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I. INTRODUCTION

Institutional Mission, Assessment, and Continuous Improvement 

Assessment and continuous improvement can effectively nurture the College’s mission which states:

Loyola College in Maryland is a Jesuit Catholic university committed to the educational and spiritual traditions of the Society of Jesus and to the ideals of liberal education and the development of the whole person.  Accordingly, the College will inspire students to learn, lead, and serve in a diverse and changing world.

Assessment attempts to determine if we are achieving our mission collectively.  If we are not, we must enact well-thought out changes to achieve our mission.  Next we must determine if these changes have the desired effect.  This cyclical process of identifying areas that need improvement, enacting new policies and procedures to enhance these areas, and evaluating their impact capture the spirit and intent of assessment.  In effect, assessment is the process of gathering and analyzing information regarding a service or process, purposely leading to the improvement of that service or process in achieving our mission.  

Assessment should not be confused with the evaluation of individuals. While certain tools used for the evaluation of individuals such as course evaluations and student exams may be used in aggregate for assessment, the purpose of collecting assessment data is to provide enhanced opportunities for students to learn.  This assessment must be done principally by faculty with staff support.  Faculty must own the assessment process – setting goals, identifying objectives, gathering information, and evaluating results.  Appropriate resources must be provided to support assessment processes.  Loyola faculty should establish their own internal standards for assessment that are aligned with broader standards in their academic disciplines, accrediting associations, and professional organizations.    

.

Assessment at Loyola has been organized around two issues: Student Learning and Administrative Processes and Functions. Student learning is central to the mission of Loyola College.  Therefore, the assessment of student learning is the primary focus of this assessment plan.  At the same time, several institutional processes and support services also enhance student learning.  Ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of these institutional processes and services is discussed in the final section of this document, although the assessment of these areas is not intended to be the central focus of this plan.    

Organization of this Document

This document is divided into three major sections:

1. The introductory section (a) presents a brief history of assessment at Loyola, (b) describes the principles that guide our assessment efforts, (c) explains the relationship of this assessment plan to the College’s Strategic Plan, and (d) delineates responsibilities for reviewing the plan and maintaining its currency.

2. The second section focuses on the assessment of student learning.  It describes the processes, plans, and anticipated timeline for developing learning aims and goals, assessing their achievement, and continuously improving the curriculum based on assessment results.

3. The third section focuses on ongoing institutional assessment of (a) student learning and development, and (b) academic and administrative processes and functions.  

A. History

Loyola College, like any reflective educational institution, has been evaluating itself since its inception over 150 years ago.  However, the 1980s were a decade of increasing calls (primarily by accrediting agencies) for the assessment and improvement of educational institutions as a whole, particularly the quality of student learning.  Therefore, in 1991, Loyola College’s College Council, at that time the highest governing body of the College, formed an Assessment Planning Committee of faculty and administrators.  The Committee gathered information on (1) a mission statement and relevant background information; (2) indicators and assessment mechanisms; and (3) impact of assessment from many areas of the College.  Its optimistic findings were included in the College’s 1995 Middle States Periodic Review Report.
  Unfortunately, the Committee was not able to complete one of its goals: the formation of an institutional assessment plan.  During the 1994-1995 academic year, the Assessment Planning Committee was replaced by two committees: the Academic Assessment Committee (reporting to the Academic Senate) and the Institutional Effectiveness Assessment Committee (reporting to the Loyola Conference).   

In 1996, assessment was mentioned for the first time in a College Strategic Plan.  Later, the Steering Committee appointed to oversee the 1999 accreditation report to Middle States was charged with including a chapter on assessment.  In fact, about one-fifth of the College’s Self-Study was devoted to assessment.
  These pages discussed Assessment Principles and applied these principles to Student Learning Outcomes (called “the most important area covered”), Program Evaluation, Faculty Evaluation, Faculty Development, Benchmark Studies, and Assessment in Administrative Areas (Academics, Finance, College Relations, and Student Development).  In turn, the 1999 Middle States Evaluation Team issued a 12-page report, two-and-a-half pages of which responded to the College’s report on its own assessment.  In contrast to the optimism expressed in the College’s 1995 Middle States Periodic Review Report, the review team reported that “attention to assessment is uneven throughout the institution.”  It made a number of recommendations, including asking the College “to determine if there is any articulation between student learning inside and outside of the classroom,” “to establish a second benchmark group” of schools with which to compare ourselves, “to create a culture of assessment at Loyola,” and “to outline the goals of faculty development.” 

