RUTGERS
A 2017-18 SAS Annual Assessment Report

Executive Summary

The School of Arts and Sciences 2017-18 assessment record demonstrates the School’s success in
establishing a strong culture of assessment and evidence-based undergraduate curriculum
development. SAS emphasizes sustainable, efficient, and authentic assessments that provide valid
practical information for decision-making about how to improve student learning.

All SAS departments and undergraduate programs! have learning goals posted online and aligned
with University and School goals, and all are actively engaged with regular direct assessment of
student learning outcomes, or are working together as a faculty to develop and implement such plans.

Forty-three programs filed annual assessment reports for 2017-18. These included first-time reports
from two relatively new major programs — Cinema Studies and Cognitive Science — and from the SAS
Honors Program. The submitted reports were reviewed by the SAS Office of Undergraduate
Education and will be audited by the SAS Assessment Committee in the fall.

On the key criteria of developing effective, efficient, and sustainable assessment plans, more than half
(24/43) of the departments are using ‘best practices’ or are making ‘very good” progress. Almost all
departments (38/43) have developed direct assessment tools. The department reports indicate a
commitment of the faculty to improving student learning. Forty-two of the forty-three reports
submitted included descriptions of curricular and/or assessment improvements they have made, or
will make, to improve student learning outcomes or to improve the measurement of those outcomes.
Six departments reported that their faculty have decided to review program learning goals.

In a small number of departments, however, the rate of progress clearly has slowed compared to past
years. Two departments failed to submit reports, and two departments submitted reports that
indicate that little or no assessment was conducted in 2017-18. The SAS Assessment Committee will
discuss ways to encourage these departments to reinvigorate their assessment efforts.

This year’s reporting form asked departments what additional resources or services would help
facilitate the assessment process. Echoing reports from past years, several departments made requests
for better data and technological tools to evaluate student experience in their programs. Other
departments requested more professional development opportunities for instructors and more
administrative support for assessment efforts. The SAS Office of Undergraduate Education has
created, and filled, a new position, Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment, to provide
support to faculty engaged in undergraduate instruction.

In sum, across SAS, assessment is being successfully used as a tool to maintain excellence in
undergraduate education.

! Herein “department” refers to any department or program offering an undergraduate curriculum
including Organizational Leadership which offers only a minor.
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The critical undergraduate education mission of the School of Arts and Sciences is to achieve
excellence, create opportunity, and build leadership by providing a high-quality, nationally
recognized, arts and sciences education to a highly diverse student population.? In addition to the
Core Curriculum goals,® our students will achieve:
e rigorous disciplinary learning goals in major and minor fields of study (or a single credit-
intensive major field of study);

e an advanced level of achievement on those Core Curriculum learning goals of particular
relevance to the individual student’s major, minor, and areas of elective interest.

The SAS Assessment Committee, along with the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education, oversees
department-based assessment of disciplinary learning goals and advanced achievement of Core
learning goals through the major. Throughout the year, the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education
assists departments in designing, implementing, interpreting, and improving their assessment efforts.
Departments submit annual assessment reports by June 15, using a reporting form (Appendix A)
that allows for the attachment of additional materials at the department’s discretion, and prompts for
the following information:

e the learning goals for the major, minor, or course being assessed;

e the strategy or site for student achievement of the learning goal(s): e.g., major requirements,
specific courses, internships where students actually demonstrate the learning outcomes;

e adescription of at least one direct measure of student learning outcomes for the goal(s), and
the benchmarks (the minimum acceptable performance standards) for these;

e asummary of the results of the assessment;

e any planned or implemented changes in light of the results, as well as a projected timeline for
the follow-up re-assessment of student outcomes on the goal(s);

e the most significant challenges faced in developing and implementing an assessment plan;
e other course/curricular evaluations or reforms in which faculty are engaged; and
e any resources or services that would facilitate assessment efforts.

The annual departmental reports are reviewed in the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education and by
the SAS Assessment Committee; this annual summary report is prepared for the SAS Executive Dean
and the Assessment Council on Learning Outcomes. The SAS Associate Dean for Undergraduate
Education prepares drafts of individual reviews of each department’s assessment, focusing on

2 Excellence, Opportunity and Leadership: Strategic Plan for the Rutgers University School of Arts
and Sciences, 2016-2020. http://sas.rutgers.edu/documents/office-of-the-dean/office-of-
communications/859-srategic-plan-for-the-school-of-arts-and-sciences-2016-2020.

3 The Core Curriculum is addressed in a separate annual assessment report submitted to the
Assessment Council on Learning Outcomes, the Core Requirements Committee, and the Executive
Dean of SAS.
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making suggestions for moving forward. The SAS Assessment Committee reviews these drafts and
makes modifications as needed. These reviews are then returned to the departments. All SAS
departments are actively engaged in regular direct assessment of student learning outcomes, or are
working together as a faculty to develop and implement such plans. The SAS Assessment
Committee does midyear follow-ups with departments that appear to be stalled or making little
progress in their assessment efforts.

