services
Jay Wolf, x4172

11/20/14

11/20/14

11/20/14

4/9/15

11/20/14

4/9/15

Shake Learning Resource Center
Abigail Creitz, x5807

11/11/14

11/11/14

11/11/14

1/29/15

11/11/14

1/29/15

Student Affairs

Step 1 - Mission &
Objectives

Step 2 - Learning to be
Assessed

due 11/21/14

due 11/21/14

Step 3 - Project Details
due 11/21/14

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

Athletics
Harry Meeks, x4397

11/25/14

11/25/14

11/25/14

2/26/15

11/25/14

2/26/15

Center for Career & Employer
Relations
Rick Coleman, x4109

11/19/14

11/19/14

11/19/14

11/19/14

COPE Student Support Services
Candace Joles, x4400

11/21/14

11/21/14

11/21/14

11/21/14

Counseling Center
Lisa Bishop, x4374

3/27/15

4/20/15

3/27/15

4/20/15

3/27/15

4/20/15

Dean of Students
John Livers, x4102

11/14/14

11/14/14

11/14/14

4/20/15

11/14/14

4/20/15

Disability Services
Leslie Smith, x4502

11/21/14

11/21/14

11/21/14

2/25/15

11/21/14

2/25/15

Experience VU
Candace Joles, x4400

11/21/14

Educational Talent Search
Cynthia Ragle, x4179

11/12/14

11/12/14

11/12/14

2/5/15

11/12/14

2/5/15

Housing/Residential Life
Dawn Brewer, x4504

11/21/14

11/21/14

11/21/14

3/4/15

11/21/14

3/4/15

International Student Affairs
Valerie Allen, x4156

12/5/14

4/20/15

12/5/14

4/20/15

12/5/14

4/20/15

Multi-Cultural Student Affairs
Charles Surrett, x5886

12/5/14

11/21/14

12/5/14

11/21/14

12/5/14
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Project ASPIREE
Cynthia Ragle, x4179

11/12/14

11/12/14

11/12/14

2/5/15

11/12/14

2/5/15

Recreational Sports & Facilities
*vacant
Student Activities
*vacant

*Due to departure of personnel, assessment cannot be completed for 2014-2015

Student Volunteer Services
April Raggo, x6852

11/19/14

4/22/15

11/19/14

4/22/15

11/19/14

4/22/15

Upward Bound
Marcus Weatherford, x5241

11/21/14

11/21/14

11/21/14

2/25/15

11/21/14

2/25/15

VUPD
James Jones, x5169

4/7/15

4/21/15

4/7/15

4/21/15

4/7/15

4/21/15

Extended Studies
Distance Education
Shanni Simmons, x4026

Jasper Campus
Student Services
Jessica DeLorenzo, x5905

Step 1 - Mission &
Objectives

Step 2 - Learning to be
Assessed

due 11/21/14

due 11/21/14

Step 3 - Project Details
due 11/21/14

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

4/8/15

4/8/15

4/8/15

4/8/15

4/8/15

4/8/15

Step 1 - Mission &
Objectives

Step 2 - Learning to be
Assessed

due 11/21/14

due 11/21/14

Step 3 - Project Details
due 11/21/14

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

1st Sub

Final

3/16/15

4/9/15

3/16/15

4/9/15

3/16/15

4/9/15
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As with Major Program Assessment, what follows below is a summary from each program of the success standards, results, and
improvement plans:

2013-2014 Co-Curricular Assessment Results & Improvement Plans
Shake Learning Resource Center
Assessment Center - Incomplete due to change in
personnel
O1:

Deliver testing services.

Project/Success Standard
A

90% of VU bound college students will use
their “A” number.

B
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: Incomplete due to change in personnel
O2:

N/A for 2013-2014

Results
90.74% are using “A” number
N/A for 2013-2014

A

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: Incomplete due to change in personnel
Project/Success Standard
Results
Using the Blackboard Exemplary Course
80% of distance courses sampled
A
Rubric, 80% of distance courses will show
showed improved scores.
improvement.
Blackboard Online Instructor Training
Encourage instructional innovation as well as best
82.8% were satisfied, and 88.7% said
O1:
B
graduates will respond with 80% of instructors
practices in teaching and learning.
they would recommend to colleagues.
indicating satisfaction with the training course.
There will be a 10% average improvement
C
12% average score improvement
between pre- and post-test scores.
Learning Improvement Plan: We plan on revising the training course and breaking assessment into more modular segments to help focus on particular areas.
Also to help instructors get a good start on course layout and to bring consistency throughout the courses, we will redesign the empty course template/shell.
This will include the requirement menus and distance education information. We also plan to revise the rubric and survey questions to help provide better
data. A module requiring instructors to self-assess and then meet with trainer to make improvements to the course will be added.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014

Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL)

Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
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Project/Success Standard

Media Services

O1:

Collaborate with faculty and staff to equip and
produce effective presentations.

A

80% of Smart classroom users responding to
the questionnaire will know both reporting
methods.

Results
27, or 100%, of those responding use
the smart classrooms. 22, or 81%, know
how to report problems. Only 17, or
62%, responded knowing both methods
of reporting problems, and problems
are still going unreported.

B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: Media Services increased awareness of the knowledge of how to report technical issues with Smart classrooms, but we did not
reach our goal of 80%. Media Services plans to increase awareness that information on phone and email reporting methods are located on the podium tops of
all Smart classrooms through new faculty orientation, divisional and departmental meetings, and email.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Shake Learning Resource Center

Project/Success Standard

Results
42 of 59 Databases saw an increase in
use of 5% or higher; 14 of 59 more than
A
There will be a 5% increase in overall database
doubled in usage; overall 5.6% increase
usage.
in database usage.
Partner in the educational mission of the
78.95% of users rated their experience
institution to develop and support information
as “Excellent”; 14.04% rated their
O1: literate learners who can discover, access, and use
experience as “Good”; 91.23% find
information effectively for academic success,
OneVU to be easier to use than the old
80% of users will report a "good" or better on
research, and lifelong learning.
system; 94.74% believe the quality of
B
each survey question.
resources they find with OneVU are
better than with the old system; and
98.25% will use OneVU again for future
research.
Learning Improvement Plan: Increase database usage by another 5% by adding additional databases and eBooks to WorldCat Knowledge Base, which will
increase exposure.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
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Student Affairs
Project/Success Standard

Athletics

O1:

Achieve academic success.

A

80% of student athletes attending COPE
sessions will have an end of fall semester GPA
of 2.0 (VU) and 2.5 (NCAA).

Results
33 of 34 (97%) student athletes who are
COPE participants achieved a Fall GPA
of 2.0 (VU). 22 of 34 (65%) of student
athletes who are COPE participants
achieved a Fall GPA of 2.5 (NCAA).

B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: Add a cohort of non-student athlete COPE participants to measure academic effectiveness. Identify first year and second year
students in both groups.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Center for Career and Employer Relations

O1:

Develop student empowerment and ownership of
their academic success.

A

Project/Success Standard
60% of students who attend Freshmen Fridays
will remember two important services of the
Center.

Results
82% of students who attended
remembered two or more important
services of the Center.
54 students attended one of the four
Fridays.

100 students will attend one of four Freshmen
Fridays offered on the Fridays in October.
Learning Improvement Plan: In an attempt to attract more students, regardless of their status of registration, we will adjust the name to Welcome
Wednesdays. We are changing the theme from Freshmen Fridays to Welcome Wednesdays for two reasons: first, we want to encourage all students to attend;
second, many students leave campus on weekends. We are hoping to attract a larger attendance on Wednesdays.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
B

Project/Success Standard

COPE Student Support Services

O1:

Increase awareness of the COPE Student Support
Services program.

A

80% of the respondents will properly identify
who the potentially eligible participants of the
program are, the location of the program
offices, and at least one of the services that
are provided to participants.

Results
Ten respondents (63%) correctly
answered all three aspects of the survey
(i.e., eligible participants, location of the
program, and at least one of the
services provided). Fifteen of 16
respondents (94%) knew the correct
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location of the COPE SSS Program.

B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: COPE SSS will continue to educate the campus community of who is eligible and our provided services. The Prezi and PowerPoint
presentations will be changed to emphasize eligible students and services for the visual learners, as well as restating these two items verbally to accommodate
the auditory learners.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Project/Success Standard

Counseling Center

O1:

Positively impact students who participate in
counseling or mental health services.

A

70% of trainee-RAs will report the audience
response system allowed them greater
freedom to express their opinions during the
training session.

Results
44 of 61, or 72.13%, indicated “Agree”
or “Strongly Agree” that “Using the
interactive technology allowed me
greater freedom to express my opinion”
at the conclusion of RA training.

B

N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: Although not directly a result of these results, Counseling Center staff are in the process of revamping the RA training program for
August 2014. We plan to continue to evaluate student comfort level in examining their own beliefs and opinions about sexual assault and sexual assault
victims.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Dean of Students

O1:

Improve student retention and success.

A

Project/Success Standard
We will increase the number of students
completing the survey by 25% compared to
the past five-year average for the paper and
pencil survey.

Results
We collected 72% of the student
withdrawal surveys using the on-line
form, which is a 21% increase in survey
completions.

B
N/A – Survey
N/A
Learning Improvement Plan: When a student withdraws by phone or email the Student Center staff will respond with specific steps for them to complete with
the on-line survey being the first step. The information will be shared with faculty members and the Student Success Center staff. The survey tool will also be
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provided to other campuses.

O2:

N/A for 2013-2014

A

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Project/Success Standard

Disability Services

O1:

Enhance the academic success of students with
disabilities.

A

20% more students who participate in the
Program will successfully persist (not be on
academic probation) than those not
participating.

Results
29 of the 38 students (76%) who
participated in the Program successfully
persisted versus 40 of 57 students
(70%) who did not participate in the
Program.

B

N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: A second project will be added to improve the process for identifying qualified students with disabilities and increasing student
access to information about and participation in the Program, the presentation portion of the Program will be enhanced to provide greater support with more
meaningful information to students, and we will assess the level of learning (value) derived at the conclusion of the Program to determine the Program’s
impact on retention rates.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Project/Success Standard

Educational Talent Search

O1:

Improve student and parent awareness of the
college process.

A

100% of parents who attend a financial aid
information meeting will correctly identify
where to file the FAFSA and the deadline for
submission.

Results
83% of parents completing the survey
indicated both the correct website to
file the FAFSA and the correct filing
deadline. Less than ten percent of
program parents stated the wrong
website or date. Seven percent
indicated the wrong FAFSA website with
5% writing the wrong filing deadline.
Another 5% had incomplete data on
form.
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80% of workshop parent participants
and 94% of individual session parent
participants indicated both the correct
filing website and deadline. No parent
100% of parents who attend a financial aid
meeting in individual sessions indicated
information meeting (workshop or
wrong information. 15% of workshop
B
individually) will correctly identify where to file participants indicated an incorrect filing
the FAFSA and the deadline for submission.
website or incorrect filing deadline. 5%
of workshop participants and 6% of
individual session parents submitted
incomplete forms.
Learning Improvement Plan: The program will continue to assess this project next year, and the program will add a pre/post-survey at both the workshop and
individual sessions. Utilizing the pre-survey will increase awareness of these topics by introducing these financial aid topics at the beginning of the
presentation.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Health Services - INCOMPLETE DUE TO RESTRUCTURING
OF OFFICE
O1:

Increase compliance with the Indiana College
Immunization law.

Project/Success Standard

Results

A

A determination will be made regarding what
gets students to comply to immunization
expectations.

*INCOMPLETE DUE TO RESTRUCTURING
OF OFFICE (NO SUBMISSION)

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

A

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: No submission
O2:

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Project/Success Standard

Housing & Residential Life

O1:

Engage students in social, educational and cultural
programming.

A

80% of the participants will increase their
physical activity level to 30 minutes - 3 times a
week after a 6 week activity program.

Results
86% (6 of 7) showed an increase in
physical activity level to 30 minutes-3
times a week after a 6 week activity
program with an average of 69 minutes
a day, 3.5 times per week.
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100% (7 of 7) of the participants
reported in the reflective paper and
verbally indicated using an activity chart
B
was beneficial to both those who were
80% of the students will report something
already active and those not already
positive about using the activity charts.
active.
100% of the study group maintained
their March activity level and persisted
with the same level or higher at an
70% of the participants will have maintained
C
average of 69 minutes per day, 3.5
their March level of exercise.
times per week during the month of
April.
Learning Improvement Plan: Learning and tracking areas will broaden to include social activity in an attempt to determine the weighted importance of the
areas of wellness on student success. New outcome: When given guidance, the students’ level of physical activity and knowledge of the 7 dimensions of
wellness will increase. Recruitment: Recruit participants from a broader spectrum using all 7 residence halls to participate in both the weekly learning
segments and the 6 week activity tracking. Weekly learning segments: Segments will continue to focus on the importance of a healthy lifestyle incorporating
the dimensions of wellness, how each effects student success, and how physical and social activity affects the other dimensions of wellness. Involving the
participants in offering short learning segments, themselves, through lecture, demonstration or activity could help increase interest in the wellness group
(example: participants discuss an upcoming run in the area or prepare a healthy and easy snack). 6 week activity tracking: Participants will track their time
engaged in both physical and social activities by using a charting tool. The participants’ increase, decrease or maintenance will be recorded using this tool. The
participants’ increase in awareness and understanding will be documented by verbal responses, written answers to survey and reflective questions and actions
toward attempts to involve other students in wellness activities through one on one conversation or planning and implementing activities.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Project/Success Standard

Project ASPIREE

O1:

Improve student and parent awareness of the
college process.

A

100% of parents who attend a financial aid
information meeting will correctly identify
where to file the FAFSA and the deadline for
submission.

B

N/A for 2013-2014

Results
80% of parents completing the survey
indicated the correct website and the
correct filing date. No wrong website
was indicated on any of the surveys.
13% of parents indicated the wrong
filing deadline and 7% of the surveys
had incomplete data.
N/A for 2013-2014
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Learning Improvement Plan: The program will continue to assess this project next year, and the program will add a pre/post-survey at both the workshop and
individual sessions. Utilizing the pre-survey will increase awareness of these topics by introducing these financial aid topics at the beginning of the
presentation. The program will add Project B to the assessment plan to compare/contrast workshop survey results with individual session’s survey results.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Recreational Sports & Facilities - INCOMPLETE/NO
SUBMISSION OF STEPS 5-7
Actively engage students, faculty, and staff in
O1: programs and activities promoting an enhanced
quality of life.
Learning Improvement Plan: Incomplete - no submission
O2:

N/A for 2013-2014

Project/Success Standard
A

N/A – Survey

Results
N/A – NO SUBMISSION

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

A

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Project/Success Standard

Student Activities

O1:

Engage students in co-curricular activities.

A

B

70% of Students who attend orientation
activities on Friday and Saturday of Welcome
Weekend will return in the spring.

Results
Less than 1% of the 424 students
assessed attended any of the welcome
weekend activities and withdrew (3
students of 424). More than 70% who
attended Welcome Weekend returned
in the spring.

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: We would like to change the data collection process to make it more efficient and accurate. We plan to use an exit survey.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
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Project/Success Standard

Student Volunteer Services

O1:

Engage critical thinking.

A

60% of the students will score in the Advanced
category in each dimension of the rubric.

Results
71% of students scored in Advanced or
Excellent when asked to explain the
problem, question, or issue; 57% of
students scored in Advanced or
Excellent when asked to provide
evidence; 57% of students scored in
Advanced or Excellent when asked to
explain the influence of context or
assumptions; 57% of students scored in
Advanced or Excellent when asked to
explain their position; and 71% of
students scored in Advanced or
Excellent when asked to provide a
conclusion and related outcomes.

B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: It will be mandatory that each student reads through the Educational Notebook provided by the host site, detailing important
information for the trip prior to leaving – rather than making it optional. Students will also be given examples of well written responses to reflective questions
to help them better understand the expectations for a well thought out response.
A
40% of students will complete the survey.
57% response rate (4/7).
Provide quality service learning experiences for
O2:
students.
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: Prior to the trip, the conditions that many of the people live in and the importance of the service work students are doing will
have on the community as a whole will be discussed. Students will also be encouraged to openly discuss their feelings throughout the trip through one-on-one
meetings, if possible, to answer any questions or explain any situations that they may be dealing with and/or feel uncomfortable discussing with the group as a
whole. By working with the students one-on-one, it will help to clarify any information the student may need.
Project/Success Standard

Upward Bound

O1:

Provide academic enrichment.

A

80% of UB students will improve scores in
college level math; 70% will improve scores in
elementary algebra; 70% will improve scores in
reading comprehension; and 60% will improve
scores in sentence structure.

Results
54% improving scores in elementary
algebra, 70% improving college level
math scores, and 18% testing out of
developmental math on the second
attempt. 46% of students improved
writing scores and 5% tested out of
developmental English on the second
attempt. 42% of students improved
reading comprehension scores with 5%
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testing out of developmental reading on
the second attempt.

B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: There will be no change to Project A; however, we will be adding a Project B to identify the number of seniors that are testing out
of developmental courses and improving course placement. Also, we will add a Project C to identify students’ attitudes and engagement toward taking the
Accuplacer Exam.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
Vincennes University Police Department (VUPD) INCOMPLETE
O1:

Create awareness of Emergency Management
Plans and Procedures.

Project/Success Standard

Results

A

100% of participants will score a minimum of
80% to pass the post-workshop quiz.

N/A - NO SUBMISSION

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

A

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

B

N/A for 2013-2014

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: No submission
O2:

N/A for 2013-2014

Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014

Extended Studies
Distance Education
A

O1:

Improve course quality.

B

C

Project/Success Standard
Using the Blackboard Exemplary Course
Rubric, 80% of distance courses will show
improvement.
Blackboard Online Instructor Training
graduates will respond with 80% of instructors
indicating satisfaction with the training course.
A 5% average improvement of passing grades
and student completion compared to previous
semester before the training.

Results
80% of distance courses sampled
showed improved scores.
82.8% were satisfied, and 88.7% said
they would recommend to colleagues.
14% increase overall in passing grades
(A-C) when comparing student grades in
courses before and after instructor
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training.
Learning Improvement Plan: We plan on revising the training course and breaking assessment into more modular segments to help focus on particular areas.
Also to help instructors get a good start on course layout and to bring consistency throughout the courses, we will redesign the empty course template/shell.
This will include the requirement menus and distance education information. We also plan to revise the rubric and survey questions to help provide better
data. A module requiring instructors to self-assess and then meet with trainer to make improvements to the course will be added.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014

Jasper Campus
Jasper Student Services

Project/Success Standard

Results
When asked “I have a responsibility to
serve the community,” students
Students’ appreciation of community service
will have an average score of 4.00 on a five
indicated an average agreement of 3.85
A
point scale on the pre-test instrument with
on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). 79% of students
75% of students agreeing that they have a
indicated they agreed or strongly
responsibility to serve the community.
Increase student engagement, build student’s
agreed with this statement.
O1: leadership capacity and increase awareness of
service learning.
Students agreed with the statement “I
Students’ appreciation of community service
have a responsibility to serve the
will increase to an average of 4.25 on a five
community” with an average
B
agreement of 4.35. 94%of students
point scale with 85% of students agreeing that
indicated they agreed or strongly
they have a responsibility to serve the
agreed with this statement.
community.
Learning Improvement Plan: Advance work will be done with students and faculty members to frame the Day of Service around benefits to the student in
terms of personal development of students. The keynote speaker will be coached to include discussion of using community service to learn and develop soft
skills and leadership capacity, in addition to embracing responsibility to serve the community.
A
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
O2: N/A for 2013-2014
B
N/A for 2013-2014
N/A for 2013-2014
Learning Improvement Plan: N/A for 2013-2014
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VII.

Other Assessment Activities:

A.

Center for Teaching and Learning and Distance Education Assessment:

The Center for Teaching and Learning and the Distance Education Program are doing CoCurricular assessment. These two programs are cooperating on a joint effort to improve online learning
by developing a Blackboard Online Instructor Training course and using a number of assessments to
measure the impact of the training. Aware of the Title IV requirements that students need to be
engaged and actively participating in their learning and aware of the HLC expectation that students in
the online environment should be achieving the same outcomes as those in the classroom, the training
is designed to increase student activity and interaction with faculty. For the first round of assessment,
the two programs developed a plan to measure the impact of the training on course quality, the faculty,
and the students.
The Training course asks faculty to be students in an online class, but the goal of the course is
“to provide faculty with the knowledge and skills to deliver quality online instruction through the VU
Blackboard system.” The syllabus includes the following description of the course:
“ The VU Blackboard On-line Instructor Training Course is designed to give VU faculty a
comprehensive Blackboard training course. Faculty will work as students through twelve
modules to complete training assignments in their own project site. They will learn from a
student perspective how to develop a course and teach in an online environment. The course
curriculum will include Blackboard skills, instructional design tips, classroom management
techniques and technologies to help include rich multimedia content in their online courses.
Faculty will receive a certificate upon successfully completing this course. This course does have
closed caption on all videos.”
The twelve course modules, the objectives for each module, and the estimated time required to
complete each module is appended. (See Appendix 37.)
Between the two programs, four assessments are being used to measure the success of the
training course. To measure improvements in course quality, the CTL and Distance Education program
directors developed the “Blackboard Exemplary Course Rubric.” The rubric was first used to measure
the quality of a random sample of fifteen online courses as they were in 2011, prior to the training
program. Then, the same fifteen courses were evaluated after the training program. 80% of the courses
showed improvement, with five of the courses showing significant improvement of 18-50%. The rubric
has 10 dimensions (see the chart below) and of those, courses showed the greatest improvements in
“Student Orientation” (18.89%) and “Feedback” to students (16.67%). The least improvement was in
“Assessment” (6.67%), but that should be clarified. The “Assessment” assumption was that faculty
would include more than one form of assessment. All of the courses employ at least one form of
assessment, but many faculty failed to add at least a second assessment.
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The second assessment activity for this project was a survey of the instructors who completed
the Blackboard training course:
• 82.8% of the 127 faculty surveyed said they were satisfied with the course, and that same
number of faculty said they would be interested in more of the same kind of training.
• 88.7% said they would recommend the course to other instructors.
• 100% gave positive responses to the support offered by the trainers.
• The most common negative comments found in the journals that faculty kept as part of the
project had to do with the issue of the course being required if faculty wanted to continue
teaching online. Some faculty resented the new requirement.
The third assessment activity involved a pre-test at the beginning of the training and a post-test
at the end of the training to measure faculty understanding of the concepts taught in the course. The
program directors had hoped to see a 10% increase in the understanding of how to improve their
Blackboard courses. 127 instructors took the course and completed the two tests. The results were a
12% average increase in participants’ understanding of online course quality concepts. More specific
results include the following:
• Twenty-four of the 127 faculty scored 20-50% higher on their post-test.
• Eleven of the 127 had lower scores on the post-test.
• Only two of the eleven with lower scores spent an average amount of time (20-25 minutes)
taking the post-test; the other nine spent much below average time, with the average time of
these eleven being 8-14 minutes.
The final assessment used in the project is an assessment of student success. The goal of this
project is to determine the impact of the course improvements on (1) student success in the course, and
(2) student retention. The success standard is to see a 5% overall average increase in passing grades (AC) and a 5% increase in retention using course retention figures taken from the courses prior to the
faculty completing the training. Using the same random sample of fifteen courses reviewed for Project
A, the program directors found a 14% increase in passing grades (A-C) after the training course was
completed. The directors believe the results were produced by faculty having a better understanding of
how to use the full array of Blackboard tools and now doing a better job of helping students navigate
the course and communicating with the students.
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A review of the withdrawals from the course produced some disappointing results, seeing no
significant change in the retention rates. The Distance Education department used a student survey to
determine their perception of the courses; the results seemed to suggest that some faculty still have
course layout issues and students feel they need more support services, including tutoring.
A number of improvement plans for Distance Education are in the works as a result of this
project:
• Some of the modules will be revamped and will include more assessment to help faculty focus
on the segments that seem to challenge faculty.
• To create more coherence in course layout, the program directors are going to build a common
course shell that faculty will use to build their courses and use as part of training.
• They also plan to revise their rubric and their survey questions so they can collect better, more
detailed data.
• To increase student retention, they are creating an online orientation that will give students a
tour of the course and the most commonly used buttons; in addition, it will include tips on
“being a successful online student.” The orientation will give students some experience with an
online course before the course actually begins.
• Another important improvement is the development of a virtual tutoring pilot that has begun
this Spring 2015 semester. The service is being offered by the Distance Education staff (at this
time), using six part-time coaches and the Distance Education Director. They will use Blackboard
Collaborate as their web-conferencing tool.
• One more improvement will be the addition of a button to the course shell and all online
courses that connect students to the most commonly used student services.
• Finally, the Distance Education Program is participating in the Center for Community College
Student Engagement’s new Survey of Online Student Engagement. The hope is this new survey
will give VU new benchmark data to compare its online offerings to those of other institutions
and give new information that will stimulate improvement conversations.
Overall, this set of assessments has gone a long way in promoting quality online education at VU
and helping VU address its need to ensure that students achieve the same objectives in all of its
educational offerings, no matter the location or the venue.

B.