As part of its ongoing strategic planning efforts, the College’s current Strategic Plan addresses a number of issues raised by the College’s Middle States Review and the 1999 Middle States Review Report.  The Plan includes strategies that aim to create a culture of assessment, including continuing work on the goals of faculty development (for example, IV.E.1; F.1, 3, 5; G.1, 3) as well as articulation between student learning inside and outside of the classroom (e.g., II.A.1; B.3, 4, 5, 7, 8).  Loyola’s recent practice has been to benchmark specific processes at other specific institutions (rather than continue to develop lists of benchmark schools for every process).

The current Strategic Plan consists of a statement of the College’s Mission, Vision, and Values, which yields a number of general objectives, more specific goals, and concrete strategies.  Many of the specific strategies call for the improvement of institutional practices as well as student learning by assessing how well those practices attain their goals and how well student learning goals are met.  Specific areas of the College are already working on action plans that implement these strategies according to agreed-upon timetables.   

Assessment for continuous improvement is and always will be an unfinished task at Loyola College.  The purpose of this plan is not to summarize each of these ongoing efforts.  Rather the goals are: 

1. To rearticulate the main principles that guide our efforts to improve Loyola College on the basis of assessing our aims and goals: the Guiding Principles for Assessment and Continuous Improvement.  

2. To articulate the relationship among College assessment and improvement plans as well as to delineate responsibilities for enacting periodic as well as ongoing assessment for continuous improvement of student learning.

3. To inventory the main assessment instruments that the College is already using, and plans to use, to improve both student learning and institutional effectiveness. 

B. Definitions and Principles

The following definitions clarify the meaning of the terms below as they are used in the context of this plan.   

Undergraduate Educational Aims and Graduate Learning Goals: The aspirational aims and goals that the College desires of all its graduates (of undergraduate programs and graduate programs, respectively).  Learning aims and goals complete the phrase: “It is our aspirational aim that Loyola College graduates be able to _______.”  Learning aims and goals can address multiple dimensions such as knowledge, cognitive skills, behaviors, achievements, attitudes, and values.  While student learning is a partnership between students and faculty, students ultimately bear the responsibility for their own learning. For the College’s graduate programs, the words “learning goals” were strategically chosen, as specific goals and outcomes must often be achieved in order for students to initially join a profession and/or advance within a profession.  Aims and goals can be articulated at the institutional level, program level, core curriculum level, and course level.
Institutional Educational Aims: Aspirational aims/goals toward which the College strives, i.e., desired outcomes for all students.  Collectively, the Undergraduate Educational Aims and Graduate Learning Goals comprise Loyola’s Institutional Educational Aims.
Program Goals:  Program goals are those learning outcomes that encompass the types of student performance expected of all students in a program.
Core Curriculum Goals:  Core curriculum goals are those learning outcomes addressed in the Core Curriculum.

Course Goals:  Course goals are intended outcomes of instruction that faculty expect of all students in a given course.  Course goals address the types of specific student performances that demonstrate student achievement of more general institutional, program and core curriculum goals.  

Assessment: The process of determining whether the College’s aims/goals are being achieved.   

Actual Outcome: The actual result in comparison to the original aims/goals.

Continuous Improvement: The consistent use of assessment results to bridge gaps between the College’s aims/goals and actual outcomes.  
Direct Assessment:  Evidence-based student learning data provided through actual observations of student performance or behavior (e.g., looking at samples of student work). 

Indirect Assessment:  Perception-based student learning data provided through such means as student surveys, alumni surveys, employer surveys, focus groups, and exit interviews. 
Guiding Principles for Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Loyola College has identified a set of principles to guide the institutional assessment process.  While some of these principles were included in the College’s 1999 Middle States Self-Study, others have been developed since that time.  The guiding principles include four general principles for assessment and continuous improvement.  In addition, nine specific principles have been identified to enact the four general principles.  These specific principles pertain to the following three areas:    

Establishing Assessment Goals: 

What do we want our students to know, be like, or be able to do?

Measuring the Achievement of Assessment Goals: 

How can we measure our success or failure in that regard?

Using Assessment Results for Change: 

How can we use the information that is gathered to make positive changes?

General Principles for Assessment and Continuous Improvement

1. Assessment is connected to the real concerns and core values of an institution.  Its purpose is to improve student learning and institutional processes.  Assessment is used to ask new, often novel questions, and to make meaningful decisions.  It helps an institution define and measure the extent to which it meets its goals. 

