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ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES

IN GENERAL EDUCATION

SUMMARY REPORT

Use this form to provide a summary report on campus-based assessment

of student learning outcomes in General Education
	


Name of Institution: 
SUNY ESF

Academic Year: 2007-08
{specify name of branch campus, if relevant}

	


Program improvements made as a result of the previous assessment of General Education:

Upon completion of ESF’s first three-year General Education assessment cycle, a second cycle implementation plan was established.  This subsequent plan incorporates lessons learned in the first cycle and adopts practices required or recommended by the Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment initiative including:

· Utilization of nationally-normed measures to assess mathematics, basic communication (written) and critical thinking (reasoning); and

· Assessment of the academic environment.

Further, the revised plan focuses our general education assessment on:

· Mathematics;
· Basic Communications;
· Critical Thinking; and
· Academic Environment.
Our plan is now fully aligned with the SUNY-wide implementation cycle, enabling us to benefit from the synergy and efficiency of a System-wide effort.  Eight other General Education outcome areas, by agreement with SUNY, are to be incorporated within assessment of the major.  
Our strengthened core General Education assessment plan was implemented AY 2007-08 due to the availability of SUNY-approved nationally-normed instruments.  This plan was executed by ESF College Faculty Governance, specifically a recently established subcommittee of the Committee on Instruction – the General Education Subcommittee – with support from the Associate Dean for Outreach and Instructional Quality and his staff, the Dean of Instruction and Graduate Studies, and the Office of the Provost.

In the course of conducting this cycle of assessment, were there any significant deviations from the plan that was approved by the General Education Assessment Review (GEAR) Group?  If so, please comment on why the campus felt that it was necessary to make these changes and how these changes may have affected the reported results, if at all?
There were no deviations from our approved plan.    
Major findings of this assessment and action to be taken in addressing these assessment findings:

We have employed three standardized tests: (1) Critical thinking, (2) Writing skills, and (3) Essay writing. We used the composite score combining the two essay scores.

The existing ESF categories for assessment relative to standards are:

Exceeding: 

Students are at 80th percentile or higher

Meeting:

Students are at 70th percentile or higher

Approaching:

Students are at 60th percentile or higher

Not Meeting:

Students are below 60th percentile

However, based on review and discussion among faculty and administrators following administration of these instruments, we have determined that the following refinement of our existing standards is necessary and appropriate.  Previously our standards were based on the faulty equation of population percentile ranking with percentage correct on an examination.  As a result of this error, ESF students may, on average, score higher than the national population taking the test, but still largely not meeting the standard.  For example, if ESF students are equivalent to the national population, one would expect that approximately 60% of the ESF students would fall in the “Not Meeting” standards category.  We also discussed the problem that there are not set cut offs for the different assessment categories, so we are relegated to defining these categories relative to the national population, which struck us as a less than an accurate portrayal. 
Based on the foregoing, the General Education Subcommittee has proposed a revised set of categories for assessing competence in general education learning objectives:

Exceeding: 

Students are at 80th percentile or higher

Meeting:

Students are at 50th percentile or higher

Approaching:

Students are at 25th percentile or higher

Not Meeting:

Students are below 25th percentile

In the revised categories we require ESF students to score better than the national median to meet our institutional standard (i.e. we want our students to be in the top half of the population).  If an ESF student is in the lower 25% of the national population, the student has not met our minimal standard.  The standard for “Exceeding” is kept at the 80th percentile.

The result of the assessment under the two standards (Original and Revised) is provided next (based on the information provided by the testing service).  
Essay Writing (percent of ESF students in each category)




Existing

Hypothetical

Exceeding

39


39

Meeting

20


41

Approaching

  8


  4

Not Meeting

33


16

ESF average score was 3.4 compared to the national average of 3.1. 

Writing Skills




Existing

Hypothetical

Exceeding

34


34

Meeting

14


34

Approaching

14


20

Not Meeting

38


12

ESF average score was 65.7 compared to the national average of 64.1.

Critical Thinking




Existing

Hypothetical

Exceeding

16


16

Meeting

11


32

Approaching

16


13

Not Meeting

57


39

ESF average score was 61.5 compared to the national average of 62.6.

The Faculty Governance General Education Subcommittee has forwarded their proposed revision of the standards to Faculty Governance for approval. 
What has been learned that could be helpful to others as they conduct assessment of General Education?

Through our Associate Dean, Dr. Chuck Spuches, ESF played a lead role in having the January-February 2006 (Volume 18, Number 1) issue of Assessment Update: Progress, Trends and Practices in Higher Education devoted to SUNY’s assessment efforts. Many of the lessons learned were outlined in this issue in an article coauthored by Spuches, Dr. Peter Gray (U.S. Naval Academy), Dr. Dudley Raynal (ESF), and Prof. Scott Shannon (ESF). 
We have come to recognize the benefit of coordinating all assessment efforts and bringing a more focused and proactive approach to interpretation and utilization. We have further come to recognize the need to have staff available who, in addition to having appropriate expertise and experience, have the time available in their portfolio to adequately devote to assessment and assessment-based activities such as SUNY program reviews and professional accreditations. 
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