
MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:             David Gordon, Associate Provost  

FROM:       Paul Schacht, Assistant to the Provost for Academic Assessment and Gen Ed 

DATE:        December 31, 2005 

SUBJECT:  Year-End Report for 2004-2005 

CC:              Susan Bailey, Dean of the College 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

In AY 2004-2005, 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 2004-2005 APC were Rebecca Lewis, Education; Amy Stanley, 

Performing Arts; Celia Easton, English/Associate Dean of Students; Eric Helms, 

Chemistry; Zhiming Zhao, Anthropology; Marie Shero, Administration and Finance; 

Paul Schacht, English (Chair). 

 

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 

 

The APC reviewed reports from the following programs: Anthropology; Art Studio; 

Biochemistry; Biology; Communicative Disorders and Sciences; Chemistry; 

Communication; Computer Science; Education; English; Foreign Languages; Geography; 

Geological Sciences; History; International Relations; Library; Mathematics; Philosophy; 

Physics; Psychology; School of Business; Sociology. 

 

In previous years, the Chair of the APC met individually with Assessment Coordinators 

to discuss the results of the Committee’s review. In 2004-2005,  the Committee adopted a 

new approach, inviting each Coordinator to attend the Committee meeting at which his or 

her program’s report would be discussed. This new approach was designed to serve 

several purposes: to make the review process more transparent to departments; to reduce 

faculty anxiety over the use to which reports are put; to enable Coordinators to clarify 

their reports, and Committee members their expectations, through direct dialogue. From 

the Committee’s perspective, this innovation was a resounding success. 

 

The general quality of assessment reports was up from 2003-2004.  The improvement 

may have owed something to the Chair’s attempts to clarify expectations through a FAQ 

page on the Assessment Website and through the reporting forms themselves, which for 

the first time incorporated “help” text beneath each question. (Copies of the new forms 

are attached to this report.) No doubt the major reason for improvement, however, was 

time: a “culture of assessment” seems gradually to be taking hold in departments, 

enabling major processes to become routinized and permitting energies to be directed 



toward getting the work of assessment done rather than debating the necessity or value of 

the work itself. 

 

Such resistance as the Committee encountered in 2004-2005 was largely passive, and it 

came mainly in the form of perfunctory or absent reporting from a small handful of 

programs.  There is no reason to believe that these programs harbor unusual hostility 

toward assessment. Rather, it seems likely that the culture of assessment is at a point in 

its growth where all programs have accepted assessment’s inevitability but not all have 

found a way to work this additional responsibility into their yearly routine. On the whole, 

neither the vast majority in compliance with reporting requirements, nor the small 

minority out of compliance, regards assessment as a high priority.  For the latter group, 

assessment had only to occupy a slightly lower rank in consciousness than it did for the 

former in order to drop completely out of sight. 

 

Achieving one-hundred-percent compliance represents a minor challenge compared with 

nurturing the culture of assessment to the point where departments not only accept 

assessment as inevitable but value it as an instrument for self-definition, rational 

planning, and improvement.   

 

GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT 

 

The General Education areas assessed in 2004-2005 were Non-Western Traditions, 

Natural Science, U.S. History, and Basic Communication: Oral Discourse.  The 

assessment results for these areas were submitted to Albany in July, 2005. 

 

Because SUNY Gen Ed outcomes in Oral Discourse, like those in Basic Research, are 

met and assessed within major programs rather than the Gen Ed curriculum, the 2004-

2005 assessment of these outcomes required cooperation and coordination from Chairs, 

Assessment Coordinators, and faculty across the College.   As in 2003-2004, all 

individuals involved rose admirably to the occasion and deserve commendation. 

 

2004-2005 witnessed a few indicators that Geneseo has assumed something of a 

leadership position in SUNY with respect to General Education assessment. 

 

On February 18, Schacht and Gordon, together with Dori Farthing (Geological Sciences), 

Kristina Hannam (Biology), Ken Kallio (Psychology), Kathleen Jones (Communicative 

Disorders and Sciences), Paul Pacheco (Anthropology), Ellen Kintz (Anthropology), and 

Beverly Evans (Foreign Languages) attended a one-day workshop on assessment hosted 

by Alfred State College.  The open-discussion portion of the program revealed that 

Geneseo is well ahead of many other SUNY campuses in Gen Ed assessment planning 

and implementation; it is fair to say that those in attendance from our campus contributed 

as much understanding to the workshop as they received. 