The University’s Assessment Checklist for Academic Programs provides the basis for review of
department reports. For all department reports, the Associate Dean does a preliminary scoring of
each checklist item along a scale from “best practices” to “progress slow or stalled.”

Best Practices department 3.0
Very good progress 2.
Making good progress 2.0
Progress is slow or stalled - mid-year progress veport (o be) requested  1.3- 10

Over the past several years, the process of providing feedback to departments has been evaluated and
revised. In early assessment cycles, programs were assigned overall evaluations that mapped directly
into the scoring system. In Fall 2015, the SAS Assessment Committee decided to simplify the
summative classification of program assessment efforts into three categories: “best practices,”
“making reasonable progress,” and “progress slowed or stalled.” This simplification was motivated
by a desire to provide more straightforward and useful feedback to departments. In particular, the
Committee’s sense was that the distinctions in the rate of progress in the summative evaluation
served to muddy the waters; for most departments, progress was uneven across the different
measures. The Committee wanted to encourage departments to focus less on their overall “grade”
and more on the feedback provided on the specific elements of their assessment plans and activities.

In order to provide more actionable feedback to departments, the SAS Assessment Committee
decided in Fall 2017 to provide departments evaluations of three aspects of their assessment efforts:

o Is there a clearly articulated plan for program assessment?

o Is it clear where/how the program learning goals are achieved?

o Is it clear how the program learning goals are sustainably assessed?
Departments were given “scores” (“best practices”, “making good progress”, and “progress stalled”)
on each of these measures in addition to narrative feedback on their reports and suggestions for
moving forward. A document providing the “best practices” on the three measures was distributed
with the department reports and was posted on the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education website.

(See Appendix B.)
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In addition, the SAS Associate Dean of Undergraduate Education, in collaboration with the SAS
Assessment Committee, prepared a “Frequently Asked Questions” document based on the 2016-17

reports. (See Appendix C). This document was also sent to departments and posted on the SAS OUE
website.

2017-18 Results:

Annual Report on Assessment
v' Filed
v Comprehensive - includes a report on the various elements below as appropriate

43/45
reporting

All but two departments or major programs in SAS filed comprehensive assessment reports this year.
Two major programs filed reports for the first time: Cinema Studies and Cognitive Studies. Both of
these programs are relatively new and still have small numbers of majors, yet both have developed
preliminary assessment plans. The reporting programs plus the Writing Program (which is included
in the Core Curriculum Report) account for 94% of the total enrollment in SAS courses for Summer
2017 to Spring 2018 (208,946 out of 222,507).# Appendix D presents data on enrollments and numbers
of majors and minors in the Class of 2018 for the SAS departments and programs.

In addition, this year the SAS Honors Program provided a report of its assessment efforts. In the past,
only academic departments have been asked to submit annual assessment reports. However, SAS has
a number of programs that are essential to undergraduate education that lie outside academic
departments. SAS has encouraged all of these programs to develop plans for assessment. This year,
only the SAS Honors Program was asked to submit a report on its assessment activities. This was a
natural first step as the Honors Program is similar to a major program; it has clearly articulated
learning goals and graduation requirements intended to help students meet those goals. However,
the Honors Program also has goals related to student engagement and co-curricular activities, so its
assessment objectives and methods differed in important ways from those of a major program. For
the purposes of this report, the Honors Program assessment efforts have been evaluated along the
same checklist as that used for the major programs. Going forward, as SAS requests assessment
reports of other offices and programs, such as the Career Exploration Initiative, the Scholarship
Office, and the Office of Advising and Academic Services, it is likely that a new or adapted checklist
will need to be developed.

Two departments failed to submit assessment reports this year. A handful of other departments
submitted reports well past the June 15* deadline, and then only after several reminders from the SAS
Office of Undergraduate Education. For a few of these departments, the problem is having a faculty

* The Writing Program registered 17,881 students Summer 2017 to Spring 2018 and its excellent
assessment program feeds into the Core Curriculum report. The remaining 13,561 students are
registered under SAS numbers for interdisciplinary courses and a range of one-credit seminars such
as Byrnes, Students in Transition, and Honors Colloquia.
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not engaged in, and sometimes even hostile to, assessment. More commonly, though, the failure to
submit a report or to submit a late or inadequate report is due to having all the responsibility for
assessment falling on one department officer, usually the undergraduate program director.

Each program assessment report was reviewed and scored on each item listed on the ECA checklist.
Assessment activities were scored on a 3-point scale from “best practices” to “progress slow or
stalled.” Chart 1 (p. 8) presents the SAS average score for all those departments scored on the item
and Chart 2 (p. 9) presents the full results of this scoring. In the ECA checklists, the SAS average
score is given along with the number of departments scoring 2.5 over the number of departments
reporting.