Multi-State Collaborative:

Another sign that VU has made considerable progress on both general education assessment
and on achieving its goal of developing a culture of assessment is the institution’s level of participation
in the Multi State Collaborative, a project funded by the Gates Foundation and Lumina and directed by
the Association of American Colleges and Universities. VU volunteered to participate in the Project, in
part because Indiana has recently become a “LEAP” State (AAC&U’s “Liberal Education and America’s
Promise” program intended to build liberal education skills as a product of state-wide initiatives) and
because VU believes that the institution can benefit from the benchmarking possibilities offered by the
Project. The Project engages nine states in an assessment project using embedded assessment rather
than “high-stakes” objective testing. The goal of the Project is to develop meaningful evidence of
student learning using the AAC&U VALUE rubrics to assess quantitative literacy, writing, and for those
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institutions that want to contribute to a third category, critical thinking. “The MSC is designed to
produce valid data summarizing faculty judgments of students’ own work, and also seeks to aggregate
results in a way that allows for benchmarking across institutions and states. The primary goal of the
initiative is to provide assessment data that will allow faculty and institution leaders to assess—and
improve—the levels of student achievement on a set of cross-cutting outcomes important for all
disciplines” (State Higher Education Executive Officers’ [SHEEO] website).
VU participated fully in the project. The Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness served as
VU’s point person working with a team of administrators and faculty from across the state and the
Indiana Assistant Director for the Indiana Commission for Higher Education to implement the Project in
Indiana. Each institution was to develop at least two samples of seventy-five student artifacts, one for
writing and one for quantitative literacy. Institutions could also contribute a third sample of seventyfive critical thinking artifacts. VU chose to participate fully and submit three samples, one set for each of
the three categories, despite facing a number of challenges, including an institution being limited to
using artifacts of students who had completed three-quarters of their degree. To make things more
challenging, no more than 10 artifacts could be submitted by any one instructor, and no one student
could be represented in more than any one of the three samples. The President and the Provost sent
emails appealing to faculty to participate in the project (Appendix 11). VU hosted a luncheon to explain
the project to faculty and administrators, and the Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness visited
every opening college meeting to describe the project to faculty and ask for contributions to the three
samples that VU promised to submit. Faculty leaders developed sample cover sheets for projects and
helped encourage other faculty to participate. The Project was described to Deans during Provost
Council, and the Deans became key partners in encouraging faculty participation. Throughout the Fall
2014 semester, VU made a steady push for participation, and between the end of the Fall semester and
roughly January 20, artifacts were sent to the secretary in the Office of Institutional Effectiveness so
they could be uploaded into the Taskstream website set up for the project.
By the end of the submission date, VU had forty-four faculty submitting materials for the project
and VU submitted three complete samples that included seventy-five student artifacts for Quantitative
Literacy assessment, seventy-six for Written Communication assessment, and ninety-nine for Critical
Thinking assessment. VU was the #1 MSC contributor of student artifacts in the state of Indiana, and
Project-wide, VU submitted the seventh largest sample set out of fifty-two institutions in the nine-state
Project. (See Appendix 38 for a list of all institutions participating in the project and their sample
submissions.)
VU believes it will benefit from the project not simply because of the benchmarking
opportunities it offers but also because of the professional development provided by AAC&U. VU sent
three faculty to the AAC&U scoring workshop in Kansas City in February. Jessie Coomer (English) was
trained on use of the Written Communications VALUE rubric, Danny Ralston (Math) worked with the
Quantitative Literacy project, and Chad Bebee (English) participated in the Critical Thinking training.
Each of these individuals was selected, in part, for their potential to lead VU faculty in discussions of the
rubrics and assessment in categories that fit with VU’s general education outcomes and planned
projects. Currently, Chad Bebee is chairing the Critical Thinking Learning Community, while Jesse
Coomer has agreed to help with Writing Intensive discussions and assessment, and Danny Ralston will
work with the Math Department on VU’s developing quantitative literacy outcomes and QL-intensive
courses. All three have met with the Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness to describe their
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experience and will be meeting with the Provost to discuss their thoughts about VU’s future direction in
teaching and assessing these core skills.
Finally, at least two forms of recognition were offered to faculty for their participation, each a
“celebration” of assessment success at VU. First, President Helton sent each faculty contributor an
individualized thank-you note (Appendix 10), and then a thank-luncheon was provided for contributing
faculty and their deans. The President and Provost both cleared their calendars to attend the luncheon,
along with the staff from IR and the Office of Institutional Effectiveness. Now, VU awaits the results of
the pilot project, and while the results do not reflect a fully-randomized set of samples, it will be
interesting to see how VU’s student artifacts compare with those from fifty-one other institutions. VU
plans to use the results, whatever they are, to enhance the dialogue about general education goals and
assessment.

C.

Student Rating of Instruction Pilot:

Another assessment need that VU is addressing is a common student rating of instruction. VU’s
current survey has been employed at VU since the early 1980’s and uses question from the Purdue
Cafeteria Instructional Survey Evaluation catalog. In VU’s 2012 Progress Report, it was reported that VU
was looking at the IDEA Survey in hopes of finding (1) a survey with more student-centric questions than
VU’s current survey employs, and (2) a stronger core of common questions that could be used for
faculty evaluation purposes. VU wants an evaluation that is more focused on student outcomes and
student learning than the current survey. The current rating of instruction consists of five core
questions, and then programs have been allowed to flesh-out the rest of the survey using program
selected questions. An additional goal for this improvement effort is to find a way to get a better
student response rate for the survey. Currently, VU uses an online survey, and as other institutions have
recognized, getting a high return rate is a challenge.
The core questions in the current survey have a heavy focus on what the faculty member does
as opposed to asking questions about what the student learns from the course or the kind of effort
expected of the student in order for the student to be successful. The current core questions are the
following:
• The instructor is well prepared for each class period.
• The instructor is knowledgeable about the subject matter of the course.
• The instructor explains course content effectively.
• The instructor is an enthusiastic teacher.
• I recommend this instructor to any student taking this course.
Questions about the teacher’s preparation or knowledge of the subject matter can only
indirectly indicate what the student has learned. These questions also do not address issues and
concerns found in the current literature regarding impactful pedagogy, such as the use of active learning
techniques and retention issues that are important for open-door institutions such as VU. The
availability of the instructor for help outside the classroom is essential for higher rates of student
success and retention.

166

The Psychology Department has volunteered to pilot a new set of questions. (See Appendix 39
for the full set of questions, including the open-ended questions.) All sections of PSYC 142, General
Psychology, will be using the questions. Given the large number of students who enroll in General
Psychology and the common experience of General Psychology being a barrier course at most higher
education institutions, the program will pilot for VU the following set of questions as a new core for its
student rating of instruction. The benefit to the Psychology program is that it will have an opportunity
to start a retention and improvement dialogue using the results. Students will respond to the pilot core
questions using a Likert scale:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The instructor clearly explains concepts.
The instructor grades consistently with evaluation criteria.
The feedback I have received on my work has enhanced my learning.
The classroom activities and/or discussion improved my learning in this class.
The assignments in this course have enabled me to improve my skills and/or my thinking.
It is important to attend this class.
I have felt encouraged to ask questions or express my point of view in this class.
The instructor is available to me outside of class: for example, office hours, email, phone.
I have been concerned about being unprepared for this class.
I have worked harder than I thought I could to meet my instructor’s standards and expectations.

VU realizes that it will need to spend time correlating results with student success. Also, this is a
pilot, and the questions will need to be approved by faculty through the Curriculum and Academic
Affairs Committee and the Senate. VU must also find a system that allows the distribution of the survey
link in more ways than the current Survey Dig tool, which delivers the survey through the intranet,
MyVU. Students too often ignore the server and use other email accounts. VU is hoping to find a way to
distribute the link through Blackboard or some other survey tool. While there are many considerations
before calling this project a “success,” VU believes this is a positive start for improving the student rating
of instruction because of the evaluative possibilities produced by a larger common set of results.

D.

Advisory Committee Survey:

Another standardized assessment that VU has established is the Advisory Committee Survey. In
order to create some standardized measure for program evaluation, VU has created a set of questions
that will be used by all programs with advisory committees. The Survey will become a piece of VU’s
developing plan to enhance the current program review process. Implemented with a few programs in
the Fall of 2013 and all programs with advisory committees during the Summer of 2014, the survey is
beginning to yield results.
The survey asks advisory committee members questions such as the currency of the program, its
outcomes, and its equipment, and asks members to comment on the strengths of programs and
suggestions for improvements (Appendix 40). Currently, the survey is distributed through the Office of
Institutional Research via a link that committee members can access via a desktop computer or a smart
device. Some program faculty are finding that the best way to get higher levels of feedback is to ask
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advisory committee members to complete the survey on desk top computers set up in computer labs.
Results are collected and distributed by college to the college deans, who then, in turn distribute the
results to program chairs (Appendix 41). While this process is new, the project has the potential for
evaluating the effectiveness of programs and their ability to prepare successful graduates.

E.

Campus Quality Survey:

In February of this year, VU submitted its second round Campus Quality Survey results to
Performance Horizons, a business management consulting group. VU completed its initial Survey during
the Spring of 2012, following comments from the 2008 Systems Appraisal and follow-up comments from
HLC site visitors doing a Quality Check-Up. Upon receiving the results from Performance Horizons in
2012, a summary was compiled and presented to faculty and staff during the opening University
meeting in August of 2012. After discussions about to best understand the results, it was decided that
focus groups would help. VU assembled five diverse groups of eight to ten people each, made up of a
cross-section of faculty, professional staff, and support staff. (See Appendix 42 for the email invitation
from the President.) The groups were asked to interpret the results and offer their thoughts on the
issues that arose during the sessions. The focus group leader used the following questions. The first
two were intended to help people become comfortable, and then the remaining six bullet points
represent the most important issues as identified in the results of the Campus Quality Survey.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Please introduce yourself and say what your position is at VU.
What did you think of the Campus Quality Survey?
What has been your experience with Professional Development at VU?
How does VU recognize employees for meritorious service?
How would you characterize your opportunities at VU for employee training?
How important would you say it is for employees to be trained in customer service?
How would you characterize job morale at VU?
How effective is communication between departments?

During the focus-group meetings, a secretary recorded comments for each speaker for each
group. Speakers were not identified by name, in order to maintain anonymity; instead, speakers were
identified by their rank and a number, based on who spoke first, for instance “Professional Staff #1.”
From that point, that person was identified in the minutes by the same title. After the focus groups met,
a summary of the comments was completed in March of 2013 (Appendix 43) and from the summary, a
set of targeted areas were identified by a group of individuals that included the focus group leader,
administrators who helped organize the survey and focus groups, the President, and the Provost. The
areas to be targeted were announced during the opening University meeting in August of 2013.
Essentially, the recommendations were to try to address professional development, evaluation,
customer service, and communication issues (Appendix 44). Some of the efforts that have occurred
include:
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•

•
•

The Provost is working through the professional funds distribution system, which had
traditionally been determined on a “first-come-first-served” basis. He has set up categories of
funds to better target institutional needs.
An effort has been made to make sure support staff interests are being served during
professional development days.
Speakers were brought in from Indiana State University to approach the customer service issue
working on the theme that many of VU’s students, as first generation students, have poor selfadvocacy skills. The workshop was intended to make participants more aware of the issue and
how best to deal with these students. The following is the announcement for the session:
Thursday morning we all will meet in the Green Activity Center. Dr. Mary Howard-Hamilton and
Dr. Kandace Hinton, from Indiana State University, will present a program and workshop focused
on engaging those students who do not have the ability or confidence to be successful. This will
be an opportunity to work with all members of the Vincennes University community as we strive
to improve the environment focused on student success.

•

The Provost is addressing the communication issue in two ways. The first is to create a
suggestion box to give all employees a chance to voice concerns. Full implementation has been
slowed by questions about ownership of the suggestions and how to handle anonymous
suggestions (if they are allowed). The Provost does plan to review the plan for the suggestion
box this summer and finalize an approach. His second effort to improve communication has
been to implement a new intranet announcement board called “VU Today.” It works as a
centralized announcement system that eliminates announcements coming from individuals that
were unclear, unedited, and sometimes personal or inappropriate for institutional distribution.
VU recognizes that its initial use of the Survey will serve as a benchmark for this second round.
VU is eager to see how the results will have changed, based on its improvement efforts.
F.

Community College Survey of Student Engagement:

VU is currently participating in the Community College Survey of Student Engagement; survey
administrators will use the two week period from April 8 through April 21 to visit the randomly selected
classrooms and administer the survey. (See Appendix 45 for the agreement letter signed by the
President.) VU has participated in the survey every other year since 2001.
VU has become increasingly better about recognizing the surveys potential and making use of
the results. Below are four recent examples of use:
•

The Student Rating of Instruction Pilot includes slight variations of questions taken from the
survey. For instance, the questions “It is important to attend this class” and “I have worked
harder than I thought I could to meet my instructor's standards and expectations” are derived
from CCSSE questions about skipping class and students’ class experience and their
expectations. VU hopes to be able to correlate individual faculty ratings with institutional
ratings to gain insight into faculty effectiveness.
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•

•

As noted above in the discussion of general education critical thinking assessment, one standard
for critical thinking success is to see VU’s CCSSE scores on analysis and synthesis of ideas go up
to be at least equal to the averages of other extra-large colleges and the cohort.
Some recent retention discussions have included the survey results on the question asking if
students prepare for their Accuplacer exam prior to taking it; VU’s results for students who do
study prior to the exam are, in CCSSE terms, significantly lower than extra-large colleges and the
cohort. Data show that students who are placed in developmental courses are much less likely
to persist and graduate. VU has begun using MyFoundations lab during the summer to help
some students study and improve their scores and their placement. At this time, however,
students taking the exam throughout the rest of the year do not currently have the opportunity
to use MyFoundations lab materials. Students can retest, but this approach creates its own set
of problems. To get a better picture of the extent of the problem, the Testing Center has begun
a co-curricular assessment project to track student preparation using the following questions:
1.
2.




3.





“Did you prepare or study for this Accuplacer Placement Test you are taking today?”
Question has two options: “Yes” or “No.”
“How did you prepare yourself prior to taking the Accuplacer Placement Test today?”
Question has four options:
I practiced with sample tests on Accuplacer.com.
I studied on my own at the High School I attend(ed) or College/University I attend(ed).
Practice sites I found online.
This question does not pertain to me. I did not prepare or practice for this test.
“How did you know you should prepare or study for the Accuplacer Placement Test?”
Question has four options:
The Assessment Center stated that I should prepare/study for the Accuplacer when I set
up an appointment to take the Accuplacer.
My parents, a counselor at school, a friend or advisor told me to prepare/study for the
Accuplacer.
The Admissions Office stated I should prepare/study for the Accuplacer when I applied
to Vincennes University
This question does not pertain to me. I did not prepare of practice for this test.

The questions are loaded into the Accuplacer software as institutional items. While the
questions have only recently been added the system, the first seven days of use saw thirty-three
students responding to the questions.
 Of the thirty-three, twenty-two or 64% said they did not study prior to taking the
placement exam.
 Of the eleven students who studied, five studied on their own at high school or college,
four used online services, and three studied at Accuplacer.com.
 Regarding how students knew they should study, seven said someone urged them to,
four said the Assessment Center told them, and two learned from the Admissions Office.
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•

Down the road, as the sample grows, the data will be helpful in determining how best to
communicate the need to study and how best to help students prepare for the placement
exams.
VU has seen a value in focusing on questions that the Center for Community College Student
Engagement has identified as reflecting faculty and staff use of high impact retention practices.
In November, 2013, the Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness pulled together responses
from both the Community College Survey of Student Engagement and the Community College
Faculty Survey of Student Engagement related to the thirteen high-impact practices (Appendix
46). That report was used this Spring 2015 as part of the preparation for a high-impact
workshop offered by the Center at Santa Fe, New Mexico. President Richard Helton, Provost
Chuck Johnson, VP for Student Services Lynn White, Success Center Coordinator Michelle
Cummins, and the Assessment Committee Co-Chair Chad Bebee attended the workshop to plan
work on four targeted high impact practices. The four target areas were selected based on both
the survey and experience on campus that suggested a need to be addressed. The practices
targeted were tutoring, advising, orientation, and accelerated or fast-track developmental
education. The group-led discussions asked institutions to focus on one primary area for the
workshop, and VU worked on plans for improving tutoring. The other three issues will go into
the new strategic plan that will be developed beginning this coming summer.

One additional use of the results came as a request from Cynthia Ragle, a member of the
Assessment Committee and Director of Talent Search. As a doctoral candidate, she would like to use the
results as part of her dissertation, connecting the results to persistence and graduation of first-year
students. The work will correlate survey results and student persistence in new ways that should
benefit both Cynthia and the institution. VU looks forward to receiving the 2015 results to see its
progress on improving the student experience.

G.

Survey of Online Student Engagement:

VU is also proud to say that it is a participant in The Center for Community College Student
Engagement’s new Survey for Online Student Engagement (SOSE). Currently, the CCSSE does not survey
the experience of online students, but following the 2013 CCSSE, the Center sought feedback on the
survey and one common question was about the possibility of surveying online students; the result is
the SOSE. VU is proud to be one of ten institutions that chose to sign an agreement to work with the
Center on the first SOSE (Appendix 47).
The SOSE is a computer-based survey that is offered exclusively to online students at CCSSE
member colleges that have the technical capacity to deliver the survey. Assuming the pilot is able to
produce the desired, statistically significant results that the Center and VU are hoping for, the results
will eventually help VU benchmark its online offerings with online education offered at other community
colleges.
Following a formula recommended by the Center, VU has developed and delivered a series of
emails for students who are strictly online students (Appendix 48). The survey is not intended for
students taking hybrid sections or some mix of online and campus-based sections. Those emails include
one sent from President Helton and others that will be sent by the Director of Distance Education.
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The Director sees the survey as a nice complement to the assessment of online courses that she
and the Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning are doing to improve distance education
course quality (see above). VU is aware that the HLC expects course quality online to be at least equal
to that of face-to-face courses, and VU hopes that the SOSE can help VU check that quality and provide
evidence of the quality of the learning experience that VU offers its distance education student
population.

H.

Survey of VU Assessment Participants:

In February, the Assessment Committee and the Office of Institutional Effectiveness surveyed
the faculty and staff participating in the assessment process in order to get their feedback on how well
the process is working and what sort of improvements could be made to the System. 217 faculty and 37
Student Affairs and Learning Resources staff completed the survey. (See Appendix 49 for the survey
questions.) The employee status of the 254 participants is predominantly full time:
•
•
•
•
•

90.15% or 229: Full Time
03.15% or 8: Contract Adjunct
03.94% or 10: Adjunct
00.79% or 2: Part Time
01.97%: No Response

Years of experience at VU reflects the recent heavy retirement that occurred at VU due to the
changes in the Indiana State Teachers Retirement Fund. Over one third of the 249 respondents who
identified their time at VU have fewer than five years experience:
•
•
•
•

34.7% or 82: Less than 5 years experience
22% or 52: 5-10 years of experience
21.6% or 51: 10-20 years of experience
21.6% or 51: 20 or more years of experience

Another important demographic statistic for understanding the results is years of experience
with the current process. VU began the current assessment process in 2011. More than half the survey
participants have either (1) not participated in the assessment process or (2) have begun participating
after VU’s initial introduction to the new assessment process and the presentations for the need to do
assessment. To the question: “How many years have you participated in the assessment process begun
in 2011?”:
•
•
•
•
•

13.3% or 33 have participated for 1 year
12.4% or 31 have participated for 2 years
12.9% or 32 have participated for 3 years
40.6% or 101 have participated for 4 years
20.9% or 52 have never participated in the assessment process
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The question “In what ways have you participated in the assessment process at VU during the
last year?” brings to light a few issues. Respondents were asked to “check all that apply.” It is clear that
(1) a number of faculty are either not participating because they are new or not teaching courses being
assessed for the program assessment or (2) they are participating in very limited ways. Four pieces of
evidence from the survey suggest this is the case:
•
•
•
•

Only 51% or 129 of the 254 participants said they “Completed and submitted reports”
Only 50% of 126 said they ”Participated in the analysis of assessment data”
19% or 47 responded “I have not participated”
For those 47 who said they have not participated, they were asked to explain why.
The common threads are:

I have not taught a class that was assessed

I wasn’t asked to participate or I wasn’t aware of assessment

I’m new

As noted above in the section on “Major Program Assessment,” two types of professional
development are being planned for May. The first will be a review of the data led by the Director of IE,
with assistance from the President and/or the Provost. Newer faculty, those hired since 2012 and those
who have not previously participated in assessment, need to be made aware of the importance of
assessment, its place in VU’s efforts to continuously improve, and its place in faculty responsibilities.
This session will also cover possible improvements to the assessment process. The other professional
development session will be an “Assessment 101” for beginners, starting with fundamental concepts.
This sort of session has not been offered since the first year (2011) of the new assessment process, and
with so many new hires and even more experienced faculty shifting into more significant assessment
roles, they could use a review of some of the core concepts and principles of assessment.
One issue that the survey brought out deserves further consideration is the issue the ease of
completing the assessment process. This question was addressed only to those who had worked with
the assessment process; those who had not worked with assessment were asked to skip this question:
“The steps in the assessment process are easy for me to complete.” Responses were as follows:
•
•
•
•

4.5% or 9: Strongly Agree
55.5% or 111: Agree
29.5% or 59: Disagree
10.5% or 21: Strongly Disagree

Analysis of the question wording, in hindsight, might have led to some disagreement;
that is, asking if the process was “manageable” might have been a better choice than “easy.” Faculty
and staff have plenty on their plates, and having to do assessment, by its very nature, is not “easy.” As
noted above, while many faculty and staff appreciate the written feedback, some faculty members
object to the Assessment Committee’s iterative process and written improvement suggestions.
Sometimes a faculty member might not fully understand the written suggestions. One type of
suggestion that has challenged some faculty is the request to move away from “holistic” assessment
standards that do not reveal the detail needed to determine what students know from what they do
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not. In the first year of the assessment process, the Committee approved (even encouraged) success
standards such as “80% of students will earn 80% or higher” on an exam. The Committee quickly
learned that such that expression of a success standard challenged faculty when they were identifying
needed improvements, especially if the standard was reached. The success standard does not ask
faculty to do item analysis (because of its focus on a certain percent of students achieving an overall
score). As a result, faculty could not separate what the students did successfully on the exam from the
material they didn’t know. A common Committee suggestion is for faculty to include item analysis or to
set a goal for each dimension of a rubric, and to report data broken out by learning “strengths” and
“weaknesses” as required on the Assessment Template. (See Step 5 in Template, Appendix 3). This new
approach to writing standards in order to better identify needed improvements is an important step for
making assessment useful and an essential improvement that improves results analysis and discussion,
but it has challenged faculty to be more focused on the ends when writing their standards and made the
process less “easy.” Another issue that complicates the process (also noted above in III, C) is the Word
document approach to reporting and sending feedback. VU needs a “real-time” reporting system, one
that has everyone working, literally, “on the same page” so data and report content is not lost in passing
documents back and forth between the faculty, the liaisons, and the IE Office. One other template
problem is it requires that faculty and staff input certain information in multiple boxes in order to make
sure projects and improvements stay in order, addressing the same outcomes, throughout the
document. VU’s assumption is that a “real-time” system could automatically input this information and
thereby streamline the reporting process. Such a system might not make the steps “easy” to complete,
but it should make reporting less burdensome.
As noted in the section on Major Program Assessment, Section III above, faculty and staff are
generally happy with the feedback from the Committee, and they are pleased with the help they have
received from their liaisons, based on the respondents who “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”:
•
•

76.26% responded positively to the question: “I received helpful feedback from the Assessment
Committee.”
90.96% responded positively to the question: “My assessment liaison has been helpful through
the assessment reporting process.”

A majority of faculty and staff respondents are comfortable with the assessment process’s
ability to assess their program. 64% either “Agreed” or “Strongly Agreed” to the question: “The
assessment process helps me effectively evaluate my program.” 27% of respondents “Disagreed” and
8.7% “Strongly Disagree.” The written comments suggest that some faculty would like to see
assessment go away, they find the process overly burdensome, or they have other ways of evaluating
their programs.
A majority of faculty and staff respondents feel the process helps them identify improvements.
69.1% of respondents either “Agreed” or “Strongly Agreed” with the statement: “The assessment
process helps me identify improvements in my curriculum/program.” 24.6% “Disagreed” and 6.2%
“Strongly Disagreed.” The comments referenced above regarding the helpfulness of the process for
evaluating their program likely apply here as well. The percentages of disagreement are very similar for
both questions.
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The comments regarding professional development show roughly a quarter to a third of faculty
and staff have not participated in assessment professional development (one third if non-respondents
might be considered as not likely to have attended). To the question, “I have participated in assessment
professional development/workshops in the last two years,” the responses are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

17% or 42 attended 1 session
29% or 73 attended 2-3 sessions
23% or 59 attended 4-5 sessions
26% or 65 had not participated
6% or 15 did not respond

Of those who attended the workshops, respondents either “Agreed” or “Strongly Agreed” to the
statement, “I have found workshops on the following assessment topics helpful”:
•
•
•
•
•
•

85.3% positive on topic “Assessment Tools and Techniques”
83.3% positive on topic “The Assessment Process, (Steps 1-7)”
70.6% positive on topic “Grading vs. Assessment”
78.9% positive on topic “Critical Thinking”
75.6% positive on topic “Data Collection/Analysis”
73.0% positive on topic “Curriculum Mapping”

As noted above, collectively speaking, roughly 2/3 of the respondents participated in some
workshop, but looking at individual workshop types reveals that attendance of respondents drops to
less than 50% in five of the six types of workshops. In many cases, the low attendance might be due to
applicability. For staff doing co-curricular assessment, workshops on curriculum mapping would not be
relevant. Comments from faculty and staff suggest they find handouts, face-to-face communication,
and direct, specific, focused examples to be the most help. Responses suggest participants tend to want
something they can see, work with, and keep. They also found that speaking to their colleagues who
have done the activity to be helpful. Overall, these responses suggest faculty and staff are getting
something positive out of the workshops. However, a quick survey of responses from twenty-four
faculty and staff who had not attended any workshops indicates that many of them said the process was
too complicated, that it was not relevant to what they do in their programs, or that VU should get rid of
the process all together.
Responses were widely varied to the open-ended question, “What aspect of the assessment
process do you want to better understand?” Faculty and staff have a variety of needs concerning the
assessment process—how to analyze their results, how to apply the Critical Thinking rubric, how to build
Critical Thinking assignments, how to create effective assignments, how to deal with the “outliers” of
courses that do not fit into a standard model, understanding grading versus assessment, and perhaps
most importantly, they want answers to questions such as “Why do we have to do this?” and “What is
the end goal?” Again, these questions will be addressed during Professional Development week and
through other means (discussed above in the section III, C). Other comments address simplifying the
process and reducing the back-and-forth with the Assessment Committee. Some faculty and staff want
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to know what happens with the data and how it is used, both of which suggest a limited understanding
of the assessment process and their role in it.
The final open-ended question asks, “What recommendations do you have for improving the
assessment process?” Suggestions are consistent with comments made earlier in the survey, both those
wanting more help and those wanting to simplify their responsibilities. While some suggestions like
getting rid of assessment are unrealistic, most faculty and staff had good suggestions that deserve
consideration:
•
•
•
•
•

Streamline the process
Allow more time to complete the process and create more efficient reporting processes
More workshops to help faculty connect to the process and clarify the goals of
assessment
Better formatting of the template or simplification of it
Greater clarity about what is expected from assessment

Again, the Assessment Committee, the Director of IE, the President and Provost will be
discussing these issues and plans are in the works for professional development sessions, tech
improvements that can help to streamline the process, and incentives for faculty and staff to buy in and
do their best work.
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VIII.

Conclusion:

This Progress Report represents VU’s third report in four years intended to show the progress
VU has made in implementing its Assessment Strategic Plan, especially focusing on learning assessment.
This report shows that VU has made progress on its assessment strategic plan and assessment of
academic major programs, general education, and co-curricular programs, as well as numerous other
forms of assessment that measure not only learning, but other institutional processes. Goal 1 of the
strategic plan states that VU will develop “a culture of assessment for improvement.” VU believes this
report provides significant evidence that the institution is successfully achieving its goal.
VU’s first Report included a section entitled “Plans for Continuing Improvement.” This report
does not include one, but it is not meant to suggest that VU will not continue to work and improve its
process. VU knows that it has some incomplete strategic plan goals and needs to make improvements
in some of its processes. VU knows that it must do the following and more:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Complete curriculum mapping in order to improve assessment intentionality and effectiveness.
Fully implement and begin to collect data on the general education outcomes of ethical thinking
and integration.
Target assessment of the baccalaureate capstone and other upper-division courses.
Continue to work on its qualitative program review process.
Continue to enhance co-curricular assessment.
Address faculty and staff concerns with the assessment process (and make sure all faculty and
staff participate and understand why assessment is essential).
Help newer faculty engage with the assessment process.
Expand assessment to all its locations and in all the forms of VU’s academic offerings.

