Guidelines for Program/Service Department Annual Reviews
The following guidelines are presented to assist users with the requirements of assessment for annual program reviews.  Use the following table to input assessment results and follow-up action(s).  Explanations and directions for each category are provided below.  
I.
Program/Department Level Assessment-Complete the chart with the information as exemplified below (typically, columns I and II will not change from year to year unless a program/department has changed its goals or assessment methods).
Example:
	I
	II
	III
	IV

	Program Goals a/o Learning Goals
	Assessment Method/ Measure(s)/
Means of Assessment (MOA) 

(Include internal benchmark/ criteria for success)
	Result(s)

Met, Partially Met or 

Not Met
(attach evidence as necessary such as spreadsheets, rubrics results)
	Action(s)

	
	
	
	Mid-year progress (March 15 to Institutional Research)*

	
	
	
	Year-end progress (August 31st to Assessment Director)*

	#1. Students will demonstrate writing competence with the conventions of standard written American English by applying appropriate grammatical usage, writing mechanics and rhetorical skills to written assignments. (GEO #1, GNS Program Goal #2)
	MOA: A random sample of final research papers from ENG 151 were evaluated for organization, content and grammar by department instructors using a holistic scoring rubric. Scores were averaged from two raters who were not the student’s teaching faculty. 
Benchmark: 70% of students will meet standards with a score of three or higher on the assessment rubric for each criteria (copy of rubric attached).
	Partially met.  

For logical organization, 65% of students met standards, for content, 81% of students met standards and for grammar, 75% of students met standards.
	Action: Assessment results were discussed at department meeting June 2008. Satisfaction with the ratings for content and grammar was noted; concern was expressed for the low rating in logical organization.  A possible cause for the low score may have been the lack of requiring a graded rough draft for the research paper. The department decided to add a graded rough draft to the standard syllabus for the course beginning Fall 2008. Re-assess in 2009.

	
	
	
	Mid-year progress (March 15 to Institutional Research): Results from fall 2008 classes demonstrated improvement in logical organization from 65% to 68% of students meeting standards on the assessment rubric.

	
	
	
	Year-end progress (approximately June) Results from fall 2008 and spring 2009 courses demonstrated improvement in logical organization from 65% to 69% of students meeting standards for this criterion.  Goal partially met. Reassess in spring 2010.


* Internal departmental deadlines may be sooner (e.g. course coordinators should have final exam analyses to department head by June 15th).
II.
Definitions/Directions for Categories Above

Program Goals (Column #I-generally will not change from year to year unless a program goal changes)
For this section, programs/departments should review current goals and objectives originally developed for assessment and revise/edit them to create just 3-6 program or department goals (no separate objectives needed).  Goals should represent the 3-6 most important outcomes as a result of the activities, services, or learning from a department or program and be written in measurable language.  For academic programs, the goals must represent student learning outcomes but academic programs may also add “operational/strategic/process” goals such as retention, graduation, transfer and enrollment, etc. as appropriate for their program.  For service departments, the goals should represent the 3-6 main service outcomes of the department.  Generally, non-academic /service/administrative goals should be derived from the goals of the College’s strategic objectives and learning goals should be derived from the College’s general education objectives.  This linkage should be demonstrated by identifying which college-level objective(s) are related to the program/department goal in parentheses.  Following is a checklist for column #I:
_____
A.
3-6 learning goals identified and written in measureable language per academic program or 3-6 service/departmental goals 


(non-academic departments).
_____
B.
Academic programs may also include operational/strategic/process goals (e.g. transfer rates; employment).

_____
C.
Goals should be linked to General Education Objectives and/or WWCC Strategic Objectives [identify which one(s) in 



parentheses after goal description].
_____
D.
Goals may also be cycled (e.g. two per year over five years.  All goals should be measured at least once within a 5-year 


program review cycle, however; if a goal does not meet the specified benchmark, it must be reassessed and measured the 


following year). 
Assessment Measures/Methods (Column #II-generally will not change from year to year unless means of assessment changed or added)
For this section, programs/departments should identify how they will measure their goals (MOA=means of assessment) and what the criteria is for success (benchmark).  Some examples already in use may be found in the program’s/department’s current “outcome indicators” originally developed for assessment.  This column should identify the specific instrument or means of assessment such as objective pass rates from the final exam analysis or headcount/FTEs for enrollment numbers.  A minimum of one means of assessment is required for each goal, two is better, three is outstanding so results can be triangulated from more than one source.  At least one measure must be a direct measure of assessment.
Assessment types for academic programs and /service/operational/process goals are typically divided into two categories: direct and indirect. Some examples of direct and indirect measures for academic and service/operational/process goals can be found below:
	Academic (student learning) Goals
	Service/Operational/Process Goals