2. Effective assessment plans are ongoing and cyclical in nature. Assessment results are used for continuous improvement.

3. Academic assessment must be done principally by faculty with staff support.  Faculty must own the assessment process – setting goals, identifying objectives, gathering information, and evaluating results.  Appropriate resources must be provided to support assessment processes.

4. Loyola faculty should establish their own internal standards for assessment that are aligned with broader standards in their academic disciplines, accrediting associations, and professional organizations.    

Establishing Assessment Goals

[What do we want our students to know, be like, or be able to do?]

5. Assessments must be accompanied by explicit statements of proficiencies (knowledge, skills, and dispositions) that students are expected to demonstrate.  The purpose of defining learning aims/goals and assessing them is the improvement of student learning.  Aims and goals should focus on the profound and truly important learning the college, programs, and faculty desire and not on a trivial checklist. 
6. All sections of a course should have some common learning aims/goals.  Faculty may, as appropriate, specify additional learning aims/goals for their individual course sections and are always free to choose their own approaches to structuring and teaching the course content.
Measuring the Achievement of Assessment Goals

[How can we measure our success or failure in that regard?]
7. The best assessments contain both direct and indirect measures of student learning. 

8. Qualitative as well as quantitative approaches to assessment should be used across the institution as a whole, although individual departments may choose qualitative or quantitative approaches.

Using Assessment Results for Change

[How can we use the information that is gathered to make positive changes?]
9. Data collected for the purpose of assessment are primarily used to improve student learning and institutional processes, not to review or evaluate individuals.  However, the College, its departments, and faculty are responsible for efforts to improve student learning and institutional processes when assessment results indicate this is needed. 

10. Assessment results that expose shortcomings will be used for positive change and continuous improvement, not blame or punishment. 
11. Informing the various constituencies of the findings of assessment and evaluation is important.  Key stakeholders and decision-makers must be identified and involved.

12. One of the principal benefits of assessment is that it triggers communication and collective reflection among the faculty of what students are learning and what is truly important.  Careful analysis of assessment results and consideration of possible improvements require time for reflection.  Therefore, assessment results should take into account the rhythms of contemplation and action appropriate to liberal education and/or professional learning in different departments and programs.
13. The College must create a positive environment that places emphasis on the continuous quality improvement of programs through assessment and avoids the temptation of a quick fix.

C. Relationship with the College’s Strategic Plan 

The entire College community was involved in developing the most recent Strategic Plan.  Additional inputs to the Strategic Plan included the Middle States Self-Study, the Middle States Team Report, results from various ongoing assessment activities (e.g., CIRP, NSSE, CSS surveys), and other assessment data that were available at the time the plan was developed.  The Strategic Plan outlines numerous strategies for assessing and improving student learning and institutional processes related to that learning.  Draft action plans have already been developed for many of these strategies.  

There clearly is overlap between this assessment plan and the College’s Strategic Plan, as there should be.  This plan summarizes assessment initiatives already taking place and articulates how the College plans to assess student learning for continuous improvement.  It brings together in one place the College’s efforts, ideas, and plans related to the aims, goals, assessment, and improvement of student learning.  

D. Responsibilities for Drafting, Reviewing, and Implementing the Plan

The Academic Assessment Committee of the Academic Senate has primary responsibility for drafting this assessment plan with the assistance of the Deans and Vice President for Academic Affairs.  

The student learning components of the plan (Section II in particular) will be presented to the Academic Senate for review.  The President’s Executive Council will monitor the development of the plan, including the non-academic components dealing with ongoing assessment and support services review.  The assessment plan will be submitted to the Loyola Conference (the Steering Committee for the Middle States Periodic Review Report) for approval.  It will then be forwarded to the President and the Board of Trustees.  

Responsibility for implementing the plan rests with the vice presidents, deans, department chairs, and directors of the College who ultimately rely on faculty and staff.  The Academic Assessment Committee will help facilitate implementation of the plan by periodically synthesizing institution-wide assessment practices, fostering ongoing dialogue and discussion, and providing resources (workshops, speakers, etc.) for the continuous improvement of assessment processes. Any additional needed resources will be brought to the attention of the deans and vice presidents.  The Director of Institutional Research, who is an ex-officio member of the Academic Assessment Committee, will assist with these efforts.  A representative from each of the deans’ offices will assume responsibility to assist with assessment within each school.  