VU’s contention is that it has reached the point that assessment has become part of the culture,
but that does not mean that VU will ever be “finished” with assessment improvement. By saying
assessment has become part of its culture, VU assumes it has reached what is an “A” state, using the
grade as it is described in the Assessment Strategic Plan Progress Report: the “A” category means VU
has reached the point of an “Annual report showing ongoing planning, programming, or funding
process.” VU has reached the point where assessment, in all its forms, is becoming the norm. Processes
are in place to sustain assessment, regular reporting on assessment progress is the norm, and the days
of mostly sporadic, uneven assessment are over. Blackboard Outcomes is a significant investment made
by the institution to assist with general education and other assessment (although those other uses and
their benefits are just being discovered). VU continues to invest in the future of assessment. The
question now is less about what VU must implement in terms of its assessment plan and more about
how it now deals with the on-going processes and issues that arise with any implemented plan at any
institution. The plan is essentially implemented; the focus now has to be on continuous improvement of
the process, an expectation of any quality institution.
These comments should not be understood to suggest that the institution might become
complacent, return to its old ways, and reduce its focus on assessment, especially if the Higher Learning
Commission and VU agree there is no longer a need for additional Progress Reports or continuation of
VU’s Action Project on implementing the assessment strategic plan. On the contrary, the Interim
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Director of Institutional Effectiveness has already spoken with President Helton and Provost Johnson
about the need for an annual report on assessment, an institutional report that is presented to the
institution and the Board. As noted in the above, the Assessment Committee is already piloting a rubric
to evaluate program assessment plans, with the goal that these results go into an annual report that will
be shared with the Provost and supervisors in order that they understand where their faculty and staff
are in terms of assessment. Progress reports are now the weekly norms. The President and Provost are
both supportive of the idea that faculty and staff merit raises should take into consideration
contributions made to completing assessment. VU continues its investment in the office and position of
Interim Director of Institutional Effectiveness, release time for faculty, assessment professional
development, expensive assessment tools, and more. The point is, VU is building assessment into its
own processes. The institution has built an assessment system and has begun to “own” assessment.
The institution is, at a minimum, safely on its way to meeting its goal of having a “culture of assessment
for improvement.”
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Appendix 1: Strategic Plan Report of Progress, 2015
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J.<i ·E. Me-•sure of and response ro Internal and external
s :akeholders'
of insrimrional v:tluc.
1-6-t'. Establish a pilot progrnm for an e-porrfolio system.

X

X

1-7. Identify, align, and budget assessment resources.

X

1·7·A. Develop and susraln an adNJLiatc annual assessment

X

budget f9r assessment. projecrs, irnpmvemenr projecrs, and
leadership t'Olcs.
1-7-B. lntegnue assessment imo II aspecrs of personnel
management (i.e., hiring, promotion, evaluOLioM, etc.).

X

1·8. Crem:e and im1>lement an assessment-driven program
review.

X

1·8-A. Define the puqXJse of assessment-driven program

X

revLew.
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1-8-B. Implement" ')'<rPmatic process of prngrmn u•virw nnd
Improvement, indudmg a public reportmg $ h·nt.

X

!)). ldenrifv "" :op()rupria : svstem of iuwmal <n<i cxremal
hton.-hm rla for impfO\'ement.

X

1-9-A Ottine and d lop the put"JX)Sn of int rnJI and

X

...xwrual benchmarklns pt"O<X6SOS.
}.9.B.

ldcndty. initi.lh"-

imple-mruhJium. nml umuunuu-wrt·

X

henchtn3rking proc.:••••·

X

1-10. Design >nd deliver profess ional developm ent.

1-IO.A . Ocvclo1> and susr.1in adcqunte n,;seMmenr prof s.<lon• l

X

clt"Vt"ICIJII IWt1t

1-10-B. Invite and •upport particopanon on nssessonrnt and

X

impr()V("mcnt learning communitie.i,

1-IO.C. Support VU per:10nnel participation a. AQIP ond
other peea •rv• ·rrr•

X

1-IO.U. Foru• ami enhanU! the Scholarship ofTt china and
l..earmna.

'"''P.

11·1 Improve the application yield of •tu<lcnr• wirlo 61
acfidcno i pmfl1es urilizing strategic recnoitment and marketing
support.
ll·I·A. Cteale IJ,ndmmrks and memes ro dcrcnnlnc
recruitment nnd marketing results b•sed on w h tkua 3 class

X

tunk, radc I)UIIll nv (UPA), and placement exan1inations
of accepted applicann> and enrolled •tud nts.

11-I R. \.n·11 • r...-.ultment plan and dt\<iJe specific
oommunication for high sd1ool ooun lor organlz:>rion•, 3nd
swdrnt• with Strona academic profile '.

X

ll·l.C. l\xp;uul uommt honor program opporrunlries ro
prospective students via disr:mce eduCJtion, othe• sites, flrxiblc
pruj<· l sd!l'dul•· . a11d baccalaureate degree progrom<.

X

11-1-0. lnrr,.,.., scholar.hip a11d g-rant opporru11ities ro

X

•trengthen the lt\Stitwion's leveraging capabilities.

me

11·2. Un ify cll, roiry inttiativcs within
context of a
nmhonohu.-.1 rcc:ruionent pbn including the te<: uiun nt uf
students from :o broader grographlcal rqion.

X

ll-2-A. Contli\Ue supporr of pi"OJ(ramming to enpae cumm
srudcn", pro.spealve student•, emplo)'l.'e', aml>umnmdina
mnm111nlnr< m promote cultural sharing and educational
go owth.

11-2-13. Provide tmining on rhc i11tegration

o{ multiculttll AI

lc33on> In coursework.

X
X

ll·Z.C. Promote C.1tnJlll• vi<ir< for University sites modeled

X

after Vince11nes Campus PreVU Days.
11·2-0 Continue dforts to attract dtYCrsc appllunt> for
iou.ltu liull.tl :uul c.Ml er positions with VU.

X
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Appendix 2: Evaluation Rubric for Academic Program Assessment

Evaluation Rubric
For
Academic Program Assessment
Vincennes University

Program:
Academic Year:
*The purpose of this rubric is to present a qualitative evaluation of program assessment plan growth and
establishment.
Updated 2/20/15

I.
D
D
D
D
D

D

Mission Statement and Program Learning Outcomes
☐Established/Refining
□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low
Mission clearly defines the purpose of
the program
Mission clearly describes how program
will accomplish its goals
Mission specifies what graduates will
be prepared for: occupation, transfer,
etc.
Outcomes begin with Bloom’s verbs
Outcomes clearly reflect mission goals
and describe what students will know,
value, or be able to perform upon
graduation
Outcomes clearly describe a wide
range or distribution of cognitive or
affective abilities that are fully
consistent with program mission/goals

D
D
D
D
D

D

Mission needs more specific
detail about the program’s
purpose
Mission gives limited
information about how program
will accomplish goals
Mission identifies what program
graduates will be prepared to do
Outcomes begin with action
verbs but some are not Bloom’s
Outcomes either do not fully
reflect mission or don’t fully
describe what students will
know, value or be able to do
Outcomes reflect a limited range
of cognitive/affective abilities
that are somewhat inconsistent
with the program mission/goals

☐Emerging
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

No mission or the mission doesn’t
address the program’s purpose
Mission does not identify how it will
accomplish its goals
Mission fails to specify what graduates
are prepared for
Outcomes do not begin with action
verbs or not with Blooms
Outcomes are unclear or insufficient to
accomplish the mission, and represent
very limited student learning
Outcomes describe a very narrow or
limited distribution of learning levels
and will not achieve mission/goals
Some or all steps are incomplete

Comments:

II.
Learning to be Assessed
☐Established/Refining
Skill, knowledge, or value that is being
assessed is clearly and specifically
described
D Level of learning to be assessed is
identified and consistent with
program curriculum map
D Specific statements of project
significance that reflects
consideration of faculty experience,
research, advisory committee input,
or other important reasons
D Project design collaborators are
identified, including those at other
relevant sites
Comments:

D

□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low
D
D
D

Skill, knowledge, or value being
assessed is identified with
limited specificity
Level of learning to be assessed
is not clearly identified or one
state is inconsistent with map
One statement of project
significance lacks specific
internal or external justification,
or one or both statements offer
justifications that lack programspecific relevance

☐Emerging
D
D
D
D
D

Skill/knowledge/value to be assessed is
unspecified or unclear
Level of learning is not identified or
inconsistent with curriculum map
Unclear or unspecific statement of
project significance; no internal need or
external validation specified
Project design collaborators are not
identified or collaboration is limited
Some or all steps are incomplete
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III.

Assessment Project Details

The Committee should consider this section both during the planning stage and during the review of steps 5, 6, 7 – final
evaluation should occur only after the completion of 5, 6, 7.

☐Established/Refining
D
D
D
D
D

D
D

Projects names clearly identify
projects described in “Brief Project
Description”
Projects are clearly, fully described,
and projects A & B address same
learning goals
At least one project per outcome is a
direct assessment
Clear description of tools that will
produce definite, specific results and
help identify learning improvements
Success standards are clear and will
generate evidence of specific
knowledge, skills, values learned and
those needing improvement
Standard percentages are consistent
with identified sample size
Plan identifies all faculty who will
assess, including at all relevant sites

□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low
D
D

D
D

D

D

Project name(s) have limited
relevance to projects identified
in “Brief Project Description”
Project descriptions need some
detail or clarification, or it’s not
clear if A & B address the same
learning goals
One outcome has no direct
assessment
Limited description of tools or
tools of questionable value for
generating data on specific
learning or new improvements
One or two success standards
are unclear or will not generate
evidence of specific knowledge
or skills learned and those
needing improvement
Plan doesn’t clearly identify all
relevant faculty who will assess

☐Emerging
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

Project names are missing or are
unrelated to the projects in “Brief
Project Description”
Projects are difficult to understand
and/or projects A & B don’t address
same learning goals
Neither outcome assessed with a direct
assessment
Tools are not identified or will likely
not produce specific learning data or
help with improvement decisions
Success standards are unclear or will
produce only holistic results
Standard percentages aren’t consistent
with identified sample
Plan doesn’t identify faculty assessors
or doesn’t identify all participants
Some or all steps are incomplete

Comments:

IV.

Submission of Assessment Tools and Data
☐Established/Refining
□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low

All tools (assignments, test questions,
rubrics, surveys, etc.) are submitted by
due date
D Raw data for each student assessed are
submitted
D Data from all common course sections
are aggregated
Comments:

D

V.
D

D

D
D
D

Data Analysis
☐Established/Refining
Specific data addressing strengths
and weaknesses relevant to success
standards is presented; analysis is
completed in “Analysis” section
Trend data is presented fully,
including comparison data from
previous years’ assessments or
correctly noted as “N/A”
Analysis is clear and gives causal
analysis of what is and isn’t learned
Analysis relies upon data and avoids
unjustified assumptions
Analysis pulls together results from
both Projects A & B and trends, and
clearly lends itself to decisions about
curriculum improvement decisions

Comments:

D
D

Most tools are submitted, or it is
not clear if all tools are fully
submitted or are submitted late
Most raw data are submitted on
time, but some data are
submitted holistically rather
than as individual student data

☐Emerging
D
D
D

□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low
D

D
D
D

D

Some results reported are
misidentified or fail to reflect
success standards; some analysis
completed in data section
Trend data might be incomplete
or fails to consider previous data
Analysis is clear but gives limited
causal analysis of results
Analysis is data-informed, but
some conclusions do not fully
consider the data or are based on
unjustified assumptions
Analysis might not fully consider
all the evidence in Projects A & B
and trends, or has limited
application for curriculum
improvement decisions

Tools are not submitted on time and
incompletely submitted
Most data are not submitted, or data is
submitted only holistically
Some or all steps are incomplete

☐Emerging
D

D
D
D
D

D

Specific strengths or weaknesses data
are missing or, as reported, they do not
reflect standard; most analysis is
completed in data section
Trend analysis is not present or does
not include previous year’s data
Analysis is incomplete or lacks clarity
and/or fails to give causal analysis of
results
The analysis does not follow from the
data and/or uses unjustified
assumptions
Limited or no discussion of how related
projects complement each other to give
information about student learning or
separate analysis of projects
Some or all steps are incomplete
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VI.
D
D

D

D
D

Curriculum Improvements
☐Established/Refining
A brief description of previous
improvement plan gives context to
analysis of the impact of plan
Clear, concise analysis of the impact of
previous year’s improvement plans,
grounded in data provided in Sect. V;
claims about impact are supported
Plans for improving the curriculum
are clear, detailed, workable, justified
by the data and analysis offered in
Sect. V, and they have the potential to
produce improved learning
Plan reflects coordination with
program members, including other
sites; faculty assignments are clear
The plans for professional
development or expenditures, if
needed for implementation, are clear

□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low
D
D

D

D
D

Limited discussion of previous
year’s plan, so limited context for
analysis of previous plan
Analysis of previous year’s plan
exists but it needs clarification, is
not be clearly connected to data
in Sect. V, or it includes some
questionable deductions about
the impact of the plan
Plan for improving is clear and
complete for most projects;
should be better connected to or
justified by data or analysis in
Sect. V, or the plan leaves
questions about how well it will
improve learning
Coordination with faculty for
successful implementation needs
to be more clear or manageable
Plans for professional
development or funding of
improvements are unclear or
should be considered

☐Emerging
D
D

D

D
D

D

No summary of the previous plans, so no
context for analysis of previous plan
Conclusions about impact of previous
year’s improvement plans are
incomplete or unjustified by data;
unjustified claims about the impact of
the plan
Improvement plans are simplistic or do
not clearly follow from the data; the
impact of the plans on learning is
doubtful
Appears to be little or no coordination
with program members and planning
for implementation
Plans for professional development or
funding of improvements (if needed)
are not considered or given, or the
process appears unmanageable
Some or all steps are incomplete

Comments:

VII.Assessment Plan Improvements
☐Established/Refining
□ High ☐Developing ☐ Low
D

D
D

All the plans for improving
assessments are clear, detailed, and
complete; specific details are easy to
visualize
The plans fit well with the data (or lack
of data) and analysis given in Sect. V
The plans will increase the likelihood
of the program producing better data
for identifying student learning,
including multiple levels of success
rather than holistic success, and better
data for identifying successes and
needed improvements

D

D
D

Plans for improving assessments
are complete, but some are not
clear and specific, or tools might
not obtain/produce the results
needed for identifying specific
learning strengths and
weaknesses
The plans mostly reflect the data
and analysis given in Sect. V
The plans will produce better
detail about student learning,
but tools that would better
distinguish levels of student
learning would improve plan and
ability to identify successes and
needed learning improvements

☐Emerging
D

D
D

D
Comments:

Plans for improving assessments are
incomplete or undeveloped, or the
program assumes no improvements are
needed when better understanding of
student learning and levels of success
are not currently being produced
The plans or lack of plans don’t seem to
reflect the analysis or data given in
Sect. V
Plans given are not likely to produce
significant evidence of student learning
beyond the learning obtained in the
current plan or the tools chosen will
not produce data to help identify
successes or needed learning
improvements
Some or all steps are incomplete
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Appendix 3: Instructional Program Assessment Plan Template

Program Assessment Plan and Schedule for Fall 2014 – Spring 2015
College:
#1: MISSION STATEMENT & PROGRAM
OUTCOMES: Submit to College Liaison &
Amy Coots
st
th
• 1 Draft: Due September 12
nd
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
th
Due October 10

Mission Statement
The mission of the Vincennes University (name) program is to….
Program Learning Outcomes
Students who complete course work in the (name) program will be able to:
•

ATTN: Has your program Mission
Statement or Program Learning Outcomes
changed from last year? Place an ‘x’ by YES
or NO.
Mission Statement
YES:
NO:
Program Learning Outcomes
YES:
NO:
#2: LEARNING TO BE ASSESSED: Submit to
Program Faculty, College Dean, College
Liaison, and Amy Coots.
st

•
•

th

1 Draft: Due September 12
nd
2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
th
Due October 10

Outcome 1:
Learning Skill/Knowledge to be Assessed:
Why is this Assessment Significant?
Faculty Collaborators:
Outcome 2:
Learning Skill/Knowledge to be Assessed:
Why is this Assessment Significant?
Faculty Collaborators:

#3: PROJECT DETAILS: Submit to Program
Faculty, College Dean, College Liaison, and
Amy Coots.
•

st

th

1 Draft: Due September 12

Outcome 1:
Project A Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:

Program:
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•

nd

2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
th
Due October 10

Assessment Tool(s)Used:
Success Standard:
Course(s):
Faculty Assessing Course(s) & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Student Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Faculty Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Student Results:
Project B Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
Assessment Tool(s)Used:
Success Standard:
Course(s):
Faculty Assessing Course(s) & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Student Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Faculty Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Student Results:
Outcome 2:
Project A Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
Assessment Tool(s)Used:
Success Standard:
Course(s):
Faculty Assessing Course(s) & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Student Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Faculty Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Student Results:
Project B Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
Assessment Tool(s)Used:
Success Standard:
Course(s):
Faculty Assessing Course(s) & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Student Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Faculty Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Student Results:
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STEP 4: ASSESSMENT TOOLS & DATA – Submit aggregated assessment data and blank copies of assessment tools to: Amy Coots, College Liaison, and
College Dean. FALL ASSESSMENTS = DUE DECEMBER 17 / SPRING ASSESSMENTS = DUE MAY 13
#5: DATA ANALYSIS: Submit to Program
Outcome 1:
Faculty, College Dean, College Liaison, and
Amy Coots.
Project A:
Success Standard:
FALL ASSESSMENTS:
st
th
Projected Sample Size:
• 1 Draft: Due February 6
nd
Actual Sample Size:
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
th
Due March 20
Data Indicating Student Strengths/Learning:
Data Indicating Student Weaknesses:
SPRING ASSESSMENTS:
ST
nd
Data Indicating Learning Trends:
• 1 Draft: Due May 22
nd
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
Project B:
Due September 14
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
Actual Sample Size:
Data Indicating Student Strengths/Learning:
Data Indicating Student Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Learning Trends:
Analysis:
Outcome 2:
Project A:
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
Actual Sample Size:
Data Indicating Student Strengths/Learning:
Data Indicating Student Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Learning Trends:
Project B:
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
Actual Sample Size:
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Data Indicating Student Strengths/Learning:
Data Indicating Student Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Learning Trends:

#6: LEARNING IMPROVEMENT PLAN:
Submit to Program Faculty, College Dean,
College Liaison, and Amy Coots.
FALL ASSESSMENTS:
st
th
• 1 Draft: Due February 6
nd
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
th
Due March 20

Analysis:
Outcome 1:
Impact of Previous Year’s Plan:
New Improvement Plan:
Outcome 2:
Impact of Previous Year’s Plan:

SPRING ASSESSMENTS:
ST
nd
• 1 Draft: Due May 22
nd
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
Due September 14
#7: ASSESSMENT TOOLS IMPROVEMENT
PLAN: Submit to Program Faculty, College
Dean, College Liaison, and Amy Coots.
FALL ASSESSMENTS:
st
th
• 1 Draft: Due February 6
nd
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
th
Due March 20

New Improvement Plan:

Outcome 1:
Project A:
Improvement Plan:
Project B:
Improvement Plan:
Outcome 2:

SPRING ASSESSMENTS:
ST
nd
• 1 Draft: Due May 22
nd
• 2 Draft w/Revisions (if needed):
Due September 14

Project A:
Improvement Plan:
Project B:
Improvement Plan:
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Appendix 4: Co-Curricular Program Assessment Template

Co-Curricular Program Assessment Plan and Schedule for Fall 2014 – Spring 2015
Program: Program Name
#1: MISSION STATEMENT & PROGRAM
OBJECTIVES: Due November 21: Submit to
Program Staff, Program Director, Lead
Administrator, and Amy Coots.
ATTN: Has your program Mission Statement
or Objectives changed from last year? Place
an ‘X’ by YES or NO.

Mission Statement
This mission of the Vincennes University PROGRAM NAME is to….

Objectives
The PROGRAM NAME program will:
•

Mission Statement
YES:
NO:
Objectives
YES:
NO:
#2: SERVICE OR LEARNING TO BE ASSESSED:
Due November 21: Submit to Program Staff,
Program Director, Lead Administrator, and
Amy Coots.

Objective 1:
Outcome:
Why is this Assessment Significant?
Collaborators:
Objective 2:
Outcome:

#3: PROJECT DETAILS: Due November 21:
Submit to Program Staff, Program Director,
Lead Administrator, and Amy Coots.

Why is this Assessment Significant?
Collaborators:
Objective 1:
Outcome:
Project A Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
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Assessment Tool(s) Used:
Success Standard:
Population of students or stakeholders being assessed:
Program Staff Collecting Data & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Staff Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Results:
Project B Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
Assessment Tool(s) Used:
Success Standard:
Population of students or stakeholders being assessed:
Program Staff Collecting Data & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Staff Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Results:
Objective 2:
Outcome:
Project A Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
Assessment Tool(s) Used:
Success Standard:
Population of students or stakeholders being assessed:
Program Staff Collecting Data & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Staff Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Results:
Project B Title:
Is this the first, second or third year for this project?
Brief Project Description:
Assessment Tool(s) Used:
Success Standard:
Population of students being assessed:
Program Staff Collecting Data & Campus:
Projected Sample Size:
Assessment will Occur: Fall? Spring? Both Semesters?
Staff Responsible for Oversight/Compiling Results:
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#4: ASSESSMENT TOOLS & DATA: Due May 8: Submit aggregated assessment data and blank copies of assessment tools to: Program Director, Lead
Administrator, Program Staff, and Amy Coots.
#5: DATA ANALYSIS: Due June 12: Submit to
Objective 1:
Program Staff, Program Director, Lead
Outcome:
Administrator, and Amy Coots.
Project A:
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
Actual Sample Size:
Data Indicating Strengths:
Data Indicating Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Trends:
Project B:
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
Actual Sample Size:
Data Indicating Strengths:
Data Indicating Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Trends:
Analysis:
Objective 2:
Outcome:
Project A:
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
Actual Sample Size:
Data Indicating Strengths:
Data Indicating Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Trends:
Project B:
Success Standard:
Projected Sample Size:
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Actual Sample Size:
Data Indicating Strengths:
Data Indicating Weaknesses:
Data Indicating Trends:
Analysis:
#6: SERVICE or LEARNING IMPROVEMENT
PLAN: Due June 12: Submit to Program Staff,
Program Director, Lead Administrator, and
Amy Coots.

Objective 1:
Outcome:
Impact of Previous Year’s Plan:
New Improvement Plan:
Objective 2:
Outcome:
Impact of Previous Year’s Plan:

#7: ASSESSMENT TOOLS IMPROVEMENT
PLAN: Due June 12: Submit to Program Staff,
Program Director, Lead Administrator, and
Amy Coots.

New Improvement Plan:
Objective 1:
Outcome:
Project A:
Improvement Plan:
Project B:
Improvement Plan:
Objective 2:
Outcome:
Project A:
Improvement Plan:
Project B:
Improvement Plan:
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Appendix 5: Assessment Committee Report, 2014-2015

Assessment Committee Report—2014-2015
Committee Members: Karen Ball, Chad Bebee (Co-Chair), Sheila Collett, Rob Evans, Michael Gress (Co-Chair and Interim
Director of Institutional Effectiveness), Amy Hatton (Secretary), Lisa Nash, Kim Meeks, Tina Miller, Laura Swan, David
Peter, Cynthia Ragle, Kevin Watson, Austin Yake
Committee Activities:
Committee members continued work on Strategic Plan, Goal I—Assessment and other assessment-related activities,
such as:
 Completing VU’s 2015 Higher Learning Commission required Progress Report on Assessment
 Meeting weekly to lead program assessment and plan learning assessment activities
 Working one-on-one with faculty and staff to develop and implement assessment plans
 Meeting multiple days each week to complete assessment plan reviews and develop comments intended to
improve assessment activities and reports prior to their being added to the IE website
 Implementing Co-Curricular Assessment, assisting Student Affairs and LRC staff with their assessment plans and
projects, completing the first round of assessment and began second
 Continuing to refine the assessment report form; working on an on-line reporting system to simplify the
reporting process
 Maintaining a regularly up-dated progress report to track completion of assessment processes and reports
 Presenting a variety of assessment workshops on VU and Jasper campuses
 Surveying faculty and staff on the assessment process; results to be shared during Professional Development
days, May, 2015
 Assisting with the May, 2014, critical thinking assessment project using a random sample of 207 student papers
 Working with Debbie Stanczak in the CTL to
• Implement Blackboard “Outcomes” for collecting critical thinking assessment data from Fall 2014 and
Spring 2015; sample of student artifacts will be pulled for assessment in late May 2015.
• Present a “webshop” on assessment techniques that actively engage students
• Pilot an online general education norming session for Early College faculty using Blackboard Collaborate
 Working with the English and Speech Dept. to develop R/W/S assessment rubrics and a process to recertify and
begin assessing R/W/S assignments
 Working with IR to implement the new institutional Advisory Committee Survey and distribute results to Deans
and Dept. Chairs
 Testing a rubric to be used for qualitative evaluation of assessment reports and for use in a Peer Review process
 Leading VU’s participation in the Multi State Collaborative, a 9-state assessment project sponsored by AAC&U
and funded by Lumina—VU submitted the largest sample from the state of Indiana, and 7th largest sample of 52
institutions in the pilot. Also helped to coordinate travel for three faculty who attended the MSC Scorers
training in Kansas City. The three, Chad Bebee, Jessie Coomer, and Danny Ralston are currently completing
assessment of roughly 75 artifacts each.
 Completing the annual Assessment AQIP Action Project Update on the HLC website
 Completing strategic plan updates for President’s progress report
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Appendix 6: Assessment Liaison Responsibilities

Assessment Liaison Responsibilities
Assessment Liaisons play an essential role in decisions about assessment work at Vincennes University. Liaisons
represent their division during assessment discussions, and they are principle connection between the Assessment
Committee and the faculty in their college doing assessment work. They are VU’s assessment leaders and represent the
Assessment Committee to anyone wanting to understand the work of the Committee.
An Assessment Committee Liaison:
• Represents the Assessment Committee and its work to the Dean and faculty of his or her college.
• Helps faculty in his or her respective college understand the assessment process.
• Takes a leading role in completing his or her department assessment plan and assists other departments with
their assessment plans.
• Meets with faculty to help program faculty develop new assessment projects, as needed.
• Meets with respective College faculty to help them understand Assessment Committee review comments and to
help them accurately and fully complete assessment forms and reports after drafts have been reviewed.
• Reads all assessment reports and comes to meetings prepared for the Committee’s assessment and
improvement discussions.
• Attends the weekly Assessment Committee meeting and, teaching schedule permitting, attends extra review
sessions, as they are needed.
• Maintains currency on VU’s assessment process by doing such things as reviewing new Committee plans and
materials, participating in assessment discussions, and attending or participating in assessment workshops.
• Keeps the Director and the Office of Institutional Effectiveness informed about both assessment progress and
problems in the College and works with the Director to overcome problems.
• Assists, when possible, with other assessment work, such as the Campus Quality Survey, Community College
Survey of Student Engagement, and general education assessment.
An Assessment Committee Liaison should not:
• Complete assessment reports for other programs
• Take sole responsibility for dealing with those refusing to do or angry about assessment
• Take responsibility for selecting program faculty who will be responsible for completing assessment reports; the
choice of the responsible person is a departmental decision.
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Appendix 7: Memo from the President – Assessment Progress and Needs