Learning Goals
V" Clearly defined
v" Publicly posted -
http://sas.rutgers.edu/component/docman/doc_download/532-sas-learning-goals
v' Aligned in hierarchy of learning goals
v" University level

45/45

Decanal Unit level
Program/department level
Course level

ANRNEN

All SAS departments and programs have developed and published programmatic learning goals
available on SAS and department web pages and in the official catalog. All department learning
goals align with both university and Core learning goals and meet the SAS goal of rigorous
disciplinary learning goals in major and minor fields of study (or a single credit-intensive major field

of study).
96 Course Syllabi: syllabi/synopsis/expanded course descriptions
31)43 v Includes appropriate learning goals
26 v" Identifies where or how the goals are met
31/43

Overwhelmingly, SAS syllabi include appropriate learning goals, and syllabi or course synopses with
learning goals are made available to students. Departments/programs vary in the extent to which they
pursue specific program goals in particular targeted courses or whether program goals are achieved
through an extended course of study involving multiple specific classes that students may mix in
ways that fit their own specific needs. We expect that as departments find some of their benchmarks
unmet they will target curricular points for student development of the skills and knowledge
necessary to meet the particular goal.
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2.6
28/43

25
25/43

2.5
25/43

3.0
43/43

Assessment Plan, Structure, and Process: Describes the assessment structure and the
process by which the assessment plan was developed and shared within the unit

v'  Efficient

v'  Effective

v"  Sustainable

v" Reviewed annually

SAS departments continue to progress in developing strong assessment plans, structures, and

processes. (For previous years’ results compared to 2017-18, see Appendices E and F.) Our annual
reporting system insures that all departments review their plans each year. The SAS averages on the
efficient, effective, and sustainable criteria ranged from 2.5 to 2.6, and 24 of the departments scored 3
on all four measures. Only 2 reporting SAS departments scored below 2 on any of the four criteria in
this category.

2.8
38/43

2.6
28/43

25
24/42

Assessment Tools/Measures

v" Includes some direct measures

v" Tools/measures appropriate to goals

v" Designed to produce reliable results that can be used for program improvement

SAS departments have done well in in developing direct, appropriate, and reliable assessment tools
and measures. SAS averages ranged from 2.5 to 2.8.
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2.6
29/43

25
26/43

Benchmarks/Standards
v" Describes the process used to define standards, targets, and relevant peer and
historical comparisons

v' Articulates appropriately rigorous standards for judging student achievement of
learning goals and identifies unacceptable levels of performance for all learning
goals

SAS departments employ benchmarks that incorporate rigorous standards for student achievement.
More than half (25/43) of all SAS departments/ programs scored 3 (“best practices’) on both of these
criteria in AY 2017-18.

2.8
37/43

Assessment Implementation and Results
v" Conducted and reports on at least one direct assessment measure of at least one of
the primary student learning goals; results included in report

SAS Departments particularly excelled in conducting and reporting direct assessments of student
learning outcomes. The SAS average on this was 2.8 and 37 of the departments scored >2.5 on the
conducting and reporting of direct assessments. Eighteen SAS departments also conducted at least
one optional indirect assessment of student learning.

2.7
32/43

2.8
32/42

Response to Assessment Results: “Closing the Loop” activities
v" Describes the process used to review assessment information and use for
improvement

v Modification/refinement of pedagogy, curriculum, assessment tool, or learning goal
based on assessment results.

Forty-two departments included at least some detail in their reports about the planning and/or
implementation of modifications to courses, curriculum, and/or assessment processes in an effort to
improve their student learning outcomes and the reliability of their assessments. Thirty-two
departments scored >2.5 on ‘closing the loop” activities, indicating that there is clear and substantial
progress being made on implementing evidence-based decision-making across SAS programs. These

modifications range from the re-weighting of the assessment tool in the final course grade to complete
restructuring of major requirements.
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Chart 1: Average of SAS Department Scores, 2017-18

DEPARTMENTS FILED REPORTS (43/45=96%)

LEARNING GOALS
Clearly defined (n=45)
Publically posted (n=45)
Aligned (n=45)

COURSE SYLLABI
Has learning goals (n=43)
Identifies where goals are met (n=43)

PLAN, STRUCTURE & PROCESS
Efficient (n=43)

Effective (n=43)

Sustainable (n=43)

Review Annually (n=43)

[ rating scale:
3 = exemplary
2.5 = very good progress
2 = making good progress
1.5 = making some progress
1 = needs to make progress

TOOL AND MEASURES

Some direct measures (n=43)

Measures appropriate to goals (n=43)
Reliable results for improvement (n=43)

BENCHMARKS/STANDARDS
Process and defines standards (n=43)
Appropriate (n=43)

IMPLEMENTATION AND RESULTS
Direct measure of primary SLO (n=43)
Indirect measures of SLO (n=18)