	Direct
	Indirect
	Direct
	Indirect

	Standardized exams
	Satisfaction surveys
	Productivity/Service/Incidence counts
	Satisfaction surveys

	Analytic rubrics
	Focus groups
	Tracking counts 
	Focus groups

	Comprehensive exams
	Document analyses
	Turn-around times 
	Document analyses

	Capstone projects
	Course evaluations
	Benchmarking-compared to peers, better than national averages (i.e. CCSSE)
	

	Employer/Internship ratings
	MHEC performance indicators
	Standards based-specific numbers/percents (i.e. enrollment, retention)
	

	Theses
	Alumni contact
	Value-added-increase/decrease rates
	

	Portfolio evaluations
	Employer survey
	Longitudinal-improvement over time
	


It is important that the means of assessment chosen actually measures the goal to which it is related.  For example, one wouldn’t measure an increase in enrollment by surveying attendee satisfaction with a recruiting event.  To measure the impact the event had on increasing enrollment, the attendees would have to be tracked to see who actually applied, enrolled and attended the institution.
Setting benchmarks is important so the program/department can determine if it is successful or not based on meeting the benchmark, and if not, where it can improve.  Unless the program/department has external mandates it must meet, setting benchmarks is typically a subjective process but based on some type of evidence.  For student learning goals, the Assessment Committee recommends a minimum benchmark of 70% pass rates (e.g. 70% pass rate by objective for final exam analyses or 70% of students pass all criteria on a scoring guide/rubric).  Otherwise, there are many resources available to help determine benchmarks such as historical data trends, professional associations, MDCC affinity group information, conferring with professional colleagues, comparing with peer-type institutions, etc.  Sometimes, professional judgment is the source of setting a benchmark.  Be prepared to respond to the question, however, of “how was the benchmark determined?”   If the benchmark is not met, then an action plan is called for (this will be addressed in the next two sections). For a checklist for column #II, see below:
_____
A.
Minimum of one means of assessment per goal (two is better; three is outstanding in order to triangulate results) and MOA 


should measure the goal.
_____
B.
Measure contains benchmark to identify success and benchmark is realistic/sufficient rigor.
_____
C.
At least one direct measure of learning required for learning goals (i.e. not just a satisfaction survey).  Service departments 


should use a direct measure for each goal as well, when possible.
_____
D.
If two assessment measures are listed, second may be an indirect measure.
_____
E.
Attach e-copy of rubric or instrument (if applicable).
Results (Column #III)
For this section, programs/departments should use one of three categories to initially describe the results of the data collection: Met Standards, Partially Met Standards, or standards Not Met and write a short description of the results.  The short description should be accompanied by the “full evidence” of the results as an attachment (if applicable) such as a spreadsheet with the data or possible rubric percentages.  Any result identified as “partially met” or “not met” requires an action plan (more explained in next section).  For a checklist for this section, see below:
_____
A.
Identifies one of three categories: 1) Met standards, 2) Partially met standards (e.g. of five criteria on a rubric, only 3/5 met the 


benchmark), 3) Not Met-based on established benchmarks.
_____
B.
Short description of data results from measure, how does the department/program analyze the results?
_____
C.
Attachments for full evidence such as aggregate results on spreadsheets, rubrics, etc.
Action (Column #IV)-Closing the loop
For this section, a short description is needed of the action to be taken based on the results if the benchmark is partially met or is not met.  The action description may be copied and pasted right from the action plan.  The action should describe who was part of the discussion, what steps will be taken for improvement, and when the next reassessment will take place.  If the benchmark was met, then a statement of when the goal will be reassessed is all that is needed*.  For this column, by March 15th, an update on the mid-year progress of the action plan should be sent to Institutional Research.  This information is tabulated and used for strategic planning purposes.  The final outcome of the action plan should be described in the year-end update.  If the results demonstrate that the benchmark was not met again, then a new action plan needs to be devised and the cycle starts all over again.  The actions a program or department plans, based on the results, generally fall under one (or more) of six categories: 1) editing the program/department goals; 2) changing the curriculum or department services; 3) changing the pedagogy (teaching methods) or how the department delivers its services; 4) changing the assessment method for the goal; 5) reviewing how the program/department works with its constituents (students, faculty and/or staff); and 6) reviewing resources/support needed for the program/department.  One action plan may overlap two or more of these categories.  For a checklist for this column, see below:
_____
A.
If results met standards, goal does not need to be measured for another program cycle-include statement identifying when goal 


will be reassessed.  


*If a goal continuously met over several years, ALSO consider: 1) Increasing the level of success required for the benchmark; or 


2) Consider establishing a more significant or relevant goal.
_____
B.
If goal partially met or not met:


_____
1.
Requires completion of action plan form.  Include brief description of action (on chart) to be taken based on 




results and submit action plan and budget request (if applicable) to supervisor.  If action plan has budget 




considerations, also complete the New Initiative Planning Budget form.