AQIP and Assessment Updates
President

Thursday, April 24, 2014 02:45PM

To:

VINCENNES_CAMPUS@vinu.edu, JASPER_CAMPUS@vinu.edu, ALL_OTHER_SITES

Sent by:

Nancy A Irwin

Show Details

Subject: AQIP and Assessment Updates
As we move toward the end of another academic year, I want to draw your attention to some important accreditation and
assessment issues.
First, VU has once again received very positive feedback on its AQIP Action Projects. To see the reviews of the most recent
updates, go to: http://improve.vinu.edu/content/action-projects . VU’s projects include one that is piloting both instructional
methods and supplemental instruction techniques in order to improve retention, another project that employs Lean principles to
expedite the admissions application process, and a third project, the implementation of VU’s Assessment Strategic Plan.
If all goes well, VU’s April 15, 2015, Progress Report on the Assessment Strategic Plan should be the institution’s final report.
The report will detail, among other things, the excellent progress VU has made on program, general education, and co-curricular
assessment.
In order to make that report as successful as possible, a number of strategic plan steps need to be completed by the end of
next March:
• The first round of Co-Curricular assessment reports need to be finalized this summer, 2014, and new projects planned.
Both current and new plans will be added to the Institutional Effectiveness website.
• Current program assessment plans, most of which are in their third and final year, should be finalized this Spring
semester so they can be reviewed this summer and finalized in the Fall.
• New program assessment projects must be identified early next Fall. VU wants to report an established cycle of
assessment, one three-year cycle complete and a new one started. A workshop will be offered during Professional
Development week to help faculty identify new projects.
• Program faculty need to complete their curriculum maps. Workshops during Professional Development Week should
help faculty who have not finished the process.
• UCC faculty need to set up their courses and critical thinking assignments on Blackboard so that VU can collect data on
the UCC Critical Thinking Outcome this Fall. Again, see the schedule for Professional Development Week.
• Finally, UCC faculty should participate in the Gary Brown Critical Thinking workshop. Dr. Brown brings exceptional
critical thinking instructional and assessment experience to the discussion. It is important that students are given the
instruction they need so they can successfully meet VU’s critical thinking expectations.
Thank you in advance for all your efforts. Given the comments in the Action Project Update Review, feedback on the previous
Progress Reports, and comments I have received indirectly from HLC staff, VU is being recognized for having made great strides
on its goal of establishing a culture of assessment.
Sincerely,
Dick Helton
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Appendix 8: Breakfast Memo from the President
Breakfast Meeting -- May 6
President

Thursday, May 01, 2014 08:47AM

To:

Norbert J Brown, Curtis D Coffman, Michelle J Cummins, Jessica L DeLorenzo, Robert T Evans,
Jennifer A Hensley, Tim Eaton, Morgan M Willingham

Cc:

Provost, Michael E Gress, Sandra S Dowden, Amy E Hatton, Patricia A Konkle

Sent by:

Patricia A Konkle

Show Details

Dear Colleagues,
You are invited to a breakfast meeting at 7:30 a.m. on Tuesday, May 6, in the Board Room #166 of the
Administration Building on the Vincennes Campus. A hot breakfast will be served beginning at 7:30 to be
followed by a discussion regarding the possibility of each of you serving as a peer reviewer for the Higher
Learning Commission. At this point, Vincennes University has not provided peer reviewers for
accreditation purposes, and I believe it would be important that some of our faculty and professional staff
be involved in this activity.
Vincennes University has been a long-time member of HLC, and any experience that we can derive from
the accreditation process would be beneficial to all of our locations and would be a professionally
rewarding experience for those who serve as peer reviewers. Mike Gress, Chuck Johnson, and I would
enjoy a conversation with all of you in regard to your professional expertise that would be of benefit to
HLC and Vincennes University. I look forward to seeing all of you on Tuesday morning.
Please RSVP to Pat Konkle at pkonkle@vinu.edu and let her know if you will be able to attend. Thanks,
Dick
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Appendix 9: Survey Participation Memo from the President

Surveys
Thursday, January 22, 2015 03:11PM

President
To:

VINCENNES_CAMPUS@vinu.edu, JASPER_CAMPUS@vinu.edu, ALL_OTHER_SITES

Sent by:

Nancy A Irwin

Show Details

January 22, 2015
To All Faculty, Staff, and Administrators
This spring VU will once again participate in two important surveys, the Campus Quality Survey (CQS) and
the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE). Your participation and assistance with these surveys
are essential for their success.
The CQS is a nationally-normed institutional climate survey that will be administered mid-February. All faculty, staff, and
administrators are again asked to participate in this anonymous survey.
The survey asks participants their perceptions of VU’s various programs, services, and activities, as well as perceptions
about VU’s current levels of improvement effort. The responses will be analyzed by Performance Horizons, and a report
will follow approximately eight weeks after survey completion. For more information about the survey contents and the
2012 CQS results, click on the “Campus Quality Survey” link under the MyVU “Employee” tab.
Because strong participation in the CQS is essential for representative results, I am asking all supervisors to encourage
participation and allow personnel time from their station to complete the survey. Additional survey details, including times
and locations, will be sent soon.
The other important survey is the CCSSE, which VU has been participating in biennially since 2001. The CCSSE has
been used at 80% of the community colleges in the U.S.
The survey measures levels of student active engagement in learning and support programs, both inside and outside the
classroom. Survey responses will be analyzed by the Center for Community College Student Engagement at the
University of Texas. VU will receive the analysis in July. To learn more about the survey questions and to see some of
the 2013 results, click on the “CCSSE and CCFSSE” link under the MyVU “Employee” tab.
More information about the CCSSE will be sent after the midterm break; it will be administered in April.
Mike Gress will be coordinating both surveys. Contact him with questions about either survey.
Thanks in advance for your help with these surveys. They provide important measures that support our efforts to
continuously improve VU’s services.
Dick Helton
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Appendix 10: MSC Thank You Letter from the President
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Appendix 11: MSC Participation Memo from the Provost

Fwd: Video Conference on Multi-State Collaborative on Sept. 3
Provost
To: FACULTY_MEMBERS

Wednesday, August 27, 2014 10:43AM
Show Details

Dear Colleagues:
Please see he information below regarding a videoconference to be conducted next Wednesday, September 3. The
videoconference will be led by Terry Rhodes (who recently presented at VU) and will be an introduction to the Multi State
Collaborative assessment project, of which VU is a participant. You may recall from Mike Gress's presentation at the opening
meeting that this is a project which is being coordinated by the Commission for Higher Education and all but one Indiana public
institution is taking part.
I urge you to consider participating in the MSC project and in this event. Please look for additional information from Mike Gress
regarding details for the project and the videoconference.
Thanks,
Chuck
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Appendix 12: Call for Critical Thinking Help from the Provost

Re: UCC Faculty - IMPORTANT - Critical Thinking Survey Information – Reminder
Provost

Tuesday, December 10, 2013 01:16PM

To: Rene M LaMontagna
Cc:

Show Details

Alan D Johnson, Charles W Reinhart, Eric W Margerum, FACULTY_MEMBERS@vinu.edu, Paul J Wilder, President

Dear Colleagues:
I know this is a very busy time, but your efforts in this important task are critical. Thank you in advance for making this
happen.
Chuck

From:
To:
Cc:

Rene M LaMontagna/VUMAIL
FACULTY_MEMBERS@vinu.edu,
Paul J Wilder/VUMAIL@VUMAIL, Eric W Margerum/VUMAIL@VUMAIL, Charles W Reinhart/VUMAIL@VUMAIL, Alan D Johnson/VUMAIL@VUMAIL,

President/VUMAIL@VUMAIL, Provost/VUMAIL@VUMAIL
Date:
Subject:

12/10/2013 02:14 PM
UCC Faculty - IMPORTANT - Critical Thinking Survey Information - Reminder

Just a reminder of UCC due dates and survey links. Also, on your artifacts folders please
put your last name, the course #, name, and section(s) on the outside of the folder.
When you bring your artifacts to your department chair they will ask for you to initial a form
that has all the UCC course sections listed.
Jasper faculty, you will be giving your UCC artifact folders to Sheila Collett.
Thanks,
Rene
THIS IS ONLY FOR FACULTY TEACHING UCC LIBERAL EDUCATION CLASSES, NOT BASIC SKILLS (READING,
WRITING, MATH, and SPEECH)
UCC Faculty,
As part of the UCC assessment process, both the students enrolled in, and the faculty teaching UCC courses will each be
asked to take a Critical Thinking Reflection survey. The purpose of the surveys is to determine what students and faculty
gained from the critical thinking experience and to collect information on what improvements need to be made in both the
critical thinking assignments and instruction.
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There are two ways students can get to the Student Critical Thinking Reflection Survey:
1) Faculty can put this link https://vu-survey.vinu.edu/snapwebhost/surveylogin.asp?k=138487982146 in their class
Blackboard site and announce the location of the link and the expectation that the survey be completed by the students.
2) For those faculty not using Blackboard, there will also be a link to the student survey in MyVU. Faculty will need
to tell the students that to find the survey, they need to log into their MyVU account, click on the "Student Tab," and then
click on the "Critical Thinking Reflection Survey."
Students will need to be told that the survey will take less than 10 minutes to complete and that all responses are
anonymous and will be collected through the Office of Institutional Research. Students also need to be told that the results
of the survey will be used to improve future students' experience with critical thinking assignments at VU. The student
th
survey needs to be completed by December 18 .
It is also expected that all faculty teaching UCC courses take the faculty version of the survey. The survey results
will remain anonymous and collected by the Office of Institutional Research. Click on this link https://vusurvey.vinu.edu/snapwebhost/surveylogin.asp?k=138488864927 to get to the survey. The
th
faculty survey needs to be completed by December 18 .
All data forms (emailed to Rene LaMontagna) and artifacts (given to Department Chairs) are also due by December
18th. I am attaching directions and forms for data and artifacts.
[attachment "Artifact Collection Directions.docx" deleted by Provost/VUMAIL] [attachment "Artifact Collection Form.xlsx"
deleted by Provost/VUMAIL] [attachment "Critical thinking data form FINAL.xlsx" deleted by Provost/VUMAIL] [attachment
"Directions for Critical Thinking Data Form.docx" deleted by Provost/VUMAIL]

Rene LaMontagna
Professor of Biology
Vincennes University
Vincennes, IN 47591 MSC26, D-10
(812) 888-5706
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Appendix 13: CCSSE Administration Memo from Paul Wilder
RE: CCSSE course survey
Paul J Wilder

Wednesday, April 08, 2015 09:17AM

To:

Allison M Witucki, Christy M Loner, Karen Moesner, Nicholas A Servis, Aaron D Bruck, Diana S Dickey, Ted
J Kroeger, Kaylee M Ravellette, Mark D Catt, Anthony J Cummins, Jonathan L Cromer, Molly J Schwitz,
Angela K Cooper, Stephanie A Holmes, Danny L Ralston, Andy D Wagner

Bcc:

Michael E Gress

Show Details

All,
This is a reminder that each of you has been randomly chosen to help students, in one or more of your classes, to
participate in an institutional survey, the CCSSE (refer to Mike's email previous for more info). The process is starting
today. Please work with Mike and/or the survey administrators to facilitate the process. As I understand it, there is
some flexibility in the date that you allow the survey administrator into your classroom. Work with the administrator to
set up a time that is convenient for you.
Please note, as Mike mentioned in his email, this is not a course-level or faculty survey, but rather a survey about the
University. I appreciate your help with this.
Thanks,
Paul J. Wilder, Ph.D.
Dean of the College of Science, Engineering, and Mathematics
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Appendix 14: Encouragement of Workshop Participation from Anna Miller

Fw: Assessment Workshop: Doing Assessment Like a Champ!
Anna L Miller

Friday, September 05, 2014 07:30AM

To:

Louis J Caprino, Thomas A Young, Kathy L Evans, Susan L Brocksmith, Darcy A Lyle, Tracy A
Henry

Bcc:

Michael E Gress

Show Details

I encourage you to encourage your faculty to attend this workshop. I received a report from Mike Gress
yesterday which I am attaching. We have a lot of work to do in our college to get up to speed on
assessment. In this attached report you should note that the red shaded areas indicate that no
assessment report has been submitted. We have too many areas where we are past due. The Provost
made it very clear that we do assessment not because North Central tells us to but because it is an
important tool for our programs, our teaching effectiveness and ultimately for our students. Assessment
is not going away. We will discuss this report at our Department Chair meeting next Thursday. In the
meantime I would appreciate your attention to this. You should begin conversations with those programs
that are delinquent. Also remember that for those programs that are not one person programs all faculty
should be a part of the assessment process. In multiple faculty programs it should be a collaborative
effort. Thank you for your prompt attention to this.
Ann

(See attached file: '13-14 Instructional AP Progress Report as of 9.4.14.xlsx)

Anna Miller
Interim Dean
College of Business & Convergent Technologies
Vincennes University
1002 N. 1st Street
Vincennes, IN 47591
(812)888-6965

203
Appendix 15: Survey Participation Memo from Al Johnson
Campus Quality Survey and Assessment Process Survey
Alan D Johnson
Bcc:

Michael E Gress

Wednesday, February 18, 2015 10:08AM
Show Details

Next week we will distribute to all VUJC faculty (including adjuncts) and staff the periodic Campus Quality
Survey along with a brief Assessment Users Survey (used by the Assessment Office for process
improvement).
The University's strategic planning will begin later this year, and this is a great opportunity to give your
input on a variety of quality issues, including VU's approach to strategic planning itself:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Leadership
Training and recognition
Employee empowerment and teamwork
Customer Service
Measurement and analysis
Quality productivity results
Quality assurance
Strategic Planning

You will also have the opportunity to evaluate a host of services (30 in all), such as the library, human
resources, curriculum planning, student services, etc.
We appreciate you help in also completing the separate Assessment Users Survey. Those results will go
into the Assessment Progress Report, due April 15th. VU's HLC reviewer appreciated the survey results in
past, and it's one of the reasons she recommended our report to IU as a model.
We will distribute these materials through Rachel, Michelle and Derry for you to complete (anonymously)
and return to them. Rachel will collect all the responses and return the documents to Mike Gress for
compilation.

204

Appendix 16: Deans Meeting Agenda
Agenda for Deans Meeting with Assessment Committee:
I. The Assessment Strategic Plan—Progress to Date
II. Liaison Duties and Their Role
A. Their Time Commitment
1. Meeting Times
2. One-on-one meetings
3. Assessment Workshops
B. Their Role in Changing VU’s Culture
III. Review of the Assessment Process, with Template and Sample Plans
A. Steps 1-3, Review and Return with Comments
B. Step 4
C. Steps 5-7, Review and Return with Comments
D. Challenges faced by the Committee in completing A-C
IV. Quality Assessments
A. Success Standards That Produce Improvement Data
B. Complementary Projects for Each Outcome
C. Significance
1. Mapping and Qualitative Program Review
2. Advisory Committees
D. Data—Strengths, Weaknesses, Trends
1. Specific Data for Elements of Learning
2. Trending
E. Analysis
F. Improvements in #6
V. Program Faculty Collaboration, including Jasper Faculty
VI. UCC Assessment
A. Results from Summer ’14 Assessment
B. Assignment Challenges
C. Blackboard
VII. Deans’ Feedback
A. Questions
B. Comments and Suggestions
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Appendix 17: UCC Faculty – Critical Thinking Expectations
Memo to UCC Faculty Regarding Teaching and Assessment Expectations, Fall 2013
UCC Faculty,
As we begin a new school year, we also begin on the great adventure of teaching and assessing critical thinking! The
goal for the fall semester is to collect baseline data using the VU Critical Thinking Rubric, while we search for a method
to regularly collect assessment results. Here are some basic guidelines for how the process will proceed.
•

Faculty teaching a UCC course are expected to teach and assess critical thinking starting this semester (Fall
2013).

•

Each UCC course has one or more approved critical thinking assignments. Use at least one approved
assignment for the assessment process. If you are not sure what projects were approved for your course, your
department chair, the person in your department who filled out the form, and Bob Weiss have copies. Department
Chairs: it is essential that new and adjunct faculty teaching UCC courses are aware of these expectations.

•

For assessment purposes, you must use the VU Critical Thinking Rubric (attached below). You may use other
criteria/rubrics for grading the assignment in addition to or in conjunction with the rubric, but for final assessment
results (for both departmental and institutional reporting), only the rubric will be used. Students shoul
d be introduced to the rubric prior to completing the critical thinking assignment. It is a best teaching practice to
offer students some scored samples of student work and class activities that ask students to practice with the
rubric. Initially, you might consider developing some sample responses and using group activities, asking
students to evaluate your sample responses to the assignment

•

Faculty members are expected to keep hard copies of the scored rubrics, student artifacts that were scored, a
nd a copy of the assignment. Random copies of the scored rubrics, student artifacts, and the assignment will
be collected from each UCC course faculty later in the semester to be used to determine baseline data, as well as
determine and develop inter-rater reliability in workshops.

•

For faculty whose assignment involves an oral presentation, the presentations should be recorded and stored for
future analysis. Further information on collecting oral presentations will be sent out at a later date.

•

It will also be expected that each student answer reflection questions on their experience with the process of
learning and doing critical thinking. The link to these reflection questions will be sent out in a future email.

•

As you work on the critical thinking assessment project, remember that it is expected that it be taught and the
rubric used each semester. We are looking at systems that will collect this data on a regular basis.

We realize that it is going to take a great deal of effort to complete this process. To help with the workload issue, if you
have a UCC course or courses in your program, you can use the critical thinking assessment as one of your two program
assessment outcomes. Attached you will find a copy of the project written up by the Biology Department. Your program
may modify this write-up to fit your program.
A few notes on the assessment write-up:
•

Note that the Biology Program has a critical thinking outcome. In order to use the critical thinking assessment as
a program project, the program must have a critical thinking outcome. If you do not currently have a CT outcome,
modify your program outcomes to include critical thinking. While we are measuring critical thinking in
UCC courses, that ability to critically think is a skill that should also be practiced in major classes. The hope is that
in the future, programs will assess critical thinking in their major courses using the VU Critical Thinking Rubric.

•

To be used as a program assessment project, there must be a minimum of two projects. In biology, we are
completing two assignments as well as the reflective paper. Even if you are not using critical thinking as a
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program assessment project, it is recommended that students be assessed on more than one assignment.
Students usually do better after practicing and getting feedback on the first.
•

Due to the high number of students in all the biology UCC courses, a random sample is going to be take
n to collect data. The random sample for the assessment project is different than the random sample that will be
taken by the university. If a program is collecting random samples, all scored rubrics, student artifacts, and
assignments must still be kept by the faculty, as they may be chosen by the university for analysis.

•

Looking at the success standard for the Biology projects, notice that we are not expecting the majority of students
to obtain "excellent" for the dimensions. The rubric is designed for four-year degrees so it is unrealistic to expect
our students to perform at the highest level during the first two years of their college career. It can be expected
that students in our four year programs score at the top end of the rubric in their upper level courses. Once results
are obtained we can look at modifying the success standard as we see necessary.

•

Also note that the Biology Department is collecting data for each dimension of the rubric. This will also be done at
the university level. Collecting data by dimensions will allow us to report data on the state outcomes as well as
get a better picture of the strengths and weaknesses of our students.
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Appendix 18: Critical Thinking Student Reflective Survey
Student Critical Thinking Reflection Survey
Likert Scale Questions: From “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree”
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

The expectations of the critical thinking assignment were clearly presented.
I was interested in the topic for my critical thinking assignment.
I had to do research to complete my critical thinking assignment.
I considered multiple perspectives to complete my critical thinking assignment.
I presented multiple reasons for my position.
As part of my assignment, I identified the consequences or implications of my position.
The instruction offered on the critical thinking assignment helped me better understand the elements of critical
thinking.
8. The instruction offered on the critical thinking assignment helped me feel confident that I could
successfully complete the assignment.
9. Doing a rough draft is important for completing this assignment well.
Time Question:
10. How much time did you spend on your critical thinking assignment, including research, rough drafting, and
finalizing the assignment?
A. Less than 1 hour; B. 1-2 hours; C. 2-4 hours; D. 4-8 hours; E. More than 8 hours
Open-Ended Questions:
1. What was the most meaningful or valuable thing you learned from this assignment?
2. What was the most difficult aspect of the assignment for you to grasp or complete?
3. In what ways did the critical thinking classroom activities and assignment improve your critical thinking skills?
4. If you were going to help future students successfully complete the critical thinking assignment in this course,
what would you recommend?
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Appendix 19: Critical Thinking Faculty Reflective Survey
Faculty Critical Thinking Reflection Survey
Likert Scale Questions—From “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree”
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Students seemed to understand my directions for the critical thinking assignment.
Students seemed to be interested in the critical thinking topic(s) I assigned.
Students did a sufficient amount of research needed to complete the assignment successfully.
Students successfully considered multiple perspectives as a part of this assignment.
Students successfully presented multiple reasons for their position.
Students successfully identified the consequences or implications of their position.
My classroom presentation was sufficient for student success.
Classroom discussion of the critical thinking assignment is essential for student success.
My students completed more than one critical thinking assignment this semester.

Open-Ended Questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

How did the critical thinking activity contribute to students learning the methods of the discipline you teach?
What do you see as your greatest success in developing students’ critical thinking skills?
What do you see as your greatest challenge in developing students’ critical thinking skills?
How will you change or improve your assignment to make students more successful in the future?
What concerns do you have about this critical thinking project?
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Appendix 20: Critical Thinking Artifact Collection Memo
Department Chairs - UCC Artifact Collection Information - IMPORTANT
Rene M LaMontagna

Monday, December 09, 2013 02:12PM

To: Curtis D Coffman, Daniel L Vaughn, Ivana R.G. Peralta, Elain L Dahl, Kristal D Shick, Hope L Clausman, Karen

Show Details

S Braselton, Dan R Miller, Lisa R Miller, Sarah E Alderfer, David M Cockerham, Stephen Black, Lou Ann
Lindsey, Bill Rump, Russ Leonard-Whitman
Cc: Robert J Weiss, Michael E Gress

Hello Department Chairs,
To make the UCC artifact collection process go as smoothly as possible and to confirm that we have
gotten artifacts from each section, I am attaching a list of all the UCC courses and sections that are being
taught this fall. We would like you to use this list to keep track of sections for which artifacts have been
collected. You can either copy and paste the sections from your department into a new excel document
and print it or you can just print the copy that is attached to this email and cut out your department
sections.
To decrease your workload, put a copy of your department's course sections sheet up on your door and as
faculty bring in their artifacts they should put their initials next to the sections they have handed in. You
will also need a collection box for faculty to drop-off artifacts, which should have been placed in a manilla
envelope. If you won't be on campus through the 18th, you can give the list and box to a secretary or
another chair to finish the collection.
If artifacts are not handed in by the deadline, we ask that when you come in after break, you ask the
faculty member who taught the sections that are missing to complete the artifact task. When you have all
the artifacts for your department's sections, please contact Bob Weiss to pick them up.
(See attached file: Fall 2013 UCC Courses, CRN, Instructors as of 11-15-13.xlsx)

Thanks,
Rene
Rene LaMontagna
Professor of Biology
Vincennes University
Vincennes, IN 47591
MSC-26, D-10
(812) 888-5706
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Appendix 21: Vincennes University Critical Thinking Rubric
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Appendix 22: Community College Survey of Student Engagement Scores
Community College Survey of Student Engagement - Vincennes University (2013 Administration)
2013 Benchmark Means Report - Main Survey
Comparison Group: Extra-Large Colleges in the 2013 Cohort*

Item 5: During the current school year, how much has your coursework at this college emphasized the
following mental activities?
1 = Very little, 2 = Some, 3 = Quite a bit, 4 = Very much
5b. Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory
Vincennes University: 2.71

Ex. Large Colleges: 2.95 -0.28**

2013 Cohort: 2.91 -0.24**

5c. Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences in new ways
Vincennes University: 2.63

Ex. Large Colleges: 2.80

2013 Cohort: 2.78

5d. Making judgments about the value or soundness of information, arguments, or methods
Vincennes University: 2.50

Ex. Large Colleges: 2.64

2013 Cohort: 2.61

5e. Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in new situations
Vincennes University: 2.56

Ex. Large Colleges: 2.73

2013 Cohort: 2.72
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Appendix 23: Speech Tracking Form
First Informative
None

0

Weak

1

Acceptable

2

Strong

3

None

0

Weak

1

Acceptable

2

Strong

3

Attention Getter
Central Idea
Credibility Established
Preview Statement

Second Informative

Attention Getter
Central Idea
Credibility Established
Preview Statement
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Final Persuasive
None

0

Weak

1

Attention Getter
Central Idea
Credibility Established
Preview Statement

Calculation of Improvement from First Informative to Final Persuasive

Attention Getter

+/-

Central Idea

+/-

Credibility Established +/Preview Statement

+/-

Total

+/-

Acceptable

2

Strong

3
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Appendix 24: Informative Speech Rubric
INFORMATIVE SPEECH ANALYTICAL RUBRIC
SPEAKER:
Assessment Category
Introduction
. Attention Getter
. Central Idea
. Credibility Statement
. Preview Statement
Body of Speech
. Balanced Main Points
. Logical Organization
. Appropriate Detail
. Clear Explanations
Conclusion
. Signaled Conclusion
. Summarized Main Points
. Strong Closing Statement
Supporting Material
. Examples
. Statistics
. Quotations
. Testimony
Citation of Sources
. Cited All Sources
. Gave Enough Detail
. Provided Credibility
. No Plagiarism
Transitions
. Internal Previews
. Transitions
. Internal Summaries
. Signposts
Verbal Communication
. Correct Vocabulary
. No Slang or Jargon
. Proper Pronunciation
. Clear Articulation
Nonverbal Communication
. Eye Contact
. Gestures
. Paralanguage
. Posture/Movement
Visual Aids
. Appropriate to Topic
. Creative and Interesting
. Aided Understanding
. Managed Effectively

Score

Date:
Comments: See reverse side for details on scoring of each Assessment Category

(15-0)

(25-0)

(10-0)

(5-0)

(5-0)

(5-0)

(10-0)

(10-0)

(5-0)

Other
(10-0)

LENGTH:
_:
TOTAL SCORE

–
General Comments:
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Appendix 25: Persuasive Speech Rubric
( √ ) Far Exceeds Requirements

( √ ) Exceeds Most Requirements

( √ ) Meets Requirements

( √ ) Needs Improvement

( √ ) Needs Much Improvement

( ) Introduction (14-15)
Used a creative attention-grabber, with
complete Central Idea Statements; Gave
a thorough preview of the speech and
you established your credibility to speak
on this topic
( ) Body of Speech (23-25)
Had appropriate number of main points;
each point introduced & explained well,
Time on each main point was balanced;
all points were covered adequately.