CLOSING THE LOOP

Process of review & implementation (n=43)
Changes made based on results (n=42)
Evidence of improvement (n=16)

MAINTENANCE & UPDATING
Process for review and update SLOs (n=6)
Updated (n=2)

o

0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
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Chart 2: Percent of SAS Departments (n=45) Scoring at Each Level on Checklist Rubric, 2017-18

DEPARTMENTS FILED REPORTS

LEARNING GOALS
Clearly defined
Publically posted
Aligned

COURSE SYLLABI
Has learning goals

Identifies where goals are met

PLAN, STRUCTURE & PROCESS
Efficient

Effective
Sustainable

B 3 = exemplary

Review Annually M 2.5 = very good

progress

TOOL AND MEASURES

. [ 2 = making good
Some direct measures

progress
Measures appropriate to goals

Reliable results for improvement 1.5 = making some

progress
BENCHMARKS/STANDARDS 01 =needs to make
Appropriate 00 =or not applicable

at this time

Direct measure of primary SLO |
Indirect measures of SLO

CLOSING THE LOOP

Process of review & implementation

Changes made based on results
Evidence of improvement

IMPLEMENTATION AND RESULTS :

MAINTENANCE & UPDATING
Process for review and update SLOs
Updated |
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Page 9 of 26



RUTGERS

2017-18 SAS Annual Assessment Report

29
15/16

Response to Assessment Results: Post -“Closing the Loop” assessments
v" Successful Improvement: Provides evidence of improved student learning based on
implemented changes

Sixteen departments reported evidence of improvements in student learning resulting from prior
“close the loop” actions. This is an impressive number. Still, SAS plans to encourage more
departments to evaluate the changes made to their major programs. As documented above, almost all
departments plan some form of change to their program on an annual basis. These changes should be
evaluated to make sure they are having the effects the faculty intended.

2.8
5/6

3.0
2/2

Maintenance/Updating Process
v" Describe the process used to review and update learning goals

v" Learning goals are updated, as needed, in light of changes in University, unit, or
program mission and strategic plans, advances in disciplinary knowledge,
evolution of stakeholder needs, and changes in student preparation and capacity

Six departments reported reviewing their learning goals based on their assessment efforts. Two of

these departments have updated their learning goals in response to these reviews.
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In assessment of student learning outcomes, 14 SAS departments have been designated as ‘best
practices’ on all the checklist items.

American Studies German Molecular Biology &

Asian Languages and Cultures  Italian Biochemistry

Biological Sciences Latin American Studies Russian and Eastern European
Cell Biology & Neuroscience Latino and Caribbean Studies Languages and Literatures
Criminal Justice Mathematics Spanish and Portuguese
Genetics

An additional 6 programs averaged above 2.8 on the checklist items:

Art History History
Comparative Literature Kinesiology and Health
Geography Psychology

Most of the other programs made good or very good progress in their assessment efforts this year.
For only two of the departments submitting reports did it appear that progress had stalled.

As noted above, however, two departments failed to submit reports this year. One of these is a
department that has been identified in the previous two years as having made little progress in its
assessment efforts. In both years, this department was asked to submit a midyear report in February
documenting its plans for assessment for the current academic year. In both years, this department
refused to comply.

The two non-reporting departments and the two departments with progress stalled will be asked to
tile midyear reports in February 2019 outlining their plans for program assessment in 2018-19.
Despite the case of the non-compliant department described above, the midyear reports have proven
an effective tool for jumpstarting a department’s assessment efforts. The requests for these reports are
always accompanied by an offer to meet with the undergraduate director and/or the faculty more
broadly. Four of the six departments asked to file midyear reports last year made considerable
progress in developing and implementing assessment plans in AY 2017-18.

In addition to the individualized feedback provided to departments on their annual reports, the SAS
Office of Undergraduate Education also held a lunch workshop in January 2018 on program
assessment. The Associate Dean of Undergraduate Education gave a brief presentation, highlighting
the common hurdles to effective program assessment and providing suggestions for how to engage
faculty in assessment. Much of the workshop time, though, was devoted to discussion and the
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sharing of experiences of undergraduate program directors across SAS. This workshop was well-
attended and well-received.

On the assessment form, programs were asked to report on other course and curricular evaluation
activities in which their faculty were engaged. Over the past couple years, the SAS Office of
Undergraduate Education has realized that many faculty and departments are engaged in assessment
efforts that do not always fit neatly into the program assessment report template. The responses to
this question confirm this. A number of responses report collaborations across departments to
develop new programs and discuss teaching and assessment methods. Many departments are
evaluating their introductory courses to standardize the level at which they are taught and to attract
new students to their major and minor programs.

