
MEMORANDUM TO: David Gordon, Associate Provost
FROM: Paul Schacht, Chair, Assessment Planning Committee
DATE: August 5, 2004

SUBJECT: Year-End Report for 2003-2004
CC: Susan Bailey, Dean of the College

INTRODUCTION

In AY 2003-2004, the Assessment Planning Committee reviewed assessment reports
from programs across the College and from several General Education areas.   This
memorandum presents a broad summary of the Committee’s work for the year and a
short list of recommendations for the future.

MEMBERSHIP

The members of the 2003-2004 APC were Pat Barber, Education; Elaine Cleeton,
Sociology; Celia Easton, English; Ben Esham, Mathematics; Eric Helms, Chemistry;
Jack Johnston, School of Performing Arts; Austin Judkins, Student; Jeff Liles, Library;
Paul Alyssa Pannozzo, Student; Paul Schacht, English (Chair); Deborah Suzzane,
Institutional Research; Zhiming Zhao, Anthropology.

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

The APC reviewed reports from the following programs: Art History; Art Studio;
Biochemistry; Communicative Disorders and Sciences; Chemistry; Communication;
Computer Science; English; Foreign Languages; Geography; Geological Sciences;
History; Library; Philosophy; Physics; Psychology; School of Business; Sociology.

The APC Chair met individually with the Assessment Coordinators for most of these
programs to discuss the results of the Committee’s review.

The Committee found these program assessment reports to be generally satisfactory.  A
few were excellent, and a few were of marginal quality.  The investment in conducting
thorough and searching assessment varies widely from one program to the next.  Very
few programs appear to have invested deeply.

Evidence of minimal investment included late and (worse) improperly completed forms,
poorly articlated learning outcomes, perfunctory analysis of results, and anecdotal
reporting from Assessment Coordinators that they were shouldering the entire burden of
the process, without support or signs of interest from colleagues, the Program Chair, or
even the previous Coordinator.  The Chair of one Coordinator had apparently instructed
the Coordinator to invent assessment data freely in order to give the Committee “what it
wants.”



The Coordinators themselves deserve praise for their expense of effort under such
unpromising circumstances.  Most were clearly making a good-faith attempt to do more
than superficially comply with a mandate.   A handful did a truly fine job.

The APC chose to place one outstanding report—that for Biochemistry—on the Best
Practices page of the Assessment Website.

GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT

The General Education areas assessed in 2003-2004 were Social Sciences, Fine Arts,
Foreign Languages, Information Management, and Basic Research.  As these reports
were submitted after the end of the spring semester, they will not be discussed by the
APC unti the fall.  However, the APC Chair has already chosen to place the report for
Social Sciences on the Best Practices page of the website.

The Committee did review the reports submitted at the end of 2002-2003 for Western
Humanities, Numeric/Symbolic Reasoning, and Critical Writing/Reading.   The reports
were judged to be satisfactory.  The report for Critical Writing/Reading earned a place on
the Best Practices page of the website.

The Gen Ed Area Committee Chairs have had the unenviable task of motivating faculty
from mutiple disciplines to cooperate in assessment, and of assembling data from many
course sections.  On the whole they have performed bravely.  They have held meetings to
explain the purposes and procedures of assessment to faculty in their respective areas,
and to engage faculty in rubric practice sessions.  They have remained calm and patient in
the face of hostility from some faculty who have yet to be convinced that Gen Ed
assessment has value, and of others who feel understandably impatient with a central
Administration in Albany that has imposed Gen Ed learning outcomes that in some cases
violate the most basic standards of assessibility as defined by assessment scholarship.

Because SUNY Gen Ed outcomes in Basic Research are met and assessed within major
programs rather than the Gen Ed curriculum, the 2003-2004 assessment of these
outcomes required cooperation and coordination from Chairs, Assessment Coordinators,
and faculty across the College.   For rising admirably to the occasion, these individuals
deserve to be thanked.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Continue educational activities.  Judging from the overall quality of program
assessment reports, the assessment process would benefit from continued
activities—speakers, workshops, etc.—designed to improve understanding of the
purpose, value, and limitations of assessment.   Among the areas that might be addressed
by such activities are the proper formation of learning outcomes and the construction and
use of rubrics.  Presentations by programs and Gen Ed areas that have been particularly
successful at assessment might prove useful to programs and areas that are not as far
along.



Clarify expectations.  Our current assessment reporting forms ask programs to identify a
first and second means of assessing each outcome.  Very few programs use multiple
means of assessment, with the result that the “Second Means of Assessment” area of the
form is left blank or completed inappropriately.  The APC is unsure how to respond.
Should it criticize programs for such errors, or let them slide?  It might be helpful to
eliminate this portion of the form, or label it as optional, until the use of multiple
assessment means becomes truly required.

Improve continuity.  Currently, programs appoint Coordinators on a yearly basis
following their own guidelines and timetable.  As a result, there is little continuity in the
assessment-related communication within programs and between programs and the APC.
The Provost’s Office might consider asking programs to appoint Coordinators to a two-
year term, with new appointments for the fall to be reported to the Provost’s Office the
preceding spring.

Increase publicity.  By now, all faculty realize that assessment is a required activity.
However, the administration could do more to communicate that it is also an important
and a valued activity.   More frequent public reference to the work and results of
assessment by the President and Provost, a link to the Assessment Website from the
Provost’s Website, reminders of important deadlines from the Provost’s Office in emails
and at Chairs’ Meetings, and the creation of incentives (awards to programs or
individuals, for example) are some of the measures that the administration might consider
taking.

Give the APC constitutional standing.  The make-up, responsibilities, powers, and
procedures of the APC probably remain shadowy to most faculty.  Continued educational
activities, increased publicity for assessment, and the inclusion of Coordinators in APC
meetings should all help to clarify the nature and role of the Committee to the College at
large.  However, none of these measures can take the place of a clear articulation of the
Committee’s nature and charge in the Constitution of the College Senate.

Assess Assessment.  Now that the APC has been soliciting and reviewing assessment
plans and reports for several years, it is time for the Committee and its work to be
assessed.  This memorandum may be viewed in the light of a first step.  An additional
step would be for the APC to survey the faculty for its impressions of, and suggestions
for, the assessment process.