( ) Introduction (12-13)
Had a good attention-grabber
Introduced the topic adequately with a
clear Central Idea statement; Preview
statement let us know the direction the
speech would go.
( ) Body of Speech (20-22)
Had an appropriate number of main
points; Organizational pattern was clear,
most points got enough time, some
needed more emphasis; main points were
presented in a logical order.
( ) Conclusion (8-9)
Signaled the conclusion (“In conclusion”)
effectively, provided a brief recap of main
points. Ended with an acceptable
concluding statement.
( ) Supporting Material (4)
Used two or three types of supporting
materials. Most were presented
effectively, relevant and adapted to the
audience. .
( ) Citation of Sources (4)
Cited all sources, some citations did not
make it clear why or how the source was
credible on the subject.

( ) Introduction (9-11)
Did not grab our attention, but did let us
know topic; Central Idea Statement was
weak; Could have used a more imaginative
opener; Need to establish personal
credibility to address the topic
( ) Body of Speech (17-19)
Speech could have used more main points;
with fuller explanation of those points; the
order of main points was logical. Could
have provided more detail to support each
point. Organizational pattern was clear.
( ) Conclusion (6-7)
Signaled the conclusion (“In conclusion”).
Needed a better summary of main points.
Ending was abrupt, should have been
stronger. We were unsure you were done.
( ) Supporting Material (3)
Used minimum number of supporting
materials which aided understanding of the
main points, but could have been more
relevant, interesting & complete.
( ) Citation of Sources (3)
Cited sources as necessary. May have been
some incremental plagiarism. Need to
provide more information about sources so
audience can decide if they are credible.
( ) Transitions (3)
Used minimal number of transitions. Most
were acceptable but not creative. Need
better internal previews & summaries.
( ) Verbal Communication (6-7)
Used mostly correct English language;
defined most jargon terms. Word choice
was not creative; used some non-standard
language. Volume, articulation and
pronunciation were appropriate.
( ) Nonverbal Communication (6-7)
Most non-verbal components were good.
Could use work on more direct eye contact,
or more expressive gestures. Posture and
facial expressions were acceptable.

( ) Introduction (6-8)
Did not provide attention-grabbing
opener, used the Specific Purpose
Statement to open; Opening was boring,
should be more creative; Failed to give a
preview of points to be covered in body.
( ) Body of Speech (14-16)
Body needed more content; the order of
the main points was not logical; could
not ascertain the organizational pattern;
explanations and examples would have
helped.
( ) Conclusion (4-5)
Forgot to signal the conclusion (“In
conclusion”). Needed a more complete
summary of main points and a stronger
concluding statement.
( ) Supporting Material (2)
Not enough supporting materials. Need
more variety in the types of supporting
materials to make speech more
interesting & informative.
( ) Citation of Sources (2)
Failed to cite most sources. Had content
in the speech that needed a citation.
Some citations needed more specificity.
Cited some sources at end of speech.
( ) Transitions (2)
Needed more transitions, did not use
internal previews or summaries.
Connectives are too simple (i.e., “next”)
( ) Verbal Communication (4-5)
Used some jargon without defining
terms; word choice was boring and not
creative; used too many non-words and
some slang. Volume and articulation
were acceptable.
( ) Nonverbal Communication (4-5)
Eye contact, gestures, facial expressions
were marginally acceptable. Work on
using your body more effectively to aid
the delivery of your message. See
reverse side for specific suggestions.

( ) Introduction (0-5)
Had no planned opener; Need to clarify
the purpose of the speech; Need a
Central Idea statement that lets the
audience know the direction and
content of the body of the speech
( ) Body of Speech (0-13)
Did not appear to have been prepared;
order of points was hard to follow;
lacked logic and the organizational
pattern was difficult to determine. Body
needed much more content.
( ) Conclusion (0-3)
Did not signal the conclusion; failed to
summarize main points and did not have
a concluding statement. We weren’t
sure when you were finished.
( ) Supporting Material (0-1)
Failed to use supporting materials, or
used very few. Those used did not aid
understanding of speech content.

( ) Conclusion (10)
Signaled the conclusion (“In conclusion”)
effectively; provided complete summary
of main points; ended with a strong
concluding statement.
( _) Supporting Material (5)
Used a variety of supporting materials,
including quotes, testimony, statistics, &
examples. All supporting materials were
relevant and adapted to the audience.
( ) Citation of Sources (5)
Cited all sources as appropriate, with
citations delivered when the content
from sources was shared. Gave
credibility information for sources.
( ) Transitions (5)
Effectively used creative and interesting
internal previews, transitions, and
internal summaries at appropriate times
( _) Verbal Communication (10)
Used correct language; defined terms as
needed; made frequent use of creative
and interesting language techniques. No
use of non-words, or slang. Excellent
volume, pronunciation and articulation.
( ) Nonverbal Communication (10)
Excellent eye contact, gestures,
purposeful movement, posture and
facial expressions to make the speech
more interesting and to more effectively
communicate your message.

( ) Transitions (4)
Provided some transitions. Most were
adequate; some weak. Internal previews
and internal summaries were used.
( ) Verbal Communication (8-9)
Used correct language; defined most
terms as needed; used a few interesting
language techniques to keep speech
interesting; used few non-words. Volume,
articulation and pronunciation were fine.
( ) Nonverbal Communication (8-9)
Good eye contact, gestures, purposeful
movement, posture and facial
expressions. Some of these could have
been better, but overall your non-verbal
communication aided speech delivery.

( ) Citation of Sources (0-1)
Did not cite any sources, or cited them
at the end of the speech, rather than as
the information from the source was
being given during the speech.
( ) Transitions (0-1)
Failed to provide transitions, internal
previews or internal summaries. Did not
indicate movement from point to point.
( ) Verbal Communication (0-3)
Used excessive jargon and slang. Did
not use creative language techniques.
Needed to raise volume and articulate
more clearly.
( ) Nonverbal Communication (0-3)
Need significant improvement in nonverbal communication, including eye
contact, gestures, posture, facial
expressions, etc. See reverse side for
specific suggestions.
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( ) Visual Aids (5)
Visual Aids were colorful, creative &
easy to see; you managed them well to
help audience understand and enjoy the
speech. Visuals were very interesting.
( ) Other (10)

( ) Visual Aids (4)
Most of your visual aids aided speech
retention or understanding. They were
large enough to see easily, you handled
them effectively. Could be more creative.
( ) Other (8-9)

( ) Visual Aids (3)
You made minimal use of visual aids, but
met requirements of the assignment. Make
them more colorful or creative. You had
difficulty managing their use.
( ) Other (6-7)

( _) Visual Aids (2)
You had a visual aid but it did not help
us understand or enjoy the speech.
Practice with the visual aid so you can
manage its use more comfortably.
( ) Other (4-5)

( ) Visual Aids (0-1)
You failed to use a visual aid, or the item
you had for us to see did not help us
understand or enjoy the speech.
(

) Other (0-3)
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Appendix 26: Mortgage Worksheet
Mortgage Worksheet
Name:
You work a job with an annual salary of $50,000. You want to buy a house with a down payment of 20%. Go online to find
a property that you can afford and interest rates for mortgages. When you show work, write down the formula used then
plug in numbers. Write legibly, use complete sentences, and use correct spellings and punctuation. For online sources,
give the full URL and print off a copy of the page sourced. Round to the nearest cent.
1. Find how much you make per month. Show work.

2. Find out how much you can afford per month for a mortgage. Show work.

3. Why is the answer to question 2 reasonable? Explain.

4. Interest rate and how many years the mortgage is for:
5. Online source:
6. House price:
7. Yearly property taxes on house:
8. Online source for 4 and 5:
9. Find the monthly property taxes on house. Show work.

10. Assume an insurance rate of 1% of the house price per year. Find the yearly insurance. Show work:

11. Find the monthly insurance on the house. Show work:
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12. Down payment on house. Show work:

13. List 3 assumptions that you make about this purchase. After each, explain why the assumption is important.
A.

B.

C.

14. Amount of house price (#6) that will be mortgaged. Show work:

15. Monthly mortgage payment. Show work:

16. Find the PITI (monthly payments, including mortgage, taxes, and insurance). Show work:

17. Find the total amount paid over the life of the mortgage, using the principal and interest only. Include the down
payment. Show work:

18. Find the total interest on mortgage. Show work:

_
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19. Is the PITI reasonable and sustainable, given your salary? Explain:
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Appendix 27: Math Quantitative Literacy Rubric
Math 103 Mortgage Project – Rubric

Interpretation

Excellent (4)

Above Average (3)

Below Average (2)

Insufficient (1)

Listed sources. Listed appropriate
values for 2, 3, and 5.

Listed sources. Out of 2, 3, and 5, found
appropriate values for at least 2 of
them.

Listed values AND sources for 2 – 6.

Listed only values OR sources
for questions 2 – 6.

Had the correct formula for every
computation question

Had at least 5 correct formulas.

Listed formulas for every question AND
had at least 2 correct formulas.

Did not list formulas for every
question. Had one or fewer
formulas correct.

Plugged in values correctly into every
problem AND got every question
correct.

Plugged in values correctly into at least
5 problems AND got at least 5 questions
correct.

Plugged in values correctly into
formulas for at least 3 problems AND
got at least 3 question correct.

Plugged in values correctly for
at least one problem AND got at
least 1 question correct.

Correct answers. Had a mortgage less
than or equal to 28% of monthly
earnings. Discussed both tax AND
insurance.

Correct answers. Had a mortgage less
than or equal to 28% of monthly
earnings. Discussed tax OR insurance
but not both.

Correct answers. Had a mortgage
between 28% and 33% of monthly
earnings. Discussed tax OR insurance.

Had a house that could be
afforded (less than 33% of
monthly earnings), but no
explanation.

Found mortgage that was 28% or less.
Assumed the money for a down
payment was available.

Found reasonable monthly mortgage
for #1 (less than 33%). Assumed the
money for a down payment was
available.

Provided correct values for #1. Had a
mortgage less than 33% of monthly
salary. No assumption for #9

Provided correct value for #1,
but no explanations.

Legible. Complete sentences, good
grammar/punctuation. A discussion of
sustainability on #15.

Legible. Complete sentences, good
grammar/punctuation.

Legible. Mostly complete sentences,
good grammar/punctuation.

Provided correct numbers, but
no explanations. Legible.

2–6
Representation
7, 8, 10 – 14
Calculation
7, 8, 10 – 14

Analysis
15

Assumptions
1, 9

Communication
1, 9, 15

Add up points for every row. 0 is an option if lowest level is not achieved. Total points possible: 24. Success standard overall: 17 points (about 70%) for 70% of
students. Also to be broken down: 70% of students receive a 3 or higher on each row.
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Appendix 28: Math – Calculating Mortgage, Short Answer
MATH 103, Mathematics and Its Applications, Fall 2014

Exam #1

Name
Instructions for #1 – 5: Show all of your work. This means that you must write down the formulas that
you use and show how you use them to arrive at your answers. Write legibly, use complete sentences,
and use correct spelling and punctuation. Round to the nearest cent.
The Smiths found a house selling for $114,500. They are requesting a conventional loan from the local
bank. The bank is currently requiring a 15% down payment.
1. Determine the Smiths’ down payment.

2. Determine the monthly mortgage payment (principal and interest) for a 25-year loan if the
interest rate is 4.5%.

3. Determine the total amount that the Smiths will pay for their house over the life of the
mortgage.

4. If the taxes on the house are $1200 per year, and the insurance on the house is $756 per year,
determine the PITI (monthly payments, including mortgage, taxes, and insurance).

5. List 3 assumptions made.

6. Are the monthly payments reasonable and sustainable, given that the Smiths’ monthly income is
$2350? Explain. (Hint: Find the maximum monthly payment that the Smiths can afford.)
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Appendix 29: 5-Question Rubric
Rubric: MATH 103 Exam #1 Assessment Exercises #1 - 5

Representation

Excellent (4)

Above Average (3)

Below Average (2)

Insufficient (1)

Had the correct formula for
every computation question

Had at least 3 correct formulas.

Listed formulas for every
question AND had at least 2
correct formulas.

Did not list formulas for every
question. Had one or fewer
formulas correct.

Plugged in values correctly into
every problem AND got every
question correct.

Plugged in values correctly into
at least 3 problems AND got at
least 3 questions correct.

Plugged in values correctly into
formulas for at least 2 problems
AND got at least 2 questions
correct.

Plugged in values correctly for
at least one problem AND got
at least 1 question correct.

Correct answer where the
student determined a maximum
monthly payment that was less
than or equal to 28% of monthly
earnings. Discussed both tax
AND insurance.

Correct answer where the
student determined a maximum
monthly payment that was less
than or equal to 28% of monthly
earnings. Discussed tax OR
insurance but not both.

Correct answer where the
student determined a maximum
monthly payment that was
between 28% and 33% of
monthly earnings. Discussed tax
OR insurance.

Correct answer where the
student determined a
maximum monthly payment
that was less than 33%, but no
explanation.

Found maximum monthly
payment that was 28% or less.
Assumed the money for a down
payment was available.

Found reasonable monthly
mortgage for #5 (less than 33%).
Assumed the money for a down
payment was available.

Provided correct values. Had a
mortgage less than 33% of
monthly salary. No assumption
for #1

Provided correct values, but no
explanations.

Legible. Complete sentences,
good grammar/punctuation. A
discussion of sustainability.

Legible. Complete sentences,
good grammar/punctuation.

Legible. Mostly complete
sentences, good
grammar/punctuation.

Provided correct numbers, but
no explanations. Legible.

1–5
Calculation
1–5

Analysis
5

Assumptions
1, 5

Communication
1, 5

Add up points for every row. 0 is an option if lowest level is not achieved. Total points possible: 20. Success standard overall: 14 points (70%) for 70% of
students. Also to be broken down: 70% of students receive a 3 or higher on each row.
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Appendix 30: Library Quiz

TEST ON USE OF LIBRARY - ENGLISH COMPOSITION I – TEST A (rev. 1-2014)
NOTE: This test is based upon the Shake Library unit you should have completed by now.
1. Of the print reference books you used in your library exercises, which one should you use if you want
to find background information on World War I?
A.
B.
C.
D.

The African American Almanac
World Book Encyclopedia
Oxford English Dictionary
None of the above.

2. In which of the print reference books would you most likely find biographical information about
American jazz musicians?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Indiana Business Directory
Encyclopedia of the Mind
The African American Almanac
Dictionary of Forensic Science

3. If you need to find an article discussing the topic dyslexia, which of the following sources should you
turn to?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Dictionary of Forensic Science
American Heritage College Dictionary
The Encyclopedia of the Mind
None of the above.

4. What type of print reference book would you consult to find contact information for an agency or
institution?
A.
B.
C.
D.

General Encyclopedia
Subject Dictionary
Almanac
Directory

5. You use OneVU Discovery Tool to find the following:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Books
eBooks
Periodical Articles
All of the above
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6. When using OneVU’s Discovery Tool, you can narrow your search results by:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Books only
Specific years
Periodical articles only
All of the Above

7. Some of the special features of OneVU Discovery Tool include:
A.
B.
C.
D.

MLA and APA citation generator.
Ability to search by title, author, subject, and keyword.
Locate books, ebooks, DVDs, periodical articles, and CDs.
All of the above.

8. Which print resource would you consult to find a bicycle shop in Evansville, Indiana?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Dictionary of Forensic Science
World Book Encyclopedia
The African American Almanac
Indiana Business Directory

9. The VU Library web page allows you to locate the following:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Ebooks (electronic books)
Magazine, newspaper and journal articles.
Printed books housed in the VU library.
All of the above

10. Academic Search Premier is a database that students can use:
A.
B.
C.
D.

To find courses available at Vincennes University
As a spell-checker to correct term paper errors
To locate scholarly journal articles
All of the above

11. Your professor has given you an assignment to write an essay about the subject of youth gangs and
you need to find information published in magazines and journal articles. Which of the following library
resources would you consult?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Opposing Viewpoints in Context
Gale Virtual Reference Library
Oxford English Dictionary on the VU Libraries Home Page.
All of the above
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12. To locate an electronic reference book, which of the following VU Libraries resources should you
search?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Academic Search Premier
Oxford English Dictionary
Gale Virtual Reference Library
A print source in the library’s Reference Collection.

13. Databases offer limiters to help you manage your search results. You can limit your results by:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Full Text Documents
Publication Date
Source Type (Scholarly Journals, Magazine Articles, Newspapers, etc.)
All of the Above

14. Most of the library’s databases offer tools to help you keep track of the sources you find. Which of
these tools are usually available?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Email Articles
Cite Articles
Print Articles
All of the Above

15. You can access the library’s databases and eBooks from off-campus by:
A.
B.
C.
D.

The library’s website
You can only access them from on-campus
Logging into MyVU and clicking the VU Libraries link
Creating an account

16. Why is Wikipedia considered unreliable for academic research?
A.
B.
C.
D.

Because it is a website
Because its articles can be edited by anyone with computer access
Because its articles are always full of incorrect information
All of the above

17. The Oxford English Dictionary (OED) is a good resource to use when searching for:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Definitions of words
The language a word originally was derived from
Historical usage of a word
All of the above
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18. The VU Library’s databases can be found by using:
A.
B.
C.
D.

The World Book Encyclopedia
The Databases A-Z list on the VU Library website
American Heritage College Dictionary
Email

19. Opposing Viewpoints in Context can be used to find:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Journal Articles
Pro and Con Viewpoints on Controversial Issues
Magazine Articles
All of the Above

20. Which of the following is considered the least reliable research source for academic writing?
A.
B.
C.
D.

The OneVU Discovery Tool.
Electronic databases such as Academic Search Premier and the ProQuest Research Library.
Reference Books in the Library's Reference Collection.
Wikipedia.com
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Appendix 31: Speaking Intensive Course Designation Form
To propose a Speaking Intensive course, please provide the following information:

Speaking Intensive (SI) Course Designation Proposal Form
Course Number and Section(s)

Course Title

Semester/Year

Note: A speaking intensive course reinforces the speaking skills beyond the normal classroom
discussion.
1. In what ways will you use speaking experiences to help students learn the content of the course?

2. A minimum of one structured speech assignment must be used that requires students to present
prepared material in front of an audience.
a. What speech assignment(s) will your students be asked to deliver? Please describe the
assignment(s) thoroughly or attach an assignment description.

b. What preparation is involved for the student prior to delivering the speech?

c. Who is the audience for the presentation(s)?

3. The total speaking time for one or a combination of multiple speeches will be a minimum of 710 minutes. Provide the time range for each speech your students are required to deliver.
Make sure the minimum total time reaches at least 7 minutes. The maximum total time may
exceed 10 minutes.
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4. Please attach the rubric you will use to grade the student presentation(s). The structured
presentation(s) must be evaluated with the following considerations:
a. Having a clear organization, with an introduction, body, and conclusion.
b. Presenting main points in a logical manner.
c. Supporting claims with documented evidence from outside sources. How many
outside sources are your students required to use?
d. Delivering the speech using appropriate speaking styles that suit the message, purpose,
and context.
e. Using nonverbal cues which are appropriate to the verbal message.

5. The speaking assignment(s) determine at least 10 % of the course grade. What percentage of the
course grade will be determined by your speaking presentations?

Please attach your syllabus that delineates the amount of points for the assignments in your class.

Submitted by

_
Signature of Instructor

Phone

Date

Signature of Communication Department Chair

Phone

Date

Dept. Approval

General Education Committee Approval
Date
Revised Spring 2015
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Appendix 32: Speaking Intensive Rubric

SPEAKING INTENSIVE COURSE RUBRIC
Speaking Rubric

Introduction

Body

Conclusion

Verbal
Communication

Non-Verbal
Communication

Excellent

Good

Interesting, attention-grabbing opening
leading to a clear indication of the
speech purpose; includes a preview of
the main points to be covered, the
speaker’s point of view and a
credibility statement, if needed.

Opening was informative but not
interesting; speech purpose was clearly
indicated and central idea was clear,
but a preview of main points was not
given; speaker’s credibility on the
subject was provided.

Presents main points in a logical
manner, with appropriate transitions
between points, uses adequate
evidence or supporting material to
reinforce main points and correct
citation and effective incorporation of
sources when appropriate.

Presents main points in a mostly
logical manner. Some revision of
organization and transitions may be
needed. Some main points need more
supporting materials. Source citation
needs to be more precise and/or better
incorporated.

Signals the conclusion and gives a
clear, concise summary of the main
points from the body ending with an
strong final statement, and, if it is a
persuasive presentation, ends with a
clear call to action

Adequate

Limited

Opening did not gain the attention of
the audience; speech purpose was
clearly indicated; central idea (thesis
statement) was weak; no preview of
main points was given; speaker did not
establish personal credibility on the
topic.
Order of main points is difficult to
follow, few transitions. Limited
supporting materials presented. Not all
sources cited or are inadequately cited.

No introductory comments were given;
speech purpose was not clear and the
speaker did not provide a central idea
(thesis statement) for the audience;
speaker did not establish credibility on
the subject.

Signals the conclusion; gives a brief
review of the main points from the
body of the speech; ends with a clear
closing statement.

Signals the conclusion, does not review
or summarize the main points from the
body. Closing statement is abrupt or
inconclusive.

Fails to signal the conclusion; offers
no review of the main points from the
body; ending is abrupt with no
discernible closing statement.

Articulates clearly and pronounces all
words correctly; uses correct grammar
with creative and interesting language
techniques; avoids non-word “fillers”
and slang; defines “jargon” terms, as
needed.

A few errors in articulation,
pronunciation or grammar usage;
language is acceptable, mostly
concrete terms used with a few
language techniques used; some nonwords, slang and/or jargon used.

Presentation is coherent but contains
multiple language errors; too many
abstract words; some meanings are
unclear and technical “jargon” terms are
not defined.

Presentation is not coherent; lacks a
clear organizational pattern; many
grammar errors are present; language
is not vivid, interesting or appropriate.

Voice is pleasant, with variety in pitch,
rate and volume; gestures are
appropriate; dress and overall
appearance is appropriate for the
occasion; makes consistent eye contact
with the audience and uses creative
visual aids.

Voice is pleasant, should have more
variety in pitch, rate and volume;
gestures were minimal but acceptable;
appearance is appropriate for the
occasion; eye contact is lacking with
parts of audience; useful visual aids.

Voice lacks variety in pitch, rate and
volume, with too much of a reading or
memorized sound; borders on
monotone; nervous movements or weak
gestures; eye contact is inconsistent;
visual aids do not help retention of
ideas.

Voice is irritating, boring or lacking
variety in pitch, rate or volume.
Gestures are missing; dress is
distracting and inappropriate for a
presentation; eye contact is needed; no
visual aids are used.

Main points are not coherent, no
transitions. No supporting materials
are presented. Sources are not cited.
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Appendix 33: Writing-Reading Intensive Designation Form
Writing-Reading Intensive (WR) Course Designation Proposal Form

To propose a Writing-Reading Intensive course, please provide the following information:

Course Number and Section(s)

Course Title

Semester/Year

2. Writing-Reading courses require that at least 30% of the course grade be determined by written
work. What percentage of the student’s grade will be determined by written work in this course?

3. What types of writing will you use to help students learn the content of the course? Please identify
the percentage for which each writing assignment will account for in the course grade.

4. At least one writing assignment requires students to use and document outside sources in their
writing. What assignment will require students to use and document outside sources?

5. Describe how you will help students with their writing (e.g. providing feedback on a rough draft,
requiring conferences, sample papers, sample essay exams, demonstrating techniques for drafting
and revising).

6. Approximately how many words exclusive of drafts are expected? If the course includes multiple
assignments to meet the requirements, please provide the expected word counts for each
assignment.
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Please attach your syllabus that delineates the amount of points for the assignments in your class.

Submitted by

Signature of Instructor

Phone

Date

Phone

Date

Dept. Approval

Signature of English Department Chair

General Education Committee Approval

Date
Revised: March 2015
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Appendix 34: Written Communication Rubric

Written Communications Rubric*
Exemplary
4

Acceptable

Marginal
2

Poor
1

Demonstrates awareness of context,
audience, purpose, and to the assigned
tasks(s) (e.g., begins to show awareness of
audience's perceptions and assumptions).

Demonstrates minimal attention to
context, audience, purpose, and to
the assigned tasks(s) (e.g.,
expectation of instructor or self as
audience).

3
Context of and Purpose for Writing
Includes considerations of audience,
purpose, and the circumstances
surrounding the writing task(s).

Demonstrates a thorough understanding
of context, audience, and purpose that is
responsive to the assigned task(s) and
focuses all elements of the work.

Demonstrates adequate consideration of
context, audience, and purpose and a clear
focus on the assigned task(s) (e.g., the task
aligns with audience, purpose, and context).

Content Development

Uses appropriate, relevant, and
compelling content to illustrate mastery
of the subject, conveying the writer's
understanding, and shaping the whole
work.

Uses appropriate, relevant, and compelling Uses appropriate and relevant content to
Uses appropriate and relevant
content to explore ideas within the context develop and explore ideas through most of content to develop simple ideas in
of the discipline and shape the whole work. the work.
some parts of the work.

Genre and Disciplinary Conventions
Formal and informal rules inherent in
the expectations for writing in
particular forms and/or academic fields
(please see glossary).

Demonstrates detailed attention to and
successful execution of a wide range of
conventions particular to a specific
discipline and/or writing task (s)
including organization, content,
presentation, formatting, and stylistic
choices

Demonstrates consistent use of important
conventions particular to a specific
discipline and/or writing task(s), including
organization, content, presentation, and
stylistic choices

Follows expectations appropriate to a
specific discipline and/or writing task(s)
for basic organization, content, and
presentation

Attempts to use a consistent
system for basic organization and
presentation.

Sources and Evidence

Demonstrates skillful use of high-quality,
credible, relevant sources to develop
ideas that are appropriate for the
discipline and genre of the writing

Demonstrates consistent use of credible,
relevant sources to support ideas that are
situated within the discipline and genre of
the writing.

Demonstrates an attempt to use credible
and/or relevant sources to support ideas
that are appropriate for the discipline and
genre of the writing.

Demonstrates an attempt to use
sources to support ideas in the
writing.

Control of Syntax and Mechanics

Uses graceful language that skillfully
Uses straightforward language that
Uses language that generally conveys
communicates meaning to readers with
generally conveys meaning to readers. The meaning to readers with clarity, although
clarity and fluency, and is virtually error- language in the portfolio has few errors.
writing may include some errors.
free.

Uses language that sometimes
impedes meaning because of
errors in usage.