At the school level, particularly notable is the on-going work of the Office of Stem Education
established under the Dean for Mathematical and Physical Sciences and the Vice-Dean for
Undergraduate Education. It includes the STEM Transformations using Research-based instructional
practices, Assessment, and Dissemination (TRIAD) coalition, which “serves as a research and
organizing center for implementation and assessment of course transformations based on discipline
based education research.” TRIAD is building a community dedicated to the improvement of
instruction in the STEM disciplines, including the quantitative disciplines in the social sciences and
humanities, and, as reported on its website, is engaged in four impressive course transformation
projects. Assessments of these projects conform to academic expectations for discipline based
education research.

The variety of activities reported makes it clear that SAS faculty are committed to finding ways to
improve student learning.

As in the past, SAS departments were asked to report the most significant challenges faced in the
process of assessment. To solicit more information on how these challenges might be addressed,
departments were prompted to describe additional data, resources and/or support services that
would facilitate departmental assessment efforts. Although the responses varied greatly, reflecting
the heterogeneity of the SAS departments, some common themes emerged. Many departments cited
the challenges presented by the growing number of courses taught by PTLs and NTTs who are less
familiar, and in many cases, less invested in the assessment process. Many responses also noted the
impact of shifting enrollments, leaving some departments unable to run capstone courses for their
majors due to lack of enrollment and others unable to staff enough such courses to meet demand.
Once again this year, many departments cited the need for more data. A number of departments
want to be able to track student performance across courses in their major programs. For example, a
few programs cited the desire to know how a student who earned a C in (or had to repeat) an
introductory course fared in subsequent courses. Other departments asked for more support and
resources for developing and teaching on-line courses.
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The SAS Office of Undergraduate Education is committed to providing departments the resources
they need to evaluate their courses and programs effectively and efficiently. SAS OUE has created,
and now filled, a new position, Director of Teaching, Learning, and Assessment, to spearhead faculty
professional development. The Director will work with faculty to develop new courses and adopt
new teaching technologies and methods. He will also assist faculty in developing and implementing
effective assessment methods.

As a school, SAS has made remarkable advances in assessment of student learning outcomes, and we
appreciate the impetus to continually reexamine the quality and success of the undergraduate
education our students enjoy, and to address the array of challenges that have been identified by our
departments as they move ahead with evidence-based decision-making processes in assessment and
curriculum development.

In sum, the SAS uses assessment practices as an important tool in maintaining excellence in
undergraduate education. SAS emphasizes sustainable, efficient, and authentic assessments that
provide valid practical information for decision-making about how to improve student learning
outcomes and promoting a culture of continuous improvement based on evidence.

Submitted on Behalf of the SAS Assessment Committee

Carolyn Moehling, Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education

Committee Members for AY 2017-18:
Geraldine Cochran

Linnea Dickson

Mary Emenike

William Field

Joanne Hunt

Kathleen Lopez

Carolyn Moehling

Kurt Spellmeyer
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Appendix A: SAS Program Assessment Form

Department:
Submitted by: Date:
Assessment Faculty who are responsible for leading your department/program

Committee/ Working | efforts on assessment of the major(s), minor(s), and other curriculum
Group and courses.

This report is on the assessment of:
Major - please
specify:

Minor - please
specify:

Program (Major, Minor)
Learning Goal(s)

URL for Learning Goals
on Dept. Website

Learning Goals Dept./program syllabi/synopses/expanded descriptions that include
Statement(s) on appropriate learning goals statement(s) - select one:
Syllabi/Synopses

Overwhelming majority / More than half / About half / Less than half

Where/ How Are For each goal, identify which course(s) and/or other program
Program Learning Goals | requirements most directly require student achievement of the
Achieved? desired learning outcomes (e.g., “300-level dept. seminars,” “lab

research requirement,” etc.)

How are Program Identify and briefly describe at least one assignment or student work

Learning Goals product that is used to directly measure student achievement of

Assessed? each learning goal (preferably at or near program completion) - e.g.,
“the final project in our capstone course is scored using the program
rubrics.”

How Are these Please attach the relevant rubric, test, survey instrument, etc. used for

Outcomes Measured? evaluating student performance for each outcome. Please be sure to

describe how your faculty defines different performance levels - e.g.,
what is required for a “satisfactory” rating or an “outstanding” rating?
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Appendix A: SAS Program Assessment Form

Summary Of Program Please provide data on the number of students achieving each level of
Assessment Results For performance on each goal.
This Academic Year

Use of Results; Plan for Any planned or implemented changes in light of results; plans for the
Going Forward follow-up re-assessment of student outcomes on the goal(s); steps to
revise assessment tools, and/or process, etc.

Timeline/ Schedule for Describe the timeline for follow-up re-assessment of student outcomes
Going Forward on the goal(s); pilot/ implementation of future assessment(s); analysis of
assessment results, plan(s) for addressing areas of concern, etc.

Maintenance/Updating Describe how assessment plan has been developed and shared with
of Learning Goals and/or | faculty; any changes to learning goals, curriculum, and/or assessment
Assessment Process process based on changes in mission, disciplinary advances, changes in

student preparation and capacity; etc.