_____
2.
Include who was part of the discussion (i.e. at final department meeting in June ’08...).


_____
3.
Include statement of next time to reassess.


_____
4.
Mid-year follow-up (if applicable)-short description of status [needed for: strategic planning to gauge 




progress on action plans].


_____
5.
Year-end follow-up-short description of final results and statement of when to reassess.  If benchmark met, 




state this and next time to reassess.  If benchmark still not met, report in the next annual review and create 




action plan as needed to start the cycle again.
Course Level Results Reporting (Academic Programs Only)
	I.
Create program course matrices (see sample below).  Include “high impact” courses for the degree/certificate program (e.g. course requirements of the program or courses majority of students take to complete the degree requirements).  Identify objective pass rate benchmarks the department has established for the final exam analysis (as of September 2008, the Assessment Committee recommends a minimum pass rate by objective of 70% for the College).  Highlight objectives that do not meet the benchmark.  You may chart semesters separately or combine results for overall academic year and/or use historical data from year to year (note data collection on chart). The choice is based on how you want to use the data (e.g. measure improvement based on action plan from fall to spring semester, or improvement from year to year).


	
	
	


Example:

	Early Childhood Education Final Exam Analysis Summary 2008

	Course
	Objectives

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	FY
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08
	07
	08

	EDU 101
	61
	55
	69
	62
	54
	79
	65
	57
	74
	85
	67
	67
	73
	43
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EDU 102
	79
	85
	76
	88
	86
	84
	78
	90
	79
	89
	93
	68
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EDU 103
	81
	96
	81
	96
	90
	33
	94
	94
	88
	78
	54
	52
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EDU 152
	63
	77
	64
	90
	83
	93
	70
	86
	73
	70
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EDU 153
	87
	91
	92
	85
	80
	95
	100
	100
	65
	84
	75
	75
	73
	73
	85
	77
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EDU 201
	N/A
	81
	N/A
	89
	N/A
	88
	N/A
	83
	N/A
	80
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	EDU 204
	57
	84
	41
	68
	0
	54
	100
	100
	50
	46
	61
	79
	67
	72
	65
	62
	73
	76
	57
	78
	63
	74

	EDU 252
	83
	78
	96
	83
	71
	89
	50
	94
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Highlighted cells fall below 70% pass rate benchmark. Data is average of all course sections for each FY.


II.
Analysis of Results and Action.  Course instructors, along with the course coordinators and/or department heads, should analyze the results of the final exam analysis (or other course assessments) and develop a plan of action to improve student learning for objectives which fall below the criteria for success (e.g. pass rate by objective) and complete the chart below.  If secondary data is collected on an objective(s) [highly recommended], include the method/criteria for success, results and action/follow up.
Example:
	Course # and Objective #(‘s)
	Method/Criterion

(describe additional “means of assessment/criteria for success” used if other than above chart)
	Results

(Met, Partially Met, Not Met)
	Action



	
	
	
	Follow-Up

	EDUC 101

Objs. 1, 2, 4, 6, 7


	See Final Exam Analysis Chart
	Partially Met.

For FY ‘08, objectives 1, 2, 4, 6, 7 did not meet pass rate benchmark of 70%.  Four objectives, 1, 2, 4, and 7 also showed a decrease from ’07 data.
	Action: (June ’08) Course instructors met to discuss results and altered syllabus for F’08 to include more content and emphasis on…Reassess in June ’09.

	
	
	
	Mid-year progress (March ’09): Final exam results from fall ’08 showed increased performance on four of the five objectives.  One objective, #4 still did not meet the benchmark.  Will confirm with Spring ’09 results.

	
	
	
	Year-end progress (June ’09): Results from fall 2008 and spring 2009 combined demonstrated the objective pass rate for #’s 1,2,4 and 6 met standards.  The pass rate for objective #7 was below benchmark.  Reassess in 2010.

	EDUC 204
Objs. 3, 5


	Essay rubric (see attached rubric)
Benchmark: 70% of students will meet standards for the three rubric criteria of content, grammar and organization.
	Partially Met (see attached summary results)
70% of students met the standard for grammar and 78% of students met the standard for organization but only 60% of students met the standard for content.
	Action: (June ’08) Course instructors met to discuss results and reviewed essay directions.  The consensus of the group was to rewrite the directions for the rubric to be more specific about the content required for the essay.  Reassess in June ’09.

	
	
	
	Mid-term progress:  No mid-term results available as course not offered in fall term.

	
	
	
	Year-end progress (June ’09):  Students met standards for all three criteria (73% content, 81% grammar and 79% organization).  Reassess in June 2010.


III.
Other-Describe any other relevant information pertaining to the program or course information in order to further explain or clarify the information provided above.