*Excerpted with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. Copyright 2010 by the
Association of American Colleges and Universities.
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Appendix 35: CAAC Minutes – Intensive Approvals
Minutes of the Meeting of
the
Curriculum and Academic
Affairs Committee
For Vincennes University
November 20, 2014
3:30 p.m., LRC 167
Members Present:
Dean Ackerman
Sarah Alderfer
Jill Alsman
James Bruce
Elain Dahl
Cara Gilmore
William Gollmitzer
Lisa Hempfling
Chuck Johnson
Gretchen Keller
Jennifer Lee
Lou Ann Lindsey
Eric Margerum
Anna Miller
Lisa Miller
Joan Puckett
Nancy Riggs
Steve Riggs
Bill Rump
Jana Vieck
Andy Wagner
Paul Wilder
John Wolf
Ex-Officio Members
Present:
Sarah Alderfer
Angela Bright
Mike Gress
Laurel Smith

Members absent:
Steve Black
David Cockerham
Jason Fithian
Dean Hall
Alan Johnson
Robert Nora
Ex-Officio Members
Absent:
Chad Bebee
Susan Brocksmith
Beverly Burch
Gail Eskew
Don Kaufman
Becky Little
Phil Rath
David Tucker
Lynn White
Guests present:
Shanni Simmons
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Provost Johnson chaired the meeting and Sherril Carter recorded the minutes.
Minutes of the meeting of October 30, 2014, were approved on motion by Dean Eric Margerum and
second by Interim Dean Joan Puckett.
Unfinished Business
Action Items
General Education/UCC Committee Proposal UCC-3, 2015-16
Motion was made by Professor Gretchen Keller and second by Professor Lisa Miller to approve the
General Education/UCC Committee curriculum proposal to revise the description and designations of
intensive courses to combine reading with writing. A concern was expressed in reference to item II, D,
1, d “Written work will determine at least thirty percent of the course grade.” Professor Sarah Alderfer
noted that the 30% designation is a revision from 40% that had previously been cited in the catalog.
Provost Johnson also responded that this is a university requirement verifying student achievement of
writing and communication skills. The committee agreed to move the last sentence in item “II, D, 1, d”
to item “II, D, 1, c” as suggested and to remove the word “outside” from the last sentence in item “II, D,
1, c.” Following discussion, the proposal was approved as amended, with abstentions from Professors
Elain Dahl and Andy Wagner. Approved curriculum follows.

Writing-Reading, and Speaking Intensive Requirements
All B.A., B.S., A.A., A.S., and A.S.C.T. programs at Vincennes University include writing-reading (WR), and
speaking (S) intensive courses. They are designated within the course descriptions and programs. The
writing-reading, and speaking intensive requirements for graduation are met under the following
conditions:
•
•

the student must demonstrate college level proficiency in reading;
the student must complete all intensive course assignments and receive a C or better in an
intensive course; and
• the student who transfers into a B.A./B.S. program must complete the Capstone course with a C
or better.
It is recommended that students complete benchmark courses before an intensive course is taken:
• ENGL 101 or 112 completed before a Writing-Reading (WR) intensive course
• COMM 143 or 148 completed before a Speaking (S) intensive course
I.

READING
A.
1.
2.
3.
4.
B.

In order to demonstrate college level proficiency in reading, the student should:
summarize material accurately and concisely;
interpret subject matter literally and inferentially;
seek and acquire vocabulary through reading; and
seek and understand subject matter pertinent to his or her career.

Criteria for Demonstrating Achievement in Reading for the A.A., A.S., and A.S.C.T.
Core:
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1.

2.

3.

4.

II.

Each student who is a candidate for the A.A., A.S., or A.S.C.T. degree must
demonstrate achievement in reading by satisfying the conditions of either
Criterion No. 1, or Criterion No. 2.
The conditions of Criterion No. 1 are:
a.
Placement scores require no developmental/remedial reading upon initial
matriculation; and
The conditions of Criterion No. 2 are:
a.
Placement scores require developmental/remedial reading upon initial
placement; and
b.
Earn a C or better in READ 009, READ 011, READ 103, OR READ 104 and
demonstrate college level reading on a standardized reading test; and
If and only if, the student has attempted and failed to satisfy the conditions of
Criterion No. 1 or No. 2, and student chooses not to repeat those steps, he or
she may demonstrate advanced college level reading proficiency by achieving a
CPT Reading score of 84 or higher prior to graduation.

WRITING
A.
In order to demonstrate college-level proficiency in writing, the student should:
1.
write a document showing a clear purpose, effective organization, adequate
supporting details, and using a mechanically correct style;
2.
critically analyze and evaluate his or her own and others' writing;
3.
appropriately incorporate ideas from outside sources into his or her own words
with proper credit given;
4.
be able to write a personal resume.
B.
Criteria for Demonstrating Achievement in Writing for the A.A. and A.S. Transfer Core:
1.
Each student who is a candidate for either the A.A. or A.S. degree must
demonstrate achievement in writing by satisfying the conditions of Criterion No.
1. If the student fails to meet these conditions, he/she may then attempt to
meet the conditions of Criterion No. 2.
2.
The conditions of Criterion No. 1 are:
a.
Earn a C or better in ENGL 101 and
b.
Earn a passing grade in one of the following: ENGL 102, ENGL 107, ENGL
108, ENGL 109, or ENGL 205 and
c.
Earn a C or better in a course approved and designated as a WritingReading Intensive course.
- or d.
Earn a C or better in ENGL 112 and
e.
Earn a C or better in a course approved and designated as a WritingReading Intensive course.
3.
The conditions of Criterion No. 2 may be met if and only if a student has
attempted, but not completed Criterion No. 1 successfully. Criterion No. 2 is as
follows: If the student has failed to earn a C or better in any of the approved
Writing-Reading Intensive courses in his or her major or in the liberal education
core and chooses not to repeat that approach, then, prior to graduation, the
student must pass a writing test administered by the English Department.
C.
Criteria for Demonstrating Achievement in Writing for the A.S.C.T. Core:
1.
Each student who is a candidate for the A.S.C.T. degree must demonstrate
achievement in writing by meeting the following criteria:
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a.
b.

D.

Earn a C or better in ENGL 101 or ENGL 112, and
Earn a C or better in an approved Writing-Reading Intensive course either
in his or her major or the liberal education core, or
c.
If the student fails to earn a C or better in an approved Writing-Reading
Intensive course and chooses not to attempt that approach again, then
the student must, prior to graduation, pass a writing test administered by
the English Department.
Criteria for Approval as a Writing-Reading Intensive Course.
1. While it is assumed that students will most often select a Writing-Reading
Intensive course within their majors, courses identified as meeting the Liberal
Education component may also qualify as Writing-Reading Intensive. For a
course to be designated as a Writing-Reading Intensive course, the following
criteria must be met:
a.
The course uses writing as one of its tools to promote the learning of
course materials.
b.
Assignments involving writing should be given throughout the semester
and regular feedback given to the students on ways to improve their
writing. At least one of the writing assignments should require a rough
draft submitted for comment and returned before the final draft is
expected.
c.
It is assumed that instructors will identify, in their syllabi, writing
objectives such as the type of writing expected, the number of writing
assignments, and the percentage of the grade to be determined by each
writing assignment. Individual writing assignments may vary in scope and
length according to the needs of the major or the course. The type of
assignment should be determined by the type of writing required for
success in advanced study or in the profession. Research papers,
summaries, essay exams, lab reports, journals, and other appropriate
writing forms may all be used. A minimum of 2000 words, exclusive of
rough drafts, for the entire course is expected. At least one writing
assignment must require students to use and document sources in their
writing.
d.
Writing, as described in D.1.c, above, should be a significant part of the
overall course grade. "Significant" is intended to mean one of the
following options: (1) Written work will determine at least thirty percent
of the course grade. (2) If written work will count some percentage less
than thirty percent, then with revisions, all written work must achieve a
passing grade. In the case of option 2, failure to complete writing
assignments with an average grade of C or higher will result in failure of
the course.
e.
Instructors will provide students with criteria used to evaluate their
writing. Such criteria must reflect the standards of the profession or
discipline.
f.
Instructors will provide assistance to students to help them with their
writing – and/or direct them to the resources available on campus to
provide additional assistance. This assistance might include the following:
sample papers that meet the requirement; group activities that give
students feedback on their writing; requiring outlines or rough drafts that
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are returned with comments before the paper is completed; tutorials in
the lab; and individual conferences.
III.

SPEAKING
A.
In order to demonstrate college-level proficiency in speaking, the student should:
1.
Use appropriate organization or logical sequencing, including an introduction,
body, and conclusion, to deliver an oral presentation;
2.
Use verbal and nonverbal communication appropriate to the diverse audiences
and contexts for the course being taught.
3.
Actively listen and critically evaluate an oral message;
4.
Provide credible and relevant evidence to support an oral argument.
B.
Criteria for Demonstrating Achievement in Speaking for the A.A., A.S., or A.S.C.T. Core:
1.
Each student who is a candidate for the A.A., A.S., or A.S.C. T. degree must
demonstrate achievement in speaking by satisfying the conditions of Criterion
No. 1 and Criterion No. 2.
2.
The conditions of Criterion No. 1 are: Earn a C or better in COMM 143 or
COMM 148.
3.
The conditions of Criterion No. 2 are: Earn a C or better in an approved Speaking
Intensive course.
4.
If, and only if, the student has attempted and failed to meet the conditions of
Criterion 2 and chooses not to attempt that approach again, then prior to
graduation, the student must pass at a seventy percent level, a Speech
Comprehension test administered by the Communication Department and
deliver and receive a C or better on a 7-10 minute informative speech on a topic
directly related to his/her major area of study.
C.
Criteria for Approval as a Speaking Intensive Course.
1.
It is preferred that students select a Speaking Intensive course within their
majors; however, courses identified as meeting the Liberal Education
component may also qualify as Speaking Intensive. A Speaking Intensive course
reinforces the speaking skills beyond the normal classroom discussion. For a
course to be designated as a Speaking Intensive course, the following criteria
must be met:
a.
The course uses speaking as one of its tools to promote learning of course
materials.
b.
A minimum of one structured speech assignment must be used that
requires students to present prepared material in front of an audience.
c.
The total speaking time for one or a combination of multiple speeches will
be a minimum of 7-10 minutes.
d.
The structured presentation(s) will be evaluated in the following ways:
1.
Having a clear organization, with an introduction, body, and
conclusion.
2.
Presenting main points in a logical manner.
3.
Supporting claims with documented evidence from outside sources.
4.
Delivering the speech using appropriate speaking styles that suit the
message, purpose, and context.
5.
Using nonverbal cues which are appropriate to the verbal message.
e.
Instructors will provide students with criteria used to evaluate their
speaking.
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f.

The speaking assignment(s) will determine at least 10 percent of the
course grade.
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Appendix 36: Ben Davis Workshop Participants

Assessment Workshop – September 30 at BDU
BREAKOUT ROOM 1
Sarah Alderfer/Laurel Smith/Matt Norman
ENGL 101
Kevin O’Day (BDU)
Amanda Purcell (Lburg)
Shannon Echenauer (EAU)
Josh Daugherty (CG)
Angela Barnard (WHS)

LITR 100
Kevin O’Day (BDU)
Amanda Purcell (Lburg)
JOUR 216
Amanda Purcell (Lburg)
BREAKOUT ROOM 2
Rick Kribs
MATH 102
Rod Chandler (BDU)
Stephanie Wagler (Lburg)
Brian Johnson (EAU)
Drew Garrison (CG)

BREAKOUT ROOM 3
Karen Braselton
COMM 143
Kris Owens (BDU)
Scott Killion (BDU)
Shannon Echenauer (EAU)
Kathleen Kersey (CG)

BREAKOUT ROOM 4
Rene LaMontagna
BIOL 100
Robbie Foote (BDU)
BIOL 101
Angela Schmidt (Lburg)
Charee Bennett (EAU)
Brenda Stallman (WHS)

BIOL 111/112
Charee Bennett (EAU)
ERTH 100
James McAdams (CG)
BREAKOUT ROOM 5
Mike Gress and Chad Bebee
ARTT 110
Jenny Doyle (BDU)
Tina Magee (Lburg)
Rick Jones (CG)
BREAKOUT ROOM 6
Steve Gregory
FREN 101-203
Christine Myers (WHS)
SPAN 101-203
EJ Jzar (BDU)
Jillian Markus (BDU)
Evelyn Santiogo (Lburg)
Laura Schilling (WHS)
BREAKOUT ROOM 7
Hope Clausman/Rob Evans/Kristal Shick
PSYC 142
Susan Hoereth (BDU)
SOCL 151
Brianne Winston (BDU)
Barndon Lorton (Lburg)
HIST 139/140
Susan Zipperle (WHS)
Barndon Lorton (Lburg)
ECON 100
Barb Pittner (Lburg)
POLS 111
Barb Pittner (Lburg)
Eric Howe (CG)
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Appendix 37: Blackboard Online Instructor Training Modules

VU Blackboard On-line Instructor Training Course
Description: The VU Blackboard On-line Instructor Training Course is designed to give VU faculty a
comprehensive Blackboard training course. Faculty will work as students through twelve modules to
complete training assignments in their own project site. They will learn from a student perspective how
to develop a course and teach in an online environment. The course curriculum will include Blackboard
skills, instructional design tips, classroom management techniques and technologies to help include rich
multimedia content in their online courses. Faculty will receive a certificate upon successfully
completing this course. This course does have closed caption on all videos.
Major Course Objective: The course is designed to provide faculty with the knowledge and skills to
deliver quality online instruction through the VU Blackboard system.
Topics and Learning Outcomes:
Module One: Blackboard Introduction (estimated time to complete 1 ½ hours)
After completing module one you will:
•
have identified some of your Blackboard skills strengths and weakness.
•
have navigated through the course menus
•
have checked your personal information, password and email in Blackboard.
•
have requested course creations and know where to request copies and populations from the
CTL website.
•
have posted to the discussion board as a student.
•
have downloaded and uploaded a document through the assignment link as a student.
•
have posted your module reflection to the Blackboard journal.
Module Two: Getting Started with Blackboard (estimated time to complete 2 hours)
After completing module two you will:
•
have used edit mode.
•
added and moved homepage modules.
•
created and changed menu buttons.
•
created and added a banner to the course.
•
added your profile/contact information with picture to the course.
•
created an announcement.
Module Three: Adding and Modifying Content (estimated time to complete 3 1/2 hours)
After completing module three you will:
•
have created items and folders and understand the difference.
•
have uploaded a syllabus to the course.
•
have created a course schedule from a template and uploaded it to the training course.
•
have saved your word document as a PDF formatted document.
•
have edited an embedded file.
•
have copied and pasted content without bringing hidden code into Blackboard.
•
be able to list several course design best practices for formatting and displaying content.
•
be able to explain what a course cartridge is, and the good and bad about them.
•
have added publisher content to your training site.
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•
•
•
•

have turned on statistic tracking for your content.
have created a lesson plan.
have added textbook information.
have added a YouTube mashup to your course.

Module Four: Creating and Adding Audio and Images (estimated time to complete 2 ½ hours)
After completing module four you will:
•
have added external web links to your course.
•
have created a simple audio file and uploaded it to your course.
•
have added an image to your course.
•
have added an image to your course using the Flickr Photo Mashup
Module Five: Creating and Adding Video, Screencasts and Presentation Slides (estimated time to
complete 2 ½ hours)
After completing module four you will:
•
have created and added a screencast video to your course.
•
have added a PowerPoint to your course..
•
have created a link in your course to a video from Films On-Demand database.
Module Six: Discussion Boards, Wikis, Blogs and Journals (estimated time to complete 3 hours)
After completing module five you will:
•
have created a discussion board forum and thread in your training course.
•
have replied in two different ways to a forum.
•
have graded two discussion forums.
•
be able to list at least three discussion board best practices.
•
have contributed to a Blackboard wiki.
•
have created a Blackboard wiki in your training course.
•
have contributed to a Blackboard blog.
•
have created a blog in your training course
•
have created a journal in your training course.
Module Seven: Assignments, SafeAssign, Rubrics and Outcomes Alignment (estimated time to complete
3 hours)
After completing module six you will:
•
have created and placed an assignment link in your training site.
•
have created and placed a SafeAssign link in your training site.
•
have graded student assignment submissions.
•
have downloaded an assignment submission to your computer.
•
have created a rubric using the rubric feature in Blackboard.
•
have graded and given feedback for an assignment from within the grading rubric.
•
have aligned your program outcomes to assignments in your training site.
•
have run an outcomes report.
Module Eight: Creating and Delivering On-line Tests (estimated time to complete 2 ½ hours)
After completing module seven you will:
•
have created a test on Blackboard using multiple question types
•
have deployed and set test options
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•
•
•
•
•

have built a pool and created a test using random block
have used the auto regrade feature
have created a survey using the Blackboard survey feature
have exported and imported a test/survey
be able to describe formative assessment stratigies

Module Nine: The Grade Center (estimated time to complete 1 hours)
After completing module eight you will:
•
have navigated through the gradebook features
•
have created manual columns
•
have graded assignments and given feedback
•
have used the column organization feature
•
have setup a grading schema
•
have viewed grade history
•
have setup color coding for failing grades
•
have created a smartview
•
have download the gradebook to your computer
Module Ten: Groups, Archiving, Adaptive Release, Early Warning, and Moving Content (estimated time
to complete 1 hours)
After completing module nine you will:
•
have created three groups and placed students into them
•
have run course reports
•
have created a course archive for backup
•
have setup an adaptive release
•
have edited a rule in the retention center
•
have moved content in a course and be able to describe how to move it to another course
Module Eleven: Blackboard Collaborate (estimated time to complete 1 ½ hours)
After completing module ten you will:
•
setup a Collaborate session in your training site
•
moderate and recorded a session performing the tasks from the Collaborate Skills List.
Module Twelve: Distance Education Module (estimated time to complete 1 hours)
Instructors who are teaching Distance Education courses on Blackboard need to complete this module in
addition to all the other modules. After completing module eleven you will:
•
have identified the ten required elements in an online course
•
have read the directions on how to post grades in MyVU
•
have read the directions on when to drop a course, requesting an extension, seeking disability
accommodations, and filing a student dispute
•
have accessed the VU course syllabus and outline templates
•
recall how to identify and order textbooks
•
have created a student orientation using Bb Collaborate
•
have filled out the Distance Education Required Course Elements
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Appendix 38: MSC Project - Sample Sizes by Institution & State

Sum of Number of Submissions
Row Labels
CT
Central Connecticut State University
Eastern Connecticut State University
Manchester Community College
Naugatuck Valley Community College
Southern Connecticut State University
Three Rivers Community College - Connecticut
Western Connecticut State University
IN
Ball State University
Indiana University Bloomington
Ivy Tech Community College of Indiana
Purdue University Calumet
Purdue University North Central
Vincennes University
KY
Bluegrass Community and Technical College
Hazard Community and Technical College
University of Kentucky
MA
Berkshire Community College
Bristol Community College
Cape Cod Community College
Fitchburg State University
Framingham State University

Column Labels
Critical
Thinking

Quantitative

Written

Literacy

Communication

Grand Total

184
119
30

361
78
5
25
59
69
90
35
175

488
86
47
88
52
76
86
53
367

1,033
283
82
113
111
180
176
88
737

44
18

54
88
37
58
54
76
111

98
106
47
130
106
250
356
93
28
235
1,590
80
108
83
99
300

35

195

10
47
39
99
6

25
13
75
239
58

552

181
402

35
22
54
636

25
48
27
43
100

9
27
32
9
100

46
33
24
47
100

6
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Holyoke Community College
Massasoit Community College
Middlesex Community College
Mount Wachusett Community College
North Shore Community College
Northern Essex Community College
Quinsigamond Community College
University of Massachusetts Lowell
Worcester State University
MN
Century College
Hibbing Community College
Inver Hills Community College
Itasca Community College
Minneapolis Community and Technical College
Minnesota State Community and Technical College
Minnesota West Community and Technical College
North Hennepin Community College
Vermilion Community College
MO
Ozarks Technical Community College
Southeast Missouri State University
Truman State University
University of Central Missouri
OR
Chemeketa Community College
Oregon Institute of Technology
Oregon State University
Portland Community College
Southwestern Oregon Community College

21
16
38
12
39
55
25
53
50
360

22
9
33
25
26
27
23
40
20

25
36
40
31
35
71
25
78
45

356

423

1,139

43

77
41
324
80
261
83
96
147
30
687
87
242
278
80
579

64
16
206
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34
13
112
39
95
49
45
22
14
235

28
64
95
19
63

45
93
89
19
231

14
85
94
42
285

28
87
41
90
34

68
61
111
68
100
153
73
171
115

125
76
51
61

23

135
79

40

17

78
85
24
75
23

213
187
24
132
23
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RI

122

86

208

109
91
74
78
2,484

108
81
52
78
2,950

301
172
126
156
7,084

U
Salt Lake Community College
Snow College
University of Utah
Utah State University
Grand Total

84

1,650
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Appendix 39: Student Rating of Instruction Questions
Survey Preview
PSYC courses—all numbers—for Spring 2015 pilot

DIRECTIONS: VU values student feedback on the impact of each course you take and your success.
Please let us know your thoughts on this course. Results will be used to improve instruction and
course content.

To what extent do you agree with the following
statements?
1.

The instructor clearly explains concepts.

2.

The instructor grades consistently with evaluation
criteria.
The feedback I have received on my work has
enhanced my learning.
The classroom activities and/or discussion improved
my learning in this class.
The assignments in this course have enabled me to
improve my skills and/or my thinking.

3.
4.
5.
6.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

It is important to attend this class.

7.

I have felt encouraged to ask questions or express
my point of view in this class.
8. The instructor is available to me outside of class: for
example, office hours, email, phone.
9. I have been concerned about being unprepared for
this class.
10. I have worked harder than I thought I could meet
my instructor's standards and expectations.

QUESTIONS for COMMENT (Open ended)
11. What has been the best part of this course?

12. Is there some part of this course that could be improved or enhanced?

13. Please add comments that you have about course and/or the instructor.

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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Appendix 40: Advisory Committee Survey
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Appendix 41: Sample of Advisory Committee Survey Results

Advisory Committee Survey Results
College of Business and Convergent Technologies
Electronic Media
All Committees Responding - August 1, 2014 - October 30, 2014
(Q1) MARKET DEMAND
Please select the statement that best describes the market demand for graduates of this program. Use your own judgment and observations.
Response Count
There is ample opportunity in this occupation for all viable trained graduates.
Graduates should be placed within a reasonable time. This is a stable or growth occupation.
Graduates should be placed within a reasonable time if they expand their search and are prepared to relocate.

1
4

Employment is tight right now, but it should improve.
This is a declining occupation, and placement will continue to be a problem in this local area.
Graduates of this program will have difficulty finding jobs without further education. The school should reconsider this type of
training.
Total

5

(Q2) PROGRAM OUTCOMES

Select the statement which best describes your knowledge and understanding of the accuracy and validity of the outcomes taught in the program. Validity
means that the outcomes being taught in the program address real job requirements in the occupation for which training is being offered.
Outcomes match employment needs nearly perfectly.
There is a general match, but revision work is needed.
There are many job requirements not being covered by the program outcomes.
I do not think the outcomes list has much validity.
I am not aware of any outcomes list being used in the program.

Response Count
3
2

Total

5
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(Q3) WHAT ARE THE STRENGTHS OF THE PROGRAM?
A hands on approach, allowing the students to learn and mature in 2 years and be a valuable employee. Learn by doing.
Dedicated faculty and Staff Solid facilities Small size affords opportunity to move quick Those teaching and working the radio and TV facilities are
well trained and committed
Hands On, Qualified Faculty, Adequate Facilities, Solid Alumni Base
Hands on experience experienced professors adjunct professors younger faculty equipment and technology is excellent
Conscientious teachers and advisors are aware of the changing scenery of the industry and have been willing to change in order to be effective with
the students.

(Q4) WHAT ARE THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT?
Making sure that the program is informing the students of all the different jobs available to them within the field and adjacent career fields
Getting more cooperation from other departments with similar programs on campus Trying not to cram too much into a course Possibly deciding on
2-3 focus areas and developing them strongly At the risk of them losing some FTE there seems to be other campus programs doing similar training and
in 2014 and beyond multiple skill sets means departments coming together
Student recruitment, engagement of alumni, partnerships with 4-year institutions
Recruit more form area high schools that have broadcast departments. Get the word out more among high schools about the hands on experience
provided in the program.
Facing reality within the industry. Staying on top of the changing times and guiding students to the forward thinking of their program. Department
heads are sensitive to what needs to change and that is such a positive sign for the future.
(Q5) PROGRAM BENEFITS
Select the response you feel best completes this statement: "The program has great value to the community because it ..."
Provides trained employees for community businesses & industries.
Provides essential workplace attitudes and occupational skills to its graduates.
Is an essential program for advancement into other occupations.
The program has little benefit to the community.

Response Count
2
3

Total

5

252

(Q6) EQUIPMENT
Select the statement which best describes the condition of the equipment of the program:
The equipment is current with the requirements of the workplace.
The equipment is acceptable for the requirements of the workplace, but needs to be updated.
The program is sliding backward because of a lack of appropriate equipment.
I cannot make a judgment about the equipment at this time.

Response Count
2
1
1
Total

4

(Q7) ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS
Please select the statement(s) describing the way the program advisory committee functions:
Response Count
The committee functions as it should.

4

The advisory committee membership should be expanded and enhanced.
The advisory committee should have more opportunity to provide curriculum and program suggestions.
The advisory committee should meet more often.
The role of the advisory committee should be reexamined.
Total

4

(Q8) SUGGESTIONS FOR HOW THIS ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S ROLE IN ENHANCING PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS CAN BE IMPROVED:
Initially I think a few more conf calls based on specialties to focus on 3-4 course or a given area of study It is a good group with really good
representation and it is clear members are committed
Need more alumni engagement; While curriculum revision is important, student recruitment appears to be a critical need and curriculum is a minor
factor in this process, so is the focus on the correct programmatic aspect?
Try and have members of the advisory committee to speak with the students to give them more real world examples.
Stay aware of the need for more industry input. Cast a larger net perhaps to find others in the biz to bring in more input from those in the biz
currently.
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(Q9) WHAT ARE THE STRENGTHS OF THIS COMMITTEE?
There seems to be a vast range of professions represented - bringing knowledge from different fields.
High quality, experienced, committed membership
We are widely varied from various years with experience in many different related fields.
We're out in the working world and the department seems open to new and innovative ideas.

(Q10) ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS USING A SCALE OF 1-5 (SHOWN
BELOW):

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutr
al

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

(a) Being a member of this committee has kept me informed
of program goals and activities.

2

2

(b) I am aware of the student learning outcomes (educational
competencies) graduates of this program are expected to
have achieved.

3

(c) This advisory committee was requested to review program
offerings.

3

(d) Job placement and future employment opportunities were
discussed during advisory committee meetings.

1

% of Responses
Total

Agree

Neutral

1

5

80%

20%

2

5

60%

40%

1

4

100%

3

4

100%

(Q11) GENERAL COMMENTS
I think this is a great use of one of the University's largest resources, its graduates.
It is a program with incredible potential in Indiana and developing some focal points will help along with opening serious dialogue with other
campus departments about cross listing courses and or using courses as electives in various majors
Honored to have a voice in the future of this program. VU was the best part of my learning years in college.. Thanks.

Disagree
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Advisory Committee Members Responding
Total Members
Respondents (1-online/4-mobile)
Response Rate

13
5
38.
5%

(BCT) Members Responding
Electronic
Media
Electronic
Media
Electronic
Media
Electronic
Media
Electronic
Media

Scott Uecker

Indiana Broadcasters
Association
University of
Indianapolis

Gene Kuntz

WITZ Radio

Johnny George
Maggie
Hendrickson

JGC Inc.