Other Course/Curricula Describe other activities to evaluate courses or curricula in which your
Evaluations or Reforms faculty is engaged; examples would be collaboration with other
in Which Your Faculty Is | departments to improve instruction in prerequisite courses, and sharing

Engaged, If Any information and resources with other departments on teaching and
assessment methods.

Most Significant Describe the most significant challenge you have faced this year in

Challenge developing and implementing changes in the assessment process/plan,

or in the curriculum.

Additional Resources Please describe any additional resources or support services you would
and Services That Would | like to have to facilitate your assessment efforts in the future.
be Helpful Going
Forward
Additional Data That Please describe any additional data or information you would like to
Would be Helpful Going | have to facilitate your assessment and improvement efforts in the future.
Forward

Attachments:
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Appendix B

Program Assessment “Best Practices”

Is there a clearly articulated plan for program assessment?

Based on the report, is it clear that there is faculty (committee) oversight of curriculum assessment;
that the faculty have developed a sustainable assessment plan; that there is ongoing implementation of
this plan; and that assessment results are used to inform decision-making about the program?

Best Practices

e An active working group/ committee is in place, and continuously maintained from one
academic year to next.

e An assessment plan has been developed and implemented, with a timeline for sustaining efforts
over time.

e Direct assessment data have been collected, analyzed, and shared with faculty.

e Assessment data are being used for decision-making and program improvement, and to develop
plans for addressing areas of concern. (This is often referred to as “closing the loop.”)

Is it clear where/ how the program learning goals are achieved?

Based on the report, does it appear that program requirements are clearly aligned with the program
learning goals and that benchmarks have been established for measuring student achievement of these
goals?

Best Practices

e Describes activities, requirements, and competencies that are aligned with achievement of each
learning goal by program completion.

e Describes the specific courses that address the program requirements and learning goals.

e Includes information about how student outcomes may be developed over successive
courses/requirements.

e Includes clear and appropriate benchmarks for student achievement of the goals.

Is it clear how the program learning goals are sustainably assessed?

Based on the report, does it appear that student achievement of the program learning goals is
effectively assessed, and that the assessments are sustainable over time?

Best Practices

e Describes an ongoing process of implementing specific direct assessments of all learning goals
that is easily sustained over time.

e Includes the relevant rubric, test, survey instrument, etc. used for each measure, and identifies
clear benchmarks for each performance level.

e Benchmarks are reviewed to ensure consistency, improvement of outcomes over time.

e Assessment tools(s) are periodically reviewed, tested for ease of use.

e Faculty are provided guidance on assessment related to improving reliability and comparability
of results over time.
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Appendix C

Program Assessment
Frequently Asked Questions

1. What is “assessment of student learning outcomes?”

The assessment of student learning outcomes is the evaluation of what students are learning in your
program. The “outcomes” of interest are the goals set for students by your faculty. So simply put,
assessment is asking, are students learning what your faculty want them to learn?

2. What is the goal of program assessment?

The goal of program assessment is to evaluate whether students in your major (or minor) are achieving
your program learning goals. You should design these evaluations to provide information that you can
use in departmental decision-making about courses and curricula. For instance, you could design
assessment plans to answer questions such as:

What courses or requirements are working well and should be expanded and/or used to
promote our program to more students?

For which learning goals are students not meeting faculty expectations? How should we
change our courses or requirements to improve student achievement of these goals?

Are the introductory courses in our major adequately preparing students for subsequent
coursework?

Are the courses we offer to students from other majors meeting the needs of those programs?
3. What is a “sustainable” assessment plan?
An assessment plan is sustainable if it can be carried out consistently from one year to the next. The
key elements to a sustainable plan are (1) a clear articulation of methods and objectives, (2) a timeline

for implementation, and (2) a faculty committee charged with this implementation.

The most common reason that progress in assessment stalls or stops in a department is because the
Undergraduate Program Director is the only member of the faculty involved in assessment.

4. Why is there an emphasis on measuring student outcomes “near or at completion” of the
program?

For many programs, students are expected to achieve the desired learning outcomes through the
cumulative experience of fulfilling program requirements. Therefore, to measure these outcomes, we
would ideally like to evaluate students after they meet all, or at least most, of the program
requirements. Capstone seminars are a natural place to conduct this type of evaluation.

However, program assessment can be implemented at other points in a curriculum. Some program
learning goals map into a particular course requirement. For example, many social science disciplines
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have goals regarding quantitative analysis skills, and most of the teaching of these skills takes place in
one or two courses in the program. These goals could be assessed in those courses.

In addition, in some programs, a defining moment in the student experience is at an earlier stage (like a
sophomore methods seminar or an intermediate theory course) and this is a fruitful point to conduct
assessment.