The Academic Assessment Committee and the Council of Academic Deans will review the plan annually or biannually and monitor its progress.  The Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs is responsible for maintaining the plan.  

II. STUDENT LEARNING 

Student learning aims/goals can include multiple dimensions such as knowledge, cognitive skills, behaviors, achievements, attitudes, and values.  At Loyola College, learning aims/goals have been divided into Institutional Educational Aims (including Undergraduate Educational Aims and Graduate Learning Goals), Program-Specific Learning Aims/Goals, Undergraduate Core Curriculum Learning Aims, and course learning aims.  In developing learning aims/goals, assessing the extent to which they are being achieved, and using these results as a tool for improving student learning, the College is following the blueprint contained in Loyola’s 1999 Self-Study that was presented to Middle States.  The Middle States Evaluation team responded to Loyola by stating that Loyola should “take the steps necessary to make assessment a part of the culture of the college.”
  While many undergraduate and graduate programs at the College have been active in assessment for quite some time, the current Loyola College Plan for Assessment and Continuous Improvement is designed to build on these existing strengths and help promote an institution-wide culture of assessment.

Middle States Standard XIV states, “Assessment of student learning demonstrates that the institution’s students have knowledge, skills, and competencies consistent with institutional and program goals and that graduates meet appropriate higher education goals.”  In providing the context for this standard, Middle States goes on to say, “The systematic assessment of student learning outcomes is essential to monitoring quality and providing the information that leads to improvement. […] The mission of the institution provides focus and direction to its outcomes assessment plan.”

This section is divided into the three phases of assessment whose principles were summarized above: (a) setting learning aims/goals, (b) assessing learning aims/goals, and (c) using assessment results for the improvement of student learning.  The section concludes with an outline of the timeline and responsibilities that are associated with each of these processes.

A. Process for Setting Loyola College Institutional Educational Aims 

Loyola’s Undergraduate Educational Aims and Graduate Learning Goals, collectively referred to as Institutional Educational Aims, are directly related to the College’s Jesuit, Catholic mission and values and reflect aims and goals that are paramount to faculty and staff who work most closely with students.  Faculty from all academic departments as well as personnel from the offices of Student Development, Center for Values and Service, and Campus Ministry, initially drafted the Undergraduate Educational Aims.  These aims were refined by the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee after receiving feedback from academic departments.  They were debated, further refined, and approved by the Academic Senate.  The College also developed and approved a set of learning goals common to graduates of its graduate programs in the College of Arts and Sciences and Sellinger School of Business and Management.  These Graduate Learning Goals were developed by the Graduate Curriculum Committee and approved by the Academic Senate.  

Process for Developing Program Learning Aims/Goals

At the academic program or major level, faculty are responsible for developing Program Learning Aims (undergraduate) and Program Learning Goals (graduate).  The deans have requested that each undergraduate and graduate program develop its own set of learning aims/goals.  Department chair workshops on learning aims/goals have been held, where departments that have successfully developed their own aims/goals have shared their work with other departments.  Departments have received a copy of Student Learning Assessment Options and Resources by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education to aid them in developing program learning aims/goals and devising ways to assess whether they are being achieved.  Some departments, especially those that undergo program accreditation, have already developed learning aims/goals for their programs, begun to assess actual student outcomes against those aims/goals, and made improvements based on the assessment results.  The deans will initially review these aims/goals.  They will later be reviewed by other faculty and external consultants in the Academic Program Review process.

Process for Developing Course Learning Goals

Faculty within a program are responsible for developing course goals for courses in the program.  The faculty in the program will decide exactly how this will be done.  It is the responsibility of the faculty in the program to review the learning goals of courses in the program under the leadership of the department chair to insure that program learning aims are adequately addressed in the course goals of appropriate courses in the program’s curriculum.
Process for Developing Core Curriculum Learning Aims

An Ad Hoc Committee for Core Review has been charged with reviewing the undergraduate core curriculum and proposing learning aims for the core curriculum related to the College’s Undergraduate Educational Aims.  The proposed Core Curriculum Learning Aims will be presented to the Academic Senate for consideration and approval.  They will then be forwarded to the President and Academic Committee of the Board of Trustees.

Relationship of Learning Aims/Goals at Different Levels

What is the relationship between the Institutional Educational Aims and Program Learning Aims/Goals?

At Loyola, the Undergraduate Educational Aims and Graduate Learning Goals (referred to collectively as the Institutional Educational Aims) were passed by the Academic Senate in Spring 2002. Their attainment relies on all the experiences that students have in and outside of the classroom, as well as in co-curricular and extracurricular activities.  