Joe Misiewicz

Willow Marketing
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Appendix 42: Email - Campus Quality Survey Focus Groups
Email Heading: Campus Quality Survey Focus Groups To—
All at Vincennes, Jasper and Indianapolis Campuses
Welcome back for the Spring 2013 semester. I hope you are rejuvenated and ready to help students
succeed.
A number of you have been randomly selected to participate in a Campus Quality Survey Focus Group
meeting. You should have received a letter from me if you have been selected. Please follow the
instructions in the letter to confirm your participation.
The purpose of the Focus Group discussions is to clarify the results from the 2012 Campus Quality
Survey and help guide VU’s selection of improvement projects. This work is essential activity for an
AQIP institution and for future portfolios, action projects, and strategic planning.
I am asking area supervisors to release employees from their normal duties during the focus group
meeting period. The sessions should last a maximum of two hours.
For those not selected for participation, you should know that the focus groups will consist of an equal
number of individuals from all three employ groups identified on the survey: staff, professional staff,
and faculty. Five different groups will meet between Jan. 24 and Feb. 1. Each group will be asked to
discuss the same questions, addressing issues identified in the Campus Quality Survey summary. The
summary can be found on MyVU under the “Employee” tab. A generalized summary of the discussions
will be distributed after all the groups have met.
Thank you in advance for your participation and support of the process, and I wish you the best on the
upcoming semester and throughout 2013.
Dick
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Appendix 43: CQS Focus Group Summary
Focus Group Summary—Based on Notes
Mike Gress, 3.2.13
1. What did you think of the Campus Quality Survey?
Faculty:
• Long and somewhat redundant
• Good to do, but something must come of it
• Some issues with survey fatigue
Prof. Staff:
• Long and some could not remember it
• Good to do, like some done in the past
• Relevance of some questions questioned by one
Staff:
• Good idea, and people are hopeful that it will produce results
• Long
2. What has been your experience with Professional Development at VU?
Faculty:
• Some faculty feel like there are plenty of opportunities
• Need more funding to pay for discipline-specific funding; too little funding or money goes to few
• Time away from class, organizing coverage of classes makes it difficult
Prof. Staff:
• Some departments have opportunities and are encouraged to participate; others do not feel like
they have opportunities
• Time and supervisors that do not want people away from their desk are obstacles
• Campus offerings—mixed feelings; some think it is not relevant
Staff:
• Not much available
• No time away from work to do it
• What is offered is not usually relevant
3. How does VU recognize employees for meritorious service?
Faculty:
• Most faculty think of only Meritorious Service Award and Bust Your Buns
• Most likely to be recognized by a Dean, but that is uneven
• Meritorious service is likely to get you more work
• Not much recognition of University committee work
• Many faculty discussed merit raises; felt like the raises were fairly standard and not much
opportunity for recognizing real differences in effort; merit pay is meaningless
• Needs to be an award for teaching
Prof. Staff:
• Most staff think of only Meritorious Service Award and Bust Your Buns
• More “pats on the back” would help; some supervisors only criticize; not much recognition from
some supervisors or departments; others are better at recognizing and pointing out positive
efforts and supporting department members
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•
•
Staff:
•

•

Expectations for recognition are not clear
Evaluation process is not consistent and often does not make a difference
Like faculty and prof. staff, some supervisors and departments recognize extra effort and others
do not. One member pointed out that the department used to have “employee of the month”
but stopped
Also like faculty and staff, questions about how merit is recognized in the evaluation process
and whether there is really merit pay

4. How would you characterize your opportunities at VU for employee training?
Faculty:
• Some find little training is available, but many noted that deans and other staff try to help each
other
• A need for training to reduce sending students to someone else
• Time for training is a problem—not enough
• Often, new expectations are introduced, but no or little training is offered regarding the
expectations
• Multiple faculty noted that they are unsure of what goes on in administrative offices and
sometimes the services seem problematic, as issues are not taken care of
• More training on academic advising is needed
• New faculty are not made aware of all the offices and services; difficult to help students
• Modularized training for procedures and services offered might help
Prof. Staff:
• Prof. Staff often feel unprepared and must learn as they go, but one office has a map of required
learning and a system to check new employee progress
• People don’t like to “pass the buck” in dealing with students or duties
• Time is an issue—can’t get away from duties
• Concern expressed about adjunct faculty not knowing information
• Employee tab on MyVU offers information, but sometimes staff don’t know about it or how to
access it
• Defining and being clear about what people need to know would help
Staff:
• Little training is available; often staff feel like they are given a job and “thrown to the wolves”
• Training offered on campus is not relevant to their jobs
• A need for guides or cheat sheets to help new people get on board
• Limited training on new technology before being expected to use
• Too much passing students around and people feeling like “it’s not my job”
• A big problem with high rates of employee turnover, in part due to lack of training and being
discouraged
5. How important would you say it is for employees to be trained in customer service?
Faculty:
• Customer service training is important and more is needed
• Sometimes poor customer service is due to lack of training, especially for new faculty: advising
or knowledge of offices and services, so people hand students off to others; modules or
handouts might be used
• Something like Survey Dig should be used for more than faculty evaluation
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• Lack of time and staffing cause customer service issues
• Questions about “who is responsible”—calling prospective students
Prof. Staff:
• Customer service training is important and more is needed; people need to understand needs of
audience and should not be allowed to slip over time
• Some departments are doing a good job
• Some service issues are attributable to the students poor skills, sense of responsibility
• “Secret Shoppers” might help
• Turnover and limited training on tools needed to serve students hurts quality of service
• Specific guidelines for all personnel, guiding actions, would help; info. might be added under
Employee Tab on MyVU
• Human Resources used to provide training, but it has stopped
Staff:
• Customer Service and training is very important and more is needed
• Some areas and personnel are better than others in terms of customer service
6. How would you characterize job morale at VU?
Faculty:
• Morale is often a matter of the individual—who is negative and who is not
• Morale is often a matter of the supervisor and recognition; some supervisors bring it down
• Evaluation process is flawed and hurts morale
• Increasing number of expectations, too little time for teaching or personal life, causing problems
• Compensation is not appropriate for increasing duties
Prof. Staff:
• Leadership and staff camaraderie make a difference
• Leadership needs to be supportive, recognize effort and success, and help staff work through
issues constructively
• Leaders need to be positive motivators and have a sense of humor
• Time to socialize and relax would help morale
• No evaluation from supervisor—hurts morale; evaluations can offer constructive help and
improve feeling of success and worth
• Time demands and limited salary hurt morale; salary inequities hurt morale
Staff:
• Evaluation is not occurring; one employee said one time in 10 years
• Evaluations completed, but no review or discussion about work
• Issue of limited manpower and increasing duties hurts morale
• Many staff are working overtime, and now new Kronos system doesn’t allow for comp. time
7. How effective is communication between departments?
Faculty:
• Some faculty think communication and cooperation between departments is a problem; some
think it is not
• There is a problem with information about different departments not being clear; phone calls
won’t always solve the problems and creates “run around” for students
• Processes, such as whether the nurses office issues excuses, change and make work to adjust
and know how to handle situations
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•

Certain key administrative offices seem to create communications issues as they are slow to
respond or don’t at all
• More and more information is “on-line” and not as available or easy to find as it used to be
• Many decisions feel like they are rushed or made by a few, with little explanation
• One faculty member said teams have been developed in his/her division, which has helped
communication/understanding
• Making sure people have enough time to hear what is going on is important
Prof. Staff:
• Everyone has responsibility to help reduce communications barriers and help students make
connections and meet needs
• Poor communications are often the result of people with limited time
• Using technology will be part of the solution to poor communication
• There is a wall on 2nd Street
• While the “top” people talk to each other, they too seldom talk to those below them
• New people have a hard time knowing all the connections and services offered; many
communications issues go back to lack of training
Staff:
• Some staff recognize that communications issue cause students to be run around
• Suggestion for hotline or dedicated backlines that might facilitate speedy phone solutions
• Lack of training causes confusion, especially in understaffed offices where people give poor
information
• Turnover is bad and so limited understanding of new employees hurts communication
• Need more training for new people
• Communications from the top down are a problem
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Appendix 44: CQS Improvement Projects

Campus Quality Survey Follow-up Projects (7/30/13)
The analysis of the Campus Quality Survey results and the Focus Group discussions indicated that VU
might strengthen the institutional climate by addressing the following issues:
• Greater access to professional development, especially for staff
• Additional focus on customer service, especially in front-line offices
• Additional opportunities and more supportive systems for recognition
• Improved communications, especially between units and offices
The following activities represent an initial effort to address these areas of greatest concern. At the end
of the 2013-14 academic year, faculty and staff will be asked to participate in an internal survey or focus
groups so they can give feedback on these projects and to measure the projects’ impact on the campus
climate. In early Spring 2015, VU will again administer the Campus Quality Survey to measure the
impact of projects and compare results with the 2012 survey results.
1. Revision of the professional development process. The new process will have more
transparency than current process with a broader set of individuals deciding who receives
professional development funds. The plan will include a policy for funding continuing education.
The goal will be to have a recommendation for the new guidelines and policy by October of the
Fall 2013 semester . The Provost will oversee this effort.
2. Addition of a Professional Development Committee that will recommend on-site professional
development and training. The broad-based group will work from the ground up, but will also
facilitate training/development that meets top-down needs. The committee will be fully
transparent, will use surveys and focus groups to identify needs, and will collect feedback on
activities in order to determine the success and continuing needs of the campus. The Provost
will organize this committee in early fall 2013 so that it can begin to identify desired themes and
needs for faculty and staff during the remainder of the 2013-14 academic year.
3. Customer service training, especially for front-line staff. The Provost will identify a “Kathleen
Gabriel-type” external speaker who will present an extended workshop to staff; faculty will be
welcome to attend. This training workshop will be offered in January, prior to the return of
students.
4. Supervisor training for all supervisors who do evaluations. The CQS and focus groups revealed
that faculty and staff perceive unevenness in the evaluation process, and they often feel that
their work is unappreciated or that a pat-on-the-back would go a long way in boosting a collegial
spirit on campus. The Provost will identify a speaker for an extended, mandatory workshop that
will focus on creating a more coherent and constructive evaluation process and the
development of other processes for recognizing individual effort and encouraging a positive,
collegial environment.
5. Creation of an email suggestion box to identify campus improvements, especially student
success and inter-office communications and cooperation. This suggestion box will be managed
by an identified controller (Nancy Irwin?) who will provide a response to senders, letting them
know that their suggestion was received and directed to the appropriate person. The Provost
will be responsible for finalizing the process, which might include some sort of recognition or
small financial compensation for suggestions that lead to institutional improvements. The
process should encourage employees to make suggestions that include both a narrative of the
problem and suggestions for improving the situation.
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Appendix 45: CCSSE Agreement Letter
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Appendix 46: CCSSE High Impact Practices Report
VU’s CCSSE and CCFSSE Results—High Impact Practices
Comparisons with Other Institutions, Questions, and Observations
What follows are VU’s student responses to questions that the Community College Survey of Student
Engagement (CCSSE) regards as “high impact practices.” Student responses are followed by faculty
responses to parallel questions taken from the Community College Faculty Survey of Student
Engagement. The faculty questions ask about their support for or participation in high impact practices.
Studies performed by the CCSSE suggest these practices lead to higher levels of student engagement
and retention. This report is organized to follow the order of high impact practices described in the
CCSSE report, “A Matter of Degrees.” VU student results are taken from the CCSSE “Promising
Practices” reports, which compare VU student responses to those of other “Extra Large Institutions”;
these institutions have an IPEDS headcount enrollment of 15,000+. Student results are also compared
to results from “Promising Practice Institutions,” institutions of any size that included the “Promising
Practices” questions as part of the questionnaire distributed to students and faculty during the 20122013 academic year. VU’s results are not included in the average for other “Promising Practices
Institutions.”
CCSSE and CCFSSE Results:
1. Academic Goal Setting and Planning: “Before the end of my first term at this college, an
advisor helped me develop an academic plan (a personalized plan with a defined sequence of
courses for completing a college certificate or degree and/or for transferring to a 4-year
college or university).” (Promising Practices Question #16)
VU: 52.6% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 42.7% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 45.8% Yes
“How often do you use academic advising/planning at this college?”
VU Students: 18.2% “Often”; 48% “Sometimes”; 27% “Rarely/Never”; 6.8% “Don’t know/NA”
“How often do you use career counseling at this college?”
VU Students: 3.5% “Often”; 15.4% “Sometimes”; 55.3% “Rarely/Never”; 25.8%: “Don’t
know/NA”
“In your experiences at this college during the current year, about how often have you talked
about career plans with an instructor or advisor?”
VU Students: 7.5% “Very often”; 21.5% “Often”; 44.4% “Sometimes”; 26.5% “Never”
VU CCFSSE: “How much do you incorporate the use of academic advising/planning services
into your selected course section?”
Part-time: 11.1% “Often”; 33.3% “Sometimes; 38.9% “Rarely/Never”
Full-time: 28.9 “Often”; 29.6 “Sometimes”; 30.8% “Rarely/Never”
“How often do you refer students to academic advising/planning?” Parttime: 23.7% “Often”; 47.4% “Sometimes”; 21.1% “Rarely/Never”
Full-time: 45.3% “Often”; 42.8% “Sometimes”; 8.2% “Rarely/Never”
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“How important do you believe academic advising/planning is to students at this college?”
100% of both part and full-time: “Very” or “Somewhat”
“How often do you incorporate the use of career counseling services into your selected course
section?”
Part-time: 13.2% “Often”; 31.6% “Sometimes”; 47.4% “Rarely/Never”
Full-time: 30.2% “Often”; 32.1% “Sometimes”; 28.3% “Rarely/Never”
“How often do you refer students to career counseling?”
Part-time: 5.3% “Often”; 39.5% “Sometimes”; 39.5% “Rarely/Never”
Full-time: 15% “Often”; 52.5% “Sometimes”; 27.5% “Rarely/Never”
“How important to do you believe career counseling is to students at this college?”
100% of both part and full-time: “Very” or “Somewhat”
2. Orientation: “I took part in an online orientation, I attended an on-campus orientation prior to
the beginning of classes, or I enrolled in an orientation course as part of my course schedule
during my first term at this college.” (Promising Practices Question #2)
VU: 74.9% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 58.8% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 61.5% Yes
“I was not aware of a college orientation”
VU: 8.2%
Ex. Large Insts: 23.3%

Promising Practice Insts: 19.6%

“I was unable to participate in orientation due to scheduling or other issues.”
VU: 16.9%
Ex. Large Insts: 17.9%
Promising Practice Insts: 18.8%
“While attending this college, have you done, are you doing or do you plan to do a college
orientation program or course?”
VU Students: 68.7% “I have not done, nor plan to do”; 14.4% “I plan to do”; 20.4% I have done”
VU CCFSSE: “During the current academic year at this college, have you taught or facilitated
college orientation?”
Part-time: 4 (9.1%) “Yes”
Full-time: 28 (16.7%) “Yes”
“During the current academic year at this college, have you advised/referred students into
college orientation?”
Part-time: 3 (6.8%) “Yes”
Full-time: 75 (44.6%) “Yes”
“How important is it to you that students participate in a college orientation program or
course when appropriate.”
Part-time: 38.1% “Very important”; 50% “Somewhat important”; 11.9% “Not important”
Full-time: 38.1% “Very important”; 47.5% “Somewhat important; 14.4% “Not important”
3. Accelerated or Fast-Track Developmental Education: “During my first term at this college, I
participated in one or more accelerated course/fast-track programs to help me move through
developmental/basic skills/college prep requirements more quickly.” (Promise Practices
Question #6)
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VU: 17.4% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 22.2% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 21.8% Yes
VU CCFSSE: “During the current academic term at this college, have you taught or facilitated
an accelerated course or a fast-track program?”
Part-time: 3 (6.8%) “Yes”
Full-time: 17 (10.1%) “Yes”
4. First Year Experience: “During my first term at this college, I participated in a structured
experience for new students (sometimes called a ‘freshman seminar’ or ‘first-yearexperience’).” (Promising Practices Question #3)
VU: 41.1% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 26.1% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 29.7% Yes
VU CCFSSE: “During the current academic year at this college, have you taught or facilitated a
structured experience for new students (sometimes called a ‘freshman seminar’ or ‘first-year
experience’)?”
Part-time: 5 (11.4%) “Yes”
Full-time: 26 (15.5%) “Yes”
“During the current academic year at this college, have you advised/referred students into a
structured experience for new students (sometimes called a ‘freshman seminar’ or ‘first-year
experience’)?”
Part-time: 4 (9.1%) “Yes”
Full-time: 36 (21.4) “Yes”
5. Student Success Course: “During my first term at this college, I enrolled in a student success
course (such as a student development, extended orientation, student life skills, or college
success course).” (Promising Practices Question #5)
VU: 17.3% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 26.1% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 25.6% Yes
“While attending this college, have you taken, are you taking, or do you plan to take a study
skills course?”
VU Students: 16.6% “I have done”; 12.7% “I plan to do”; 70.7% “I have not done, nor I plan to
do”
VU CCFSSE: “During the current academic year at this college, have you taught or facilitated a
student success course (such as a student development, extended orientation, study skills,
student life skills, or college success course)?”
Part-time: 9.1% “Yes”
Full-time: 9.5% “Yes”
“During the current academic year at this college, have you advised/referred students into a
student success course (such as a student development, extended orientation, study skills,
student life skills, or college success course)?”
Part-time: 1 (2.3%) “Yes”
Full-time: 22 (13.1%) “Yes”
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“How important is it to you that students participate in study skills courses when
appropriate?”
Part-time: 57.1% “Very important”; 38.1% “Somewhat important”; 4.8% “Not important”
Full-time: 48.4% “Very important”; 44.7% “Somewhat important”; 6.8% “Not important”
6. Learning Communities: “During my first term at this college, I enrolled in an organized
“learning community” (two or more courses that a group of students take together).”
(Promising Practices Question #4)
VU: 11.8% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 13.6% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 15% Yes
“While attending this college, have you done, are you doing, or do you plan to do an organized
learning community?”
VU Students: 10.3% “I have done”; 14.4% “I plan to”; 75.3% “I have not done, nor do I plan to
do”
VU CCFSSE: “During the current academic year at this college, have you taught or facilitated an
organized ‘learning community’ (two or more courses that a group of students take
together)?”
Part-time: 5 (11.4%) “Yes”
Full-time: 17 (10.1%) “Yes”
“During the current academic year at this college, have you advised/referred students into an
organized ‘learning community’ (two or more courses that a group of students take
together?”
Part-time: 3 (6.8%) “Yes”
Full-time: 16 (9.5%) “Yes”
“How important is it to you that students participate in organized learning communities when
appropriate?”
Part-time: 31% “Very important”; 54.8% “Somewhat important”; 14.3% “Not important”
Full-time: 18.5% “Very important; 58% “Somewhat important”; 23.5% “Not important”
7. Experiential Learning Beyond the Classroom: “I have done an internship, field experience, coop, or clinical assignment while attending this college.” (Main Survey Question #8a)
VU: 21.6% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 13% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 15.5% Yes
“While attending this college, have you done, are you doing, or do you plan to do an
internship, field experience, co-op experience, or clinical assignment?”
VU Students: 21.6% “I have done”; 42.5% “I plan to do”; 35.8% “I have not done, nor plan to do”
“In your experience at this college during the current year, about how often have you
participated in a community-based project as a part of a regular course?”
VU Students: 2.5% “Very often”; 4.5% “Often”; 23.3% “Sometimes”; 69.8% “Never”
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VU CCFSSE: “In your selected course section, do you require students to be involved in an
internship, apprenticeship, clinical placement, or other “hands on” learning experience
beyond the classroom?”
Part-time: 13.2% “Yes”
Full-time: 12.7% “Yes”
“In your selected course section, do you require students to be involved in service learning
(community service as part of a regular college course)?”
Part-time: 8.1% “Yes”
Full-time: 6.4%“Yes”
“How important is it to you that students participate in an internship, field experience, co-op
experience, or clinical assignment when appropriate?”
Part-time: 47.6% “Very important”; 40.5% “Somewhat important; 11.9% “Not important”
Full-time: 58.4% “Very important”; 36.6% “Somewhat important”; 5% “Not important”
8. Tutoring: “During the current academic year, I participated in tutoring provided by this
college.” (Promising Practices Question #19)
VU: 71.8% Never
Ex. Large Insts: 71.8% Never
Promising Practice Insts: 73.4% Never
“How often do you use peer or other tutoring at this college?”
VU Students: 8.3% “Often”; 18% “Sometimes”; 47% “Rarely/Never”; 26.8% “Don’t know/NA”
“How important is peer or other tutoring to you at this college?”
VU Students: 32.1% “Very”; 38.2% “Somewhat”; 29.7% “Not at all”
“How often do you use skills labs (writing, math, etc) at this college?
VU Students: 17.4% “Often”; 23.8% “Sometimes”; 36.2% “Rarely/Never”; 22.6% “Don’t
know/NA”
“How important are skills labs (writing, math, etc) to you at this college?
VU Students: 41.3% “Very”; 35.6% “Somewhat”; 23.2% “Not at all”
VU CCFSSE: “How often do you refer students to peer or other tutoring?”
Part-time: 34% “Often”; 34% “Sometimes”; 21.1% “Rarely or Never”
Full-time: 50% “Often”; 39.4% “Sometimes”; 9.4% “Rarely or Never”
“How important do you believe peer or other tutoring is to students at this college? Parttime: 73.7% “Very”; 26.3% “Somewhat”
Full-time: 74.1% “Very”; 25.3% “Somewhat”; 0.6% “Not at all”
“How often to you refer students to skill labs (writing, math, etc.)?” Parttime: 28.9% “Often”; 42.1% “Sometimes”; 26.3% “Rarely or Never”
Full-time: 48.4% “Often”; 35.8% “Sometimes”; 11.9% “Rarely or Never”
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“How important do you believe skills labs (writing, math, etc) are to students at this college?”
Part-time: 76.9% “Very”; 23.1% “Somewhat”
Full-time: 75.8% “Very”; 23.6% “Somewhat”; 0.6% “Not at all”
9. Supplemental Instruction: “During the current academic year at this college, I participated in
supplemental instruction/supplemental learning (extra class sessions with the instructor or an
experienced student).” (Promising Practices Question #20)
VU: 76.3% Never
Ex. Large Insts: 79.7% Never
Promising Practice Insts: 79.9% Never
VU CCFSSE: “In your selected course section, is supplemental instruction (extra class session
with an instructor or experienced student) available to students?”
Part-time: 42.1%: “Yes”
Full-time: 50.6%: “Yes”
For faculty answering “Yes” above: “In your selected course section, do you require students
to be involved in supplemental instruction (extra class session with an instructor or
experienced student)?”
Part-time: 87.5% “No, participation is optional”; 6.3% “Yes, for some students depending on
academic performance”; 6.3% “Yes, for all students”
Full-time: 76.9% “No, participation is optional”; 12.8% “Yes, for some students depending on
academic performance”; 10.3% “Yes, for all students”
For faculty answering “Yes” to original question: “In your selected course section, which of the
following modalities have you employed for providing that supplemental instruction?”
Part-time: 93.8% “Face-to-face interaction”
Full-time: 96.2% “Face-to-face interaction”
10. Assessment and Placement:
A. “I became aware that I was required to take a placement test (ACCUPLACER, ASSET,
COMPASS, etc.) at this college.” (Promising Practices Question #9)
Length of time prior to taking the test:
VU: 47.8% 1 month+ Ex. Large Insts: 45.9% 1 month+Promising Pract. Insts: 43.9% 1 month+
18.9% 1-4 weeks
15.9% 1-4 weeks
15.8% 1-4 weeks
7.4% 1-6 days
7.8% 1-6 days
7.7% 1-6 days
12.8% Same day I took the test
8.7% Same day
9.0% Same day
13.1% NA/Didn’t take test
21.6% NA/Didn’t take
23.7% NA/Didn’t take
B. “Before enrolling in this college, I prepared for this college’s placement test (ACCUPLACER,
ASSET, COMPASS, etc.).” (Promising Practices Question #11)
VU: 63.8% No
Ex. Large Insts: 48.1% No
Promising Practice Insts: 47.9% No
C. “While I was in high school, besides taking the SAT or ACT, I completed this college’s
placement test (ACCUPLACER, ASSET, COMPASS, etc) to assess my skills in reading,
writing, or math.” (Promising Practices Question #10)
VU: 30.2% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 28.2% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 27.8% Yes
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11. Class Attendance: “During the current term at this college, all of my instructors clearly
explained a class attendance policy that specified how many classes I could miss without
penalty.” (Promising Practices Question #7)
VU: 78.1% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 76.4% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 75.8% Yes
“In your experience at this college during the current school year, about how often have you
skipped class?”
VU Students: 3.9% “Very often”; 4.5% “Often”; 49.8% “Sometimes”; 41.8% “Never”
VU CCFSSE: “For your selected course section, do you have a course attendance policy that
specifies the adverse impact on students’ grades for missing class?”
Part-time: 92.1% “Yes”
Full-time: 88.6% “Yes”
For faculty answering “Yes”: “In which of the following ways, if any, have you communicated
the attendance policy to the students in your selected course section? (Mark all that apply.)”
Part-time: 80% “I’ve orally explained the policy to my students”; 91.4% “I’ve included the policy
on the course syllabus”; 31.4% “I’ve posted the policy on a website, blog, etc”; 2.9% “I had
students sign the syllabus or attendance policy as a contract or mutual understanding of
expectations”
Full-time: 94.3% “I’ve orally explained the policy to my students”; 97.1% “I’ve included the
policy on the course syllabus”; 35.7% “I’ve posted the policy on a website, blog, etc”; 17.9% “I
had students sign the syllabus or attendance policy as a contract or mutual understanding of
expectations”
For faculty answering “Yes”: “What is the nature of the adverse impact on students’ grades for
missing class (not assignments or deadlines) in your selected course section? (Mark all that
apply.)”
Part-time: 62.9% “Attendance is tied to a participation score or grade”; 8.6% “I deduct a given
number of points from the final grade for each missed class”; 5.7%: “I deduct a given number of
points after a preset number of classes have been missed”; 20% “Other”
Full-time: 63.6% “Attendance is tied to a participation score or grade”; 17.1% “I deduct a given
number of points from the final grade for each missed class”; 10% “I deduct a given number of
points after a preset number of classes have been missed”; 30% “Other”
“How often do students in your selected course section skip class?”
Part-time: 11.6% “Don’t know”; 7.0% “Never”; 62.8% “Sometimes”; 16.3% “Often”; 2.3% “Very
often”
Full-time: 2.4% “Don’t know”; 8.4% “Never”; 72.9% “Sometimes”; 12% “Often”; 4.2% “Very
often”
12. Alert and Intervention: Among students who indicate they are struggling: “Someone at this
college contacts me if I am struggling with my studies to help me get the assistance I need.”
(Promising Practices Question #17) Especially important as sign of engagement for entering
students; see SENSE results on p.32, A Matter of Degrees.
VU: 53.8% No
Ex. Large Insts: 54% No
Promising Practice Insts: 48.2% No
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13. Registration before Classes Begin: “During the current term at this college, I completed
registration before the first class session(s).” (Promising Practices Question #1) (See discussion
of this question on p. 6, A Matter of Degrees)
VU: 87.6% Yes
Ex. Large Insts: 87.1% Yes
Promising Practice Insts: 89.5% Yes
VU CCFSSE: “During the current term at this college, about what percentage of the students in
your selected course section registered after the first class session?
Part-time: 40.5% “None”; 48.6% “1-10%”; 5.4% “11-25%”; 5.4% “More than 50%
Full-time: 52.8% “None”; 44% “1-10%”; 0.6% “11-25%; 0.6% “26-50%; 1.9% “More than 50%”