5. Why are course grades not assessment?

Course grades often include factors that do not reflect student learning outcomes. For instance, course
grades may include penalties for late and missed assignments and class absences. In addition, a course
grade is usually a summary measure for how a student performed on several different learning
outcomes — concept mastery, writing ability, quantitative analysis skills, etc. To generate information
that will be relevant for faculty discussions about the curriculum, it is often more useful to have
measures of student performance on each of these outcomes separately.

Assessment, however, does not need to be viewed as completely unconnected to grading. If an
instructor gives an assignment that is designed to evaluate student achievement of a particular learning
goal, the grades on that assignment can be used as an assessment measure.

6. Why does SAS require that departments file annual reports on program assessment
activities?

SAS requires annual program assessment reports because (1) SAS is required to file an annual report
on all assessment efforts in the School to the University Assessment Council on Learning Outcomes
(formerly the Executive Council on Assessment); and (2) the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education
(OUE) wants to support assessment efforts in our programs.

Every March, the Executive Dean of SAS receives a letter from Senior Vice President of Academic
Affairs asking for a report on the assessment activities of the School and its departments. This letter is
accompanied by a checklist of items that should be included in the report. The form SAS asks
departments to complete is based on this checklist.

The SAS OUE also uses the annual program assessment reports as an opportunity to learn more about
what types of support departments need to further their assessment efforts, and more generally, their
goals for their academic programs. In the past few years, we have added questions to the program
assessment forms to get more specific information about data and resource needs and the challenges
faced in conducting program assessment.

7. Who reviews the annual program assessment reports?

The initial review is conducted by the dean in the SAS Office of Undergraduate Education who is
responsible for assessment. The drafts of responses to departments are then reviewed by the SAS
Assessment Committee, which is made up of Undergraduate Program Directors and other SAS
personnel involved in assessment. Members of the Committee contribute to these responses, drawing
on their own experiences on the ground with assessment.
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Appendix D: SAS Departments — Enrollments, Majors, and Minors AY 2017-18

Department/Program No. coursesin Enroliment Total Enrollment Class of 2018*
Core Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter2018 | Spring 2018 2017-18 Majors Minors
AfricanaStudies 3 93 807 0 965 1,865 24 45
AmericanStudies 15 93 610 4 581 1,288 4 24
Comp. & Critical Race/ Ethnic Studies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
AMESALL 32 11 305 0 463 779 1 5
Arabic 1 4 76 0 49 129 0 10
Hindi 1 35 0 22 57 0 3
South Asia Studies 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Swahili 1 0 5 0 3 8 0 3
Anthropology 21 33 1,069 3 746 1,851 28 27
Evolutionary Anthropology 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 7
Art History 13 80 954 0 943 1,977 30 39
Asian Languages & Cultures 3 44 307 0 262 613 0 13
Chinese 8 53 370 0 434 857 7 19
East Asian Languages & Studies 1 0 19 0 17 36 24 0
Japanese 2 13 467 0 381 861 0 27
Korean 4 54 341 0 271 666 0 11
Biological Sciences 12 642 3,560 0 3,173 7,375 330 107
Cell Biology & Neuroscience 0 279 1,478 0 1,565 3,322 158 0
Chemistry & Chemical Biology 11 2,707 9,144 87 6,876 18,814 49 25
Cinema Studies 2 8 41 6 103 158 13 17
Classics 10 164 957 0 777 1,898 14 0
Classic Civilizations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Classic Humanities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Latin 2 7 45 0 56 108 0 0
Ancient Greek 2 3 19 0 15 37 0 0
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Appendix D: SAS Departments — Enrollments, Majors, and Minors AY 2017-18

Department/Program No. coursesin Enroliment Total Enrollment Class of 2018!
Core Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 | Spring2018 2017-18 Majors Minors
Cognitive Science 3 0 186 0 223 409 20 38
Comparative Literature 41 75 382 46 559 1,062 12 11
Computer Science 8 598 5,627 0 5,895 12,120 423 51
Criminal Justice 2 184 1,324 0 1,324 2,832 320 0
Earth & Planetary Sciences 15 259 1,592 131 1,355 3,337 9 5
Economics 3 771 6,075 0 6,262 13,108 475 222
English? 57 160 1,894 0 1,794 3,848 183 63
Creative Writing 4 36 1,267 0 1,355 2,658 0 51
French 17 47 420 0 429 896 12 33
Genetics 16 131 1,191 0 1,174 2,496 43 0
Geography 18 207 1,205 128 1,470 3,010 18 6
Environmental Studies 1 8 84 0 70 162 0 13
International & Global Studies 1 0 73 0 0 73 0 46
German 16 4 199 0 365 568 7 11
History? 75 114 1,799 76 1,925 3,914 114 111
History/Political Science 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0
Italian 15 55 553 0 609 1,217 11 15
Jewish Studies 17 0 105 0 101 206 5 9
Hebrew - Modern 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Kinesiology & Health 2 405 3,008 130 3,053 6,596 308 0
Latin AmericanStudies 2 33 158 45 150 386 2 3
Latino & Caribbean Studies 12 18 661 14 671 1,364 7 25
Linguistics 4 16 665 0 740 1,421 41 22
Marine Sciences (SAS + SEBS) 3 33 295 19 182 529 1 0