 

Indeed, Geneseo’s contributions to the discussion led directly to an invitation to Schacht 

and Gordon to speak on assessment in general, and Gen Ed assessment in particular, at 



Erie Community College. The invitation was accepted and the presentation took place on 

March 11. 

 

On April 14, Geneseo hosted the spring meeting of Gen Ed officers from Western New 

York SUNY campuses.  The guest speaker was Assistant Provost for University 

Assessment and Academic Initiatives Patricia Francis.  Judging from her remarks, 

Geneseo is unusually well positioned among SUNY campuses to meet the forthcoming 

system requirement for “strengthened campus-based assessment” of General Education. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Fortify the routine. As noted above, most academic programs have made assessment 

activities a part of their annual routine, and this represents an important gain in 

establishing a campus-wide culture of assessment.  It is important that the College find 

ways to maintain and lubricate that routine.  Measures currently under discussion as part 

of the plan to create a College Assessment Council—such as revising the timeline for 

reporting, spelling out responsibilities for program Assessment Coordinators in the 

Academic Policies Handbook, and adopting an electronic portfolio system—should prove 

helpful.  

 

Nurture the culture.  As also noted above, it is one thing for faculty to accept and carry 

out assessment as a required routine, and quite another thing for them to embrace it as a 

fruitful activity.  The latter may begin to happen naturally as programs find that their 

assessment results yield insight or that their conversations about learning outcomes 

provoke thoughtful reflection about their common purpose.  But the College should not 

leave the culture of assessment to grow on its own.  On the contrary, it should do 

everything in its power to foster that growth.  To that end, two recommendations from 

last year’s APC report remain relevant. First the APC, in conjunction with the Provost’s 

Office, should plan public forums in which academic programs can share their 

assessment successes (and frustrations) with each other. Second,  the academic 

administration should seek prominent ways to acknowledge the valuable work of 

assessment publicly.   

 

The work in need of acknowledgment is decidedly not that of the Assistant to the Provost 

for Academic Assessment and General Education, who has been amply supported and 

encouraged through generous course-release, opportunities for travel and professional 

development, recognition of merit, a voice at Provost’s staff meetings, and warm, 

collegial treatment. Rather, it is the work of the APC, of faculty Assessment 

Coordinators, and of the faculty generally—and, just as important, the significance and 

value of the assessment enterprise itself—that needs to be more fully and regularly 

emphasized in a public way.  

 

Here are two very small observations, offered not in a spirit of resentment, but with an 

eye toward fulfilling, in the College’s pursuit of assessment, the very same objective that 

assessment itself is intended to fulfill with regard to learning: to make it more 

“intentional.” First, neither the Provost’s nor the President’s homepage on the Geneseo 



website refers to assessment or links to the Geneseo Assessment website. Second, 

references to assessment in the President’s Convocation Address have been, over the 

years, quite sparse and general.  Indeed, word searches for “assess” and “assessment” in 

the Convocation Address for Fall 2005—entitled, tellingly, Advancing Geneseo’s 

Mission—yield 0 results.  If academic administration does not link mission advancement 

with program assessment as a matter of course, how likely is it that faculty will do so? 

Yet until both administration and faculty make this link—that is, until academic 

assessment is itself fully intentional—there is little chance of exploiting the power of 

assessment to make student learning more intentional. The current plan to clarify the 

place of academic assessment within a College-wide structure of institutional 

effectiveness is surely an important step toward full intentionality. But we will not 

complete the journey without a bit of thumping from the bully pulpit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

SUNY GENESEO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT 

FORM B: OUTCOMES  
 

To complete this form, replace the text below each question with your own text. Save the completed form, 
making sure to include your four-letter program prefix  (e.g., Geog, Engl) and the word outcomes in the 
filename, and deposit the file in the Assessment InBox by navigating to \\files\inbox\admin and dragging the 
file into the folder named “assess”.  (Note that you cannot open the folder; access is restricted.)  Sample 
filename: Geog_outcomes.doc. For help using InBoxes and OutBoxes, consult CIT’s QuickGuide, In and Out 
Boxes at Geneseo. 

 

It is not necessary to submit this form every year.  Submit it only when the information for your program 
changes. 

 

PROGRAM:       

DEGREE LEVEL:       

DATE SUBMITTED:       

YOUR NAME AND POSITION:       

What aspect(s) of Geneseo’s mission are supported by the intended learning outcomes 
in your program? 