Gap Summary:
The gap summary below is a consideration of “possible” strengths and weaknesses, in light of the gap
between VU’s student responses and the average of student responses at Extra Large Institutions and
those at Promising Practices institutions. The strengths and weaknesses are described as “possible” for
many reasons; for instance, VU might question why students responded as they did, and because
despite a positive gap, VU and all other institutions might hope for higher than current levels of
engagement.
1. Student responses to High Impact Practices for which VU’s results indicate a possible strength
(a gap greater than 2%) when VU is compared to both Extra Large and Promising Practice
Institutions:
A. #1: Academic Goal Setting and Planning, for response “Yes”—VU results are 9.9% greater
than Extra Large Institutions (ELI’s) and 6.8% greater than Promising Practices Institutions
(PPI’s)
B. #2: Orientation, for response “Yes”—VU results are 16.1% greater than ELI’s and 13.4%
greater than PPI’s)
C. #4: First Year Experience, for response “Yes”—VU results are 15% greater than ELI’s and
11.4% greater than PPI’s
D. #7: Experiential Learning Beyond the Classroom, for response “Yes”—VU results are 8.6%
greater than ELI’s and 6.1% greater than PPI’s
E. #10, A: Awareness of Need to Take Placement Exam, for response “1 month+”—VU results
are 2.1% greater than ELI’s and 3.9% greater than PPI’s
F. #10, C: Completed Placement While in High School, for response “Yes”—VU results are 2%
greater than ELI’s and 2.6% greater than PPI’s
2. Student responses to High Impact Practices for which VU’s results indicate a possible
weakness (a gap greater than 2%) when VU is compared to both Extra Large and Promising
Practice Institutions:
A. #3: Accelerated or Fast-Track Developmental Education, for response “Yes”—VU results are
4.8% less than ELI’s and 4.4% lower than PPI’s
B. #5: Student Success Course, for response “Yes”—VU results are 8.8% less than ELI’s and
8.3% less than PPI’s
C. #9: Supplemental Instruction, for response “Yes”—VU results are 3.4% less than ELI’s and
3.6% less than PPI’s
D. #10, A: Awareness of Need to Take Placement Exam, for response “Same day as I took the
test”—VU results are 4.1% greater than ELI’s and 3.8% greater than PPI’s
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E. #10, B: Preparing for Placement Exam, for response “No”—VU results are 15.3% greater
than ELI’s and 15.9% greater than PPI’s
3. Student Responses to High Impact Practices for which results are similar to Extra Large and
Promising Practice Institutions and for which at least one gap between VU’s results and
other’s results is 2% or less
A. #6: Learning Communities, for response “Yes”—VU results are 1.8% less than ELI’s and 3.2%
less than PPI’s
B. #8: Tutoring, for response “Never”—VU results equal to ELI’s and 1.6% less than PPI’s
C. #11: Class Attendance Policy, for “Yes, faculty explained policy”—VU results are 1.7%
greater than ELI’s and 2.3% greater than PPI’s
D. #12: Alert and Intervention, for “No one contacted me if I am struggling”—VU results are
0.2% less than ELI’s and 5.1% greater than PPI’s
E. #13: Registration before Classes Begin, for response “Yes”—VU results are 0.5% greater than
ELI’s and 1.9% greater than PPI’s
Observations and Questions, by order of High Impact Practices:
1. Academic Goal Setting and Planning: VU students respond significantly higher (52.6%
responding “yes”) on the question about having an academic plan before the end of their first
semester compared to students at ELI’s (42.7%) and PPI’s (45.8%). Is this because some faculty
develop/write out a plan with students (whatever details that plan might consist of) or are
faculty reviewing the “Recommended Sequence of Courses” with students? What is the best
practice here? Will Degree Works Planner increase positive student responses to this question?
In the related student questions, VU students do not answer positively regarding their use of
“career counseling.” Do students understand the question? Who is responsible for “career
counseling” at VU? Is it part of the advising process or is it the responsibility of the Office of
Career and Employer Relations or both? If part of the advising process, can that activity be
strengthened, as suggested by Kathleen Gabriel during her May, 2013, advising workshop?
Related to questions about the meaning and value of “advising” and “career counseling,” 100%
of VU full and part-time faculty agree that advising and career counseling are “Very” or
“Somewhat” important; however, 39.5% of part-time and 27.5% of full-time faculty
“Rarely/Never” refer students to career counseling. What explains the gap between the value
faculty hold for career counseling and the high percentage of faculty who “Rarely/Never”
referring students for career counseling?
2. Orientation: Likely due to student participation in Start VU, 74.9% of CCSSE respondents said
they participated in orientation; those results are significantly higher than those of ELI’s and
PPI’s. This assumption is likely confirmed by the fact that 68.7% of the same respondents say
they have not done nor plan to do an orientation “course” or “program.”
28 faculty (16.7% of CCFSSE respondents) said that, during the current academic year, they
taught or facilitated college orientation. Do some faculty consider Pre-VU a college orientation?
3. Accelerated or Fast-Track Developmental Education: VU student response to the question
about participating in “fast-track” developmental education is roughly 4.6% less than ELI’s and
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PPI’s, and 17 faculty (10.1%) said they taught or facilitated these course last year. VU currently
has a committee reviewing developmental education practices and issues.
4. First-Year Experience: It is not clear why so many VU students are responding “Yes” to the
statement that they participated in a structured experience for new students during their first
semester. However, it is equally unclear what is meant by 26 full-time faculty (15.5%) said they
taught or facilitated a structured FYE, and 36 full-time faculty (21.4%) said they advised or
referred students into a structured FYE.
5. Student Success Course: Currently, SSKL 103 is the student success course that students would
most commonly take in their first semester at VU. The number of VU students responding “Yes”
to the question about their participation is 17.3%, while 26.1% of students at ELI’s and 25.6% at
PPI’s respond “Yes” to this question. VU currently has a CQI project in which five sections of
SSKL 103 are using a “Career Choices” text to develop a ten-year plan in order to better
understand their major and employment values and choices. Some consideration has been
given to shaping an FYE course or the Student Success Course (using the Career Choices
curriculum) to fulfill two-hours of general education.
Faculty responses to the following question seem hard to understand: “During the current
academic year at this college, have you advised/referred students into a student success course
(such as a student development, extended orientation, study skills, or college success course)?”
Only 22 faculty (13.1%) responded “Yes.” Since “study skills” was given as an option and
advisors regularly advise students into SSKL 103, it would seem faculty either did not read the
question fully (and missed the reference to “study skills”) or they do not view SSKL 103 as a
student success course.
To the question, “How important is it to you that students participate in study skills courses
when appropriate, 48.4% of full-time faculty responded “Very important” and 44.7 responded
“Somewhat important.” Faculty seem generally supportive of study skills, which makes their
“Yes” response rate noted immediately above even more difficult to understand.
6. Learning Communities: VU students respond “Yes” to the question about their participation in
learning communities at a slightly lower rate (11.8%) than ELI’s (13.6) and PPI’s (15%). Only 17
(10.1%) of full-time faculty said they taught or facilitated an organized learning community.
However, 18.5% of full-time faculty thought it was “Very important” that students participate in
learning communities, and 58% said it was “Somewhat important.” It would appear that faculty
would support an effort to increase the number and use of organized learning communities.
7. Experiential Learning Beyond the Classroom: It appears that VU students participate in “handson” learning experiences beyond the classroom at a much higher rate (21.6%) than students at
ELI’s (13.6%) and PPI’s (15%). VU students seem supportive of these “hands-on” experiences
outside the classroom. In addition to the 21.6% who said they had completed such an
experience, 42.5% responded they “plan to do” such an activity.
58.4% of full-time faculty think these experiences are “Very important” and another 36.6% think
they are somewhat important. While the survey did not ask faculty about the importance of
service learning, it did ask faculty if they required service learning as part of their course. 6.4%
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of full-time faculty responded “Yes.” Given the number of faculty who seem to support out-ofclass hands-on learning, would faculty consider including more service learning as part of their
classroom curriculum? Currently, a significant number of Jasper faculty have committed to
including service learning and a group of them made a presentation on their work at a national
conference. Jasper has also recently held a service learning day.
8. Tutoring: VU student responses to the question of whether they participated in tutoring during
the past academic year (71.8% responding “Never”) is the same as other ELI’s and only 1.6%
below PPI’s. Ironically, 53.9% of VU students responded that it is “Not likely” that being
academically unprepared would cause them to withdraw from class or from the college.
It seems likely that retention would be improved if students were more concerned about their
lack of preparation and if they made greater use of the tutoring offered on campus.
A gap exists between the high value students hold for tutoring and study skills labs and their
actual use of these opportunities. 32.1% of VU students responded that peer or other tutoring
was “Very important” to them, while another 38.2% responded that tutoring was “Somewhat
important” to them. However, only 8.3% of students said they used tutoring “Often” and
another 18% said they used it “Sometimes.” Additionally, 41.3% of students responded that
skills labs such as the writing or math labs were “Very important” and another 35.6% responded
“Somewhat important.” Despite the fact that 76.9% think these labs are at least somewhat
important, only 17.4% of students say they use them “Often” and another 23.8% say they use
them “Sometimes.” Ironically, 53.9% of VU students responded that it is “Not likely” that being
academically unprepared would cause them to withdraw from class or from the college.
Another gap exists between the rate of faculty referral and students use. 50% of full-time
faculty say they “Often” refer students to tutoring and another 39.4% say they refer students
“Sometimes.” 48.4% of full-time faculty responded that they refer students to skills labs “Often”
and another 35.8% say they refer students to these labs “Sometimes.” 99.4% of faculty think
both the tutoring and labs are “Very” or “Somewhat” important.
TAPS data for December 12, 2013, show that faculty submitted 836 notices for “May Need
Tutor/Support Referral.” Considering the high number of faculty who say they refer students
“Often” or “Sometimes” (89.4%), faculty are likely making many of these recommendations in
one-on-one conversations. Is it possible that the TAPS warning should be stated more directly
or forcefully—“Need to Use Tutor or Support”? Is there a reason why VU might want more
recommendations for tutoring to be made via the TAPS system, especially as we begin to hire
success coordinators to help with retention?
9. Supplemental Instruction: VU students at the rate of 76.3% responded that they never
participated in supplemental instruction (SI). While this rate is very similar to ELI’s (79.7%) and
PPI’s (79.9%), faculty assume they are offering students supplemental instruction at a rate much
higher than students are using it or are understanding it is being offered: 50% of full-time
faculty say supplemental instruction, connected to their course, is available to students. Most
VU faculty who said they offer SI also said they offer supplemental instruction as an option
(76.9% of full-time faculty) and it is usually offered as face-to-face interaction (96.2% of full-time
faculty).
What faculty intend when they say they offer supplemental instruction is unclear.
“Supplemental instruction” is described in the CCSSE and CCFSSE survey questions as an “extra
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class session with an instructor or experienced student.” Are faculty referring to tutoring during
office hours when they say they offer students optional, face-to-face supplemental instruction?
Does this situation equate to an “extra class session”? It is also not clear how many faculty use
“experienced students” as providers of the optional, face-to-face SI.
VU currently has an AQIP Action Project that includes SI where students are either asked or
required to participate in extra class sessions, sometimes taught by faculty and sometimes by
experienced students. Is it time to present these activities and their results to faculty in order to
improve the understanding of what is meant by “supplemental instruction,” and to find ways to
improve student engagement by encouraging more faculty to offer SI?
10. Assessment and Placement: 47.8% of student respondents said they became aware of a
required placement test a month or more before taking the exam. That is better than ELI’s
(45.9%) and PPI’s (43.9%). However, VU also has a greater number of students (12.8%) who
responded that they learned about the test the same day they took the test, compared to 8.7%
of students at ELI’s and 9% at PPI’s. VU students at a much high rate (63.8%) say they do not
prepare for the placement exam compared to ELI’s (48.1%) and PPI’s (47.9%). If the state of
Indiana successfully moves to require the Accuplacer exam during the junior year of high school,
it would seem that VU (and other state higher ed. institutions) would see a dramatic change in
the number of students who prepare for their placement exam. Currently, only 30.2% of VU
students say they take the exam during high school.
11. Class Attendance: 78.1% of VU students responded “Yes” to the question of whether all their
instructors explained the attendance policy and penalties for missing classes; that rate is slightly
higher than ELI’s (76.4%) and PPI’s (75.8%). 49.5% of VU students say they skip class only
“sometimes” and 48.1% say they “never” skip.
88.6% of VU full-time faculty say they have a policy that specifies the adverse affect of missing
class. 94% of full-time faculty report that they describe the policy orally, and 97.1% say they
include the policy in their syllabus. Despite the policy presentations to students, most faculty
(72.9%) say students skip their class “Sometimes”; 12% say students skip their class “Often,” and
another 4.2% say students skip their class “Very often.”
TAPS data for December 12, 2013, indicate that 12,636 attendance warnings were submitted
during the Fall 2013 semester; 3474 students received at least one warning. Faculty issued
1,651 “drops” for Fall 2013. It should not be assumed that all attendance warnings are sent due
to students skipping class. Students might suddenly stop attending for personal reasons or due
to illness. The “attendance” warning indicates lack of attendance, not the nature of the
absence.
12. Alert and Intervention: 53.8% of VU students responded that they were contacted by someone
at the college when they are having trouble with their studies. That is very similar to the rates
of student response at ELI’s (54%) and slightly better than students at PPI’s (48.2%). It will be
interesting to see if the Provost’s request that more faculty use TAPS will increase student
perception that faculty will contact them if they are struggling academically.
The TAPS system includes a variety of warnings: excessive tardiness, missing tests/assignments,
low tests/assignment scores, inadequate class preparation, inappropriate classroom behavior,
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may need tutor/ support referral, and needs book. 2554 students received a total of 8627
performance warnings during the Fall 2013 semester. Are students under-reporting the contact
when they are struggling? Do students understand TAPS performance warnings as a sign the
faculty member thinks they are struggling? As noted in “Tutoring” above, 53.9% of students do
not believe being academically unprepared would lead them to withdraw from a class or the
college.
Is it time to do a focus group study with students to find out their perception of the TAPS system
and what warnings mean to them? Are students more likely to say someone “contacted them”
if a faculty speaks directly to the student about the academic issue? Is it possible that students
are not as affected or motivated by TAPS warnings as we assume and hope? Also, given the
student responses to tutoring and skills labs, is it the case that the TAPS system is not producing
in students any urgency to seek help?
13. Registration before Classes Begin: 87.6% of VU students responded that they were registered,
during the current term, prior to the start of the term. That number is similar to ELI’s (87.1%)
and slightly lower than PPI’s (89.5%). These numbers seem reasonably consistent with faculty
response to the question about the percentage of students who registered for their course
sections after the first day of the session. 52.8% of full-time faculty responded “None” and
another 44% responded “1-10%.” Since one late registrant might impact four or five faculty and
their courses, a small percentage of late registrants could in large measure explain why 44% of
faculty who say 1-10% of their students register after the first day of class. Drop and add might
also account for a number of the students registering for a faculty member’s course after the
first day of the course. Still, VU and other institutions have evidence to suggest that students
who register late are less likely to persist and succeed and some studies have shown that the
earlier students register, the more likely are students to persist. VU might want to ask how it
can (1) increase registration before the first day of class and (2) review the effectiveness and
impact of the recently implemented Admissions Office practice of limiting registration after the
first day of class to students who meet a set of conditions for late registration.
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Appendix 47: SOSE Agreement Letter
From:
To:

"Crumpley, Jeff F" <crumpley@ccsse.org>
"Saliba, Rose Mary" <rsaliba@cotc.tec.oh.us>, "Wiehle, Lisa" <lwiehle@elgin.edu>, "Harrington,
Melissa" <MHarrington@mtech.edu>, "Wendy Marson" <wmarson@inverhills.mnscu.edu>, Sheryl
Olson <SOlson@nhcc.edu>, "Rodriguez, Silvio" <srodrig2@mdc.edu>, "Purkiss, David"
<dpurkiss@pima.edu>, "PUsinger@polk.edu" <PUsinger@polk.edu>, Dustin Maroney
<dustin.maroney@riosalado.edu>, Heather Snider <H.Snider@RockValleyCollege.edu>,
"Goodwin, MaryAnn" <MaryAnn.Goodwin@ccs.spokane.edu>, Kevin David
<kevin.david@tulsacc.edu>, "Nettesheim, Gregg" <gregg.nettesheim@uwc.edu>, "Hotchkiss,
Crystal" <crystal.hotchkiss@willistonstate.edu>, Dee Ludwig <Dee.Ludwig@ewc.wy.edu>, "Tkach,
Christopher T" <Christopher.T.Tkach@lonestar.edu>, Serkan Celtek
<sbceltek@southtexascollege.edu>, BJ Nicoletti <bjnicoletti@clackamas.edu>, "Binard, Kris"
<Kris.Binard@frontrange.edu>, "MGress@vinu.edu" <MGress@vinu.edu>, "Douglas, Kristen"
<Kristen.Douglas@westgatech.edu>, "Murray, Ann" <AMurray@lccc.wy.edu>, "Hsieh, Chialin"
<hsiehc@smccd.edu>, "Jan O'Brien" <jobrien@okanagan.bc.ca>, "Gabovitch, Rhonda"
<Rhonda.Gabovitch@bristolcc.edu>, "Rita H. Jerman" <whjerman@waketech.edu>, "Boyd, Karen
B (West Kentucky" <karen.boyd@kctcs.edu>, "Briony L. Barnes"
<bbarnes@butlercc.edu>,
"Awuah, Agatha" <awuaha@sunyocc.edu>, Mark Gruwell
<mgruwell@iowalakes.edu>,
Denyse Bening <Dbening@grcc.edu>, "Puffer, Lois (Hazard" <lois.puffer@kctcs.edu>
Cc:
"Crumpley, Jeff F" <crumpley@ccsse.org>
Date:
12/16/2014 10:51 AM
Subject: Invitation to participate in SOSE online student survey from CCCSE

Dear Colleagues,
During the upcoming spring 2015 semester, the Center for Community College Student Engagement will be
administering a pilot version of a new survey intended to collect engagement information from students who are
only enrolled in online courses. As you know, this subset of students has not yet been surveyed through our
normal administration process. With this note, we are inviting your college to participate in this pilot
administration of SOSE free of charge.
This survey will be administered using the Qualtrics survey software licensed by The University of Texas at Austin.
As a sub-pilot, for those of you who use Qualtrics on your campus, we would invite you to administer the survey on
your own so that you can fully integrate the process just as you do with other surveys on your campus. If you
choose to run the survey on your own Qualtrics service, we would request that you share the dataset (without
student identifiers) with the center for reporting purposes, as we intend to create comparison reports much like
we do with CCSSE and SENSE.
If you are interested in participating in this pilot, please let me know by Friday, January 16. Once I receive a
conformation from you, we will send an official agreement form to you for your president to sign.
If you have any questions, please contact me directly at 512-232-6455 or via email.
Thank you,
Jeff
Jeff Crumpley
Associate Director, Operations
Center for Community College Student Engagement
www.cccse.org
Program in Higher Education Leadership
College of Education
The University of Texas at Austin
(512) 232-6455
crumpley@ccsse.org
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CENTER FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

A!f!§.E

INSTITUTIONAL AGREE MENT FORM
SURVEY OF ONLINE STUDENT ENGAGEMENT (SOSE)
2015 PILOT

$tUdont fJrgagement

------------wishestoparticipateinthespring2015SurveyofOnlineStudentEngagement(SOSE)pilot.
We understand and agree that
1.

Participation in the SOSE pilot is strictly voluntary. Participation in the SOSE pilot is separate from and does not affect
CCSSE, CCFSSE, or SENSE membership. There are no fees associated with participation in the SOSE pilot.

2. After participating in the SOSE pilot. colleges will receive a raw data file of survey responses, a codebook for working with the
data file,and other limited reporting based on the success of the pilot.
3 College-level results w111 not be publidy reported The Center reserves the nght to report aggregate results in media releases,
journal articles, or conference presentations Aggregate results may be used by the Center for supplementa l research of
interest to commumty colleges and for other undergraduate education improvement initiatives.
4.

Each SOSE participating college may use its own pilot data for internal purposes as deemed responsible and appropriate (see
website for Pol1cy Statements on Responsible Uses of Center data). As this pilot will generate preliminary data, SOSE
participating colleges may not publish pilot data without the express written approval of the Center for Community College
Student Engagement.

5.

Each SOSE participating college must have a designated college coordinator (such as an institutional research officer or
online education director) to provide on-site assistance.This individual will be responsible for all on-site operations, including
posting the survey hnk to the appropriate online student course portal or sending the survey link via email to students enrolled
in only online courses.as well as sending add1t1onal communications as deemed suitable for the local context.

6.

Each SOSE participating college coondinator must ensure that all students enrolled only in online courses are reasonably
provided with the opportunity to participate in the survey, and for those students who elect to participate,the college must
ensure that their participation is voluntary , without potential ramifications related to their relationship with the college or with
The University of Texas at Austin.

7.

The SOSE pilot is a step in developing a national survey. The number or content of survey items and item wording,order, and
online display may change in future administrations.

8

Participating colleges are responsible for ensunng adherence to institutional guidelines regarding the protection of human
subjects with their home institutional review boand.

9. The deadline for students to complete SOSE IS Wednesday May 13, 2015.No data collected after the deadline will be
included indata sets or reporting.
10. SOSE pilot colleges agree to participate in a post-administration evaluation and/or a conference call debriefing session.
11. The SOSE pilot survey includes a filtering question to identify students who are currently taking only online courses. Data from
students other than online only students will not be returned to the college or included in reporting.
Des1gnate a Campus Coondinator in charge of local administration and with whom the Center will communicate .

=·

Name:

sAq s@";

E-mail:
Phone:

8a - ftf$ ;tjod..b

.5s/-J

&fijj ODAJ

(/2.;. I lis

D e

CEO/Presidenrs Printed Name
Please return tho signed form to tho Contor.
E-mail: lialson@cccse.org • Fax: 512-471-4209
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Appendix 48: SOSE Emails

Three Emails Sent to Inform Students and Faculty Regarding Survey of Online Student Engagement
PRESIDENT EMAIL:(to be sent the week of 2/16/2015)
Survey of Online Student Engagement (SOSE)
Beginning next week, students who take only online classes at Vincennes University and other
community colleges across the nation will have the chance to share their views on student engagement
by completing the Survey of Online Student Engagement (SOSE). Vincennes University students who are
enrolled only in online courses this semester will receive an email inviting them to participate in the
survey.
I encourage you to take the time to complete SOSE and to respond candidly to the survey items, which
focus on the nature of the online student experience. Your individual responses will remain confidential,
but the results will help Vincennes University examine our educational practices and offerings for online
learners.
We appreciate your willingness to help us learn from your experience.

DISTANCE EMAIL TO STUDENTS:(to be sent the week of 2/23/2015)
Survey of Online Student Engagement (SOSE)
The Vincennes University Distance Education Program needs your help. Your opinion on how to
improve services to students taking distance education courses is important to VU. Online students at
Vincennes University and other community colleges across the nation will have the chance to share their
views on student engagement by completing the Survey of Online Student Engagement (SOSE).
As a VU Distance Education Student, you are uniquely qualified to provide feedback for program
improvement. We encourage you to take the time to complete SOSE and to respond candidly to the
survey items, which focus on the nature of the online student experience. Your individual responses will
remain confidential, but the results will help Vincennes University examine our educational practices
and offerings for online learners. The survey will be accessible until May 13, 2015.
Thank you in advance for your participation. To access the survey click on the following link:

DISTANCE EMAIL TO FACULTY:(to be sent the week of 2/16/2015)
Survey of Online Student Engagement (SOSE)
This spring, Vincennes University has an opportunity to participate in the pilot of a national survey
focused on teaching, learning, and retention among online community college students: the Survey of
Student Engagement (SOSE). The project is part of the Center for Community College Student
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Engagement and the Program in Higher Education Leadership at The University of Texas at Austin. SOSE
is intended to provide institutions across the country with data about learning, engagement, and
academic achievement among online-only community college students.
Vincennes University’s SOSE participation will help the college better account for and serve our online
student population. It will also provide valuable comparative data about our online-only students in
comparison to those taking on-campus courses, as SOSE was developed as a companion to the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE).
Vincennes University students who take courses only online will receive an email invitation to
participate in SOSE during the spring semester. To learn more about SOSE visit www.ccsse.org/sose, or
contact the Center for Community College Student Engagement at 512-471-6807 or info@cccse.org.
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Appendix 49: Assessment Participant Survey

Purpose – Determine effectiveness of assessment process and leadership, and determine what is
needed to improve the process
1. Identify your campus:
School for the Deaf

Vincennes

Jasper

2. Identify your college/area:
Business & Convergent Technologies
Humanities

Health Sciences & Human Performance

Jasper

Science, Engineering & Mathematics

Social Science & Performing Arts
Curricular
3. Employment Status:

Indianapolis ATC or

Full Time

Technology

Contract Adjunct

Co-

Adjunct

Part Time

4. Years of service at VU:
5. How many years have you participated in the assessment process that began in 2011?
1 year

2 years

3 years

4 years

I have not participated

6. In my department, I meet my assessment responsibilities as a:
Single-member department
Collaborator with other department members
I have not participated
7. In what way have you participated in the assessment process at VU during the last year?
Check all that apply.
A. Assessed program learning
reports
B. Assessed general education
assessment data
C. Assessed co-curricular experiences

D. Completed and submitted
E.

Participated in the analysis of

F.

I have not participated

If you checked “F,” explain why and skip to question #13:

8. The steps in the assessment process are easy for me to complete:
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Comments:
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9.

I received helpful feedback from the Assessment Committee:
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Comments:

10. My assessment liaison has been helpful through the assessment reporting process:
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Comments:
11. The assessment process helps me effectively evaluate my program outcomes:
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Comments:
12. The assessment process helped me identify improvements in my curriculum/program
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
13. I have participated in assessment professional development/workshops in the last two years:
1
2-3
_4-5
_I have not participated
14. I found workshops on the following assessment topics helpful:
A. Assessment Tools and Techniques (developing rubrics, reflections, test question analysis,
etc.)
Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

_Strongly Disagree

_Did Not Attend

Disagree

_Strongly Disagree

_Did Not Attend

Agree

Disagree

_Strongly Disagree

_Did Not Attend

Agree

Disagree

_Strongly Disagree

_Did Not Attend

Disagree

_Strongly Disagree

_Did Not Attend

B. The Assessment Process (Steps 1-7)
Strongly Agree

Agree

C. Grading vs. Assessment
Strongly Agree
D. Critical Thinking
Strongly Agree

E. Data Collection/Analysis
Strongly Agree

Agree
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F. Curriculum Mapping
Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

_Strongly Disagree

_Did Not Attend

15. What elements of the workshops did you find most helpful (handouts, explanation,
discussion, etc.) ?

16. What aspect of the assessment process do you want to better understand?

17. What recommendations do you have for improving the assessment process?