Page 20 of 26




RUTGERS

2017-18 SAS Annual Assessment Report

Appendix D: SAS Departments — Enrollments, Majors, and Minors AY 2017-18

Department/Program No. coursesin Enroliment Total Enrollment Class of 2018!
Core Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 | Spring2018 2017-18 Majors Minors
Mathematics 19 1,887 11,993 0 8,748 22,628 193 126
Biomathematics 0 0 2 0 2 4 10 0
Middle Eastern Studies 18 3 192 0 115 310 6 10
Molecular Biology & Biochemistry 7 92 585 0 504 1,181 36 0
Organizational Leadership 2 25 46 0 90 161 0 30
Philosophy 21 343 2,275 122 2,028 4,768 69 69
Physics & Astronomy
Physics 14 983 6,269 0 5,645 12,897 66 12
Astrophysics 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0
Astronomy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Political Science 14 448 3,289 0 3,108 6,845 318 133
Critical Intelligence Studies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Psychology 11 907 8,535 0 8,633 18,075 650 522
Religion 23 37 792 11 978 1,818 11 32
Russian & E. European Studies (REELL) 15 8 166 0 234 408 6 9
Sociology 10 426 3,513 0 3,690 7,629 111 233
Criminology 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 101
Health & Society 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93
Spanish & Portuguese
Spanish 12 288 895 0 805 1,988 32 71
Portuguese i 0 43 0 46 89 0 9
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Appendix D: SAS Departments — Enrollments, Majors, and Minors AY 2017-18

Department/Program No. coursesin Enrollmen.t : Total Enroliment C|'355 of 201?1
Core Summer 2017 Fall 2017 Winter 2018 | Spring 2018 2017-18 Majors Minors
Statistics 6 394 2,758 28 2,768 5,948 66 62
Statistics Mathematics 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0
Women's & Gender Studies 17 264 1,669 120 1,600 3,653 42 85
Sexualities Studies 2 7 24 0 31 0 9 0
SocialJustice 0 7 49 0 14 70 0 7
Gender & Media 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
* SAS minor programs not required to file annual assessment reports.
African Area Studies 3 0 14 0 4 18 0 1
European Studies 1 0 10 0 12 22 0 3
Medieval Studies 0 0 11 0 5 16 0 2
Modern Greek 2 0 28 4 39 71 0 5

1Class of 2018 data include January 2018 and May 2018 graduates and expected October 2018 graduates. Major counts include first, second, third, and fourth majors; minor
counts include first, second, and third minors.

2Data includes 01:354, 01:358 & 01:359

3Data includes 01:506, 01:508, 01:510 & 01:512
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Appendix E: Summary — SAS Departments, Program Assessment Reports

SAS: Summary of Department Assessment

. 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18
Reporting
number of SAS departments 38 42% 42% 42% 42% 42% 42% 42% 45
learning goals articulated - see 92% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
SAS Undergraduate Program Learning Goals (35) (42) (42) (42) (42) (42) (42) (42) (45)
annual assessment report submitted 18% 98% 93% 95% 98% 100% 100% 100% 96%
@ | @) | @) | @) | @) | @@ | @@ | @ | @)
assessment tools and measures used 18% 60% 93% 95% 93% 93% 93% 90% 91%
appropriate to goals (7) (25) (39) (40) (39) (39) (39) (38) (41)
resullts of assessment provided 16% 33% 62% 60% 90% 90% 88% 86% 89%
(6) (14) (26) (25) (38) (38) 37) (36) (40)
changes made based on review of assessment 8% 33% 71% 83% 88% 86% 95% 95% 93%
results (3) (14) (30) (35) (37) (36) (40) (40) (42)
plans/schedule for going forward included 1 (66)/0 ?; 9/; ?; 9/; 2(327/; 2(327/; Zgz/; Zgz/; 2(3??7/; E(SZO/())

*Includes the joint SAS/SEBS major in Marine Science

Notes: Only departments scoring 2.0 or higher included in counts.

Page 23 of 26



http://sasoue.rutgers.edu/component/docman/?task=doc_download&gid=435&Itemid=262

RUTGERS

School of Arts and Sciences

2017-18 SAS Annual Assessment Report
Appendix E: Summary — SAS Departments, Program Assessment Reports

Number of SAS Departments/Programs Reporting
Assessment Tools, Results, and Changes Made
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Number of SAS Departments Scoring >2.5 (‘making very good’ to ‘exemplary’ progress)
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Average of SAS Department Scores
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