You can find Geneseo’s Mission and Goals statement on the Mission and Goals page of the Assessment 

website. 

Which of Geneseo’s goals are supported by these outcomes? 

Please explain how the outcomes support the goal(s). 

Please list all of the outcomes for your program: 

For suggestions on writing well-formed learning outcomes, see the FAQ page of the Assessment website. 

What outcomes have been added, eliminated, or modified since the last time you 
submitted this form? 

Please list or describe the changes and provide a brief explanation for each one. Indicate whether and how 

evidence from previous assessments influenced the decision to add, eliminate, or modify outcomes. 

Are there additional outcomes that you may consider assessing in the next 5-10 years? 

Answering this question commits you to nothing. Please explain the reasons for adding any outcomes that you 

mention here and indicate how evidence from previous or future assessments might support these reasons. 

 

 

  



SUNY GENESEO PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 
REPORT 

FORM C: RESULTS 
 

To complete this form, replace the text below each question with your own text. 
Complete a separate form for each outcome assessed.   Save the completed form, 
making sure to include your four-letter program prefix  (e.g., Geog, Engl) and the word 
results in the filename. Deposit the file in the Assessment InBox by navigating to 
\\files\inbox\admin and dragging the file into the folder named “assess”.  (Note that you 
cannot open the folder; access is restricted.)  If you are filing multiple forms, filenames 
cannot be identical; distinguish filenames with numbers.  Sample filename: 
Geog_results_1.doc.  Place ancillary documentation such as charts and graphs in a 
separate file or files.  Name these as appropriate, but again, please include the program 
prefix. For help using InBoxes and OutBoxes, consult CIT’s QuickGuide, In and Out 
Boxes at Geneseo. 

 

PROGRAM:       

DEGREE LEVEL:       

ASSESSMENT PERIOD COVERED: 2004-2005 

DATE SUBMITTED:       

YOUR NAME AND POSITION:       

 

INTENDED EDUCATIONAL OUTCOME: 

Each program should assess one to four outcomes each year.  For suggestions on 

writing well-formed learning outcomes, see the FAQ page of the Assessment website. 
Please list only one outcome on this form. Complete a separate form for each outcome 

for which you are submitting results. If you are submitting multiple forms, distinguish the 

filenames with numbers: e.g., Geog_results_1.doc, Geog_results_2.doc.  

 

What was your first means of assessment for this outcome? 

Programs must provide at least one direct and reliable measurement of student 
performance on each outcome.  A direct measurement evaluates what students know 

and can do.  (Surveys that ask students what they think they learned, or how well they 

think they were prepared by a course of study, are not direct measurements.) A reliable 
measurement produces consistent results no matter who applies it.  If a rubric is reliable, 

for example, two qualified assessors applying it to the same piece of work will choose 

the same or nearly the same numbers. (For more on reliability, see the FAQ page.) 

 

What were your criteria for success for this outcome? 

What kind of assessment results would cause faculty who teach in your program to 
consider the program successful in teaching this outcome? For example, if you use a 

standardized test for assessment, your criteria for success might be as follows: At least 

90% of students will earn a score of 75% or higher; at least 25% of students will earn a 
score of 85% or higher; at least 10% of students will earn a score of 90% or higher.  This 



example is not meant as a guide or template.  Only the faculty in your program can 

determine the appropriate criteria for success with respect to outcomes in your program. 

Please summarize the assessment data you collected on this outcome. 

If you have charts, graphs, or tables, please put them in a separate file.  See instructions 
at the top of this form. 

Did you have a second means of assessment for this outcome? 

Eventually, all programs should have two means of assessing each outcome.  At this 

point, however, a second means of assessment is not required. Your program's second 

means of assessment may be indirect (for example, a survey of student attitudes, 

beliefs, and opinions about their learning). 

Please summarize the assessment data you collected using the second 
means of assessment. 

See text below previous question. 

Have you made, or are you considering, any program changes in light 
of results from your previous round of assessment?  If so, please 
describe the changes below. 

Assessment results should lead to thoughtful discussion among faculty who teach in 

your program and, where appropriate, changes in curriculum, course structure, 
requirements, teaching methods, and other variables that affect student learning.  If you 

made or are considering such changes in light of results described in your previous 

assessment report, please describe them here. 

Do you plan, or are you considering, any program changes in light of 
the assessment results you are reporting on this form?  If so, please 
describe the changes below. 

See text below previous question. If you made or are considering changes in light of 

results described in this assessment report, please describe them here.  