For undergraduate programs, individual Program Learning Aims will vary in their alignment with the institution-wide Undergraduate Educational Aims.  Some Program Learning Aims will be closely aligned with some of the Undergraduate Educational Aims; typically in such cases, they will be more specific than the institutional statements, relating the learning aim to the particular discipline.  Others may be unique to the program and not directly related to the Undergraduate Educational Aims.  Some Undergraduate Educational Aims will not be included among the Program Learning Aims except, perhaps, to state that all undergraduate students should achieve those aims through the core curriculum and through the many other experiences they have at Loyola.  Through a survey of departments administered in 2002, the College has learned which individual departments contribute to undergraduate students’ attainment of each Undergraduate Educational Aim.  In general, there is variation in the number of Undergraduate Educational Aims addressed by each department across the College.  Some are addressed by many programs, while others are addressed by only a few programs.

In contrast, each of the College’s graduate programs will address all of the institution-wide Graduate Learning Goals.  

What is the relationship between the Core Curriculum Learning Aims and the Undergraduate Educational Aims?  

Coordinated by the Ad Hoc Committee for Core Review, a set of Core Curriculum Learning Aims will be developed and will be closely aligned with the Undergraduate Educational Aims.  The Core Curriculum Learning Aims will address a subset of the Undergraduate Educational Aims and may be articulated in greater detail.  It is possible that the process of developing the Core Curriculum Learning Aims may eventually result in refinements to the Undergraduate Educational Aims.  

What is the relationship between Course Learning Aims/Goals and Program Learning Aims/Goals?

Courses within programs will address one or more of the Program Learning Aims/Goals so that all of the Program Learning Aims/Goals are achieved through the total learning experience of a student progressing through the program.  Just as Program Learning Aims/Goals vary in their relationship to Institutional Educational Aims, so the Course Learning Aims/Goals may vary in their relationship to Program Learning Aims/Goals.  

B. Assessing Program Learning Aims/Goals: Developing and Implementing Plans

All departments and programs should be familiar with the Middle States booklet Student Learning Assessment Options and Resources.  This booklet, distributed to all department chairs in Fall 2003, provides concrete examples of assessment measures (ranging from class tests and grades to departmental portfolios and nationally normed achievement tests) as well as descriptions of technical vocabulary used in much of the assessment literature.  Chairs and programs directors who need other resources (e.g., outside advisors) for the development of their assessment plans should consult their Deans and the Vice President for Academic Affairs.  

In order to develop a coherent assessment plan, departments will first define Program Learning Aims/Goals for each of their academic programs and then identify areas of alignment between these aims/goals and Loyola’s Institutional Educational Aims.  Similarly course learning goals, will be established by faculty in the program to implement the program learning goals already agreed upon.  After a list of program-specific learning aims/goals has been generated that shows alignment with the Institutional Educational Aims, a methodology to assess these aims/goals will be constructed by academic departments.  Some departments and programs (particularly those with outside accrediting agencies) have already developed such a methodology, while others have not.  Faculty may elect to begin with the assessment of some subset of aims/goals, working toward more comprehensive assessment plan.  The choice is not between assessing everything and assessing nothing.  Instead, faculty will develop ambitious, yet achievable, plans that convey to departments valuable information about the degree to which they are achieving one or more of their aims/goals.  As departments and programs complete various aspects of their assessment plans (e.g., for assessment of departmental contributions to the undergraduate aims and graduate goals, core courses, and majors), these plans will be submitted to the Academic Assessment Committee for the purpose of sharing best practices.  The Committee will provide feedback to departments on how their assessment plans compare with those of other departments.  The Office of Institutional Research will keep a comprehensive library of assessment plans from across the campus.  

After assessment plans have been developed, programs will begin implementing those plans.  Representatives from programs, along with the Academic Assessment Committee and college administrators, will lead broader discussions of assessment methods focused on particular aims/goals. The intention is to have all programs develop meaningful ways of assessing and improving student learning related to each of their Program Learning Aims/Goals and the Institutional Educational Aims to which their program contributes.  Eventually, the intention is to promote greater depth and quality of assessment practices for all of the aims/goals.  In addition, these processes will promote institution-wide knowledge of key assessment practices that may simultaneously address several aims/goals. 

Over time and through experience, the College hopes to identify which assessment methods provide the most useful information for improving student learning and institutional processes. The Middle States’ booklet Student Learning Assessment Options and Resources provides a range of methods that faculty will use that include: (1) direct assessment (based on direct evidence of student learning); (2) indirect assessment (e.g., based on surveys of student judgment of their learning); (3) summative assessment (assessment used for the purpose of evaluation, e.g., grades); and (4) formative assessment (assessment used for the purpose of improvement, e.g., repeated brief evaluations of teaching in order to make adjustments to improve or enhance opportunities for students to learn).  In addition to assessment activities with currently enrolled students, additional methods for assessing long-term learning aims/goals may include alumni surveys, alumni focus groups, and analysis of graduate/ professional school placement and employment patterns.  Program faculty will explore possible uses for any appropriate combination of these types of assessment measures.  In the process, they will learn the extent to which various types of assessments yield information that directly leads to improvement.  Programs will report their assessment results in their departmental annual reports and report plans for addressing their higher priority improvement areas.

Resources will be provided to faculty and others to support assessment processes.  These resources could possibly include, but are not limited to, participation in assessment workshops and conferences, faculty consultants in the discipline from other colleges and universities, release time, and support for data collection and analysis from the Office of Institutional Research. 

In avoiding the temptation of a “quick fix” (see Guiding Principle #12), it is important to acknowledge that the assessment of Program Learning Aims/Goals within departments and the assessment of Institutional Educational Aims across the College are iterative processes.  While some departments may already have strategies in place for assessing many of their Program Learning Aims/Goals, they may find that certain ones are not well-formulated.  In such cases, departments may want to revisit their Program Learning Aims/Goals to determine if revisions are needed.  Similarly, the Academic Senate may want to revisit the Institutional Educational Aims if the College-wide assessment process reveals that they are not well-formulated. 

The College will also explore the possibility of student self-assessment as part of the overall college-wide assessment plan.  The intention would be to promote students’ ownership of their learning and show their attainment of Institutional Educational Aims. One of the possible tools is a final summative portfolio that demonstrates development in, and understanding of, the Institutional Educational Aims.  Other approaches that will be explored by some departments or by the Academic Assessment Committee are exit surveys, exit interviews, and alumni surveys and interviews. 
C. Using Assessment Results for Improving Student Learning

Middle States points out that “perhaps the most difficult part of assessing student learning is the process of effecting change in teaching and learning as a result of information gained through assessment practices” (Student Learning Assessment Options and Resources, p. 66).  The gauge of assessment measures is whether they help faculty and students improve learning.  Thus, departments and programs will need to develop plans for using their assessment results to improve student learning.  As in the case of developing and assessing aims/goals, plans for using the results of assessment should be appropriately ambitious and realistic.  That is, if an aim/goal is not being achieved, perhaps the aim/goal needs reformulation, or perhaps a department or program needs to experiment with other measures for its achievement.  In addition, departments and programs may discover that while some of their Program Learning Aims/Goals may be assessed immediately, the achievement of other aims/goals may only be assessed over time, even well beyond a student’s graduation.  As stated above, the process is iterative: developing aims/goals, assessing their achievement, and using the results of assessment to improve student learning is a process that must be practiced over time to have its maximum impact.

Departments and programs will summarize their efforts to improve student learning in their annual reports and in their seven-year Academic Program Reviews.  The deans and Academic Assessment Committee should keep a record of these efforts and facilitate sharing the “best practices” that result with other departments and programs.

D. Recommended Timeline and Responsibilities 

The practice of assessment is an example of what Loyola’s Core Values call “discernment,” i.e., a habit of reflection and self-examination in relation to our aspiration for academic excellence.  Discernment takes time, and timetables must take into account the rhythms of contemplation and action appropriate to liberal education and/or professional learning in different departments and programs.

The timeline and responsibilities for assessment outlined in this section pertain to the following two strategies in the College’s Strategic Plan: 

Strategy III.A.5   Each department will develop and periodically review its own programs’ learning outcomes.
Strategy III.A.6    The faculty will periodically review the overall College learning outcomes.  

This timeline is intended to represent an initial implementation of this plan for all academic programs in the College, both undergraduate and graduate.  Since some academic departments house multiple programs with different learning aims/goals, this timeline is intended as a guide for assessment at the program level rather than at the entire department level.  Thus, it is possible that different programs within the same department may be on separate assessment timelines.  Figure 1 suggests a timeline for programs that are further along in their initial assessment efforts (i.e., they have already developed and agreed upon program learning aims/goals and are developing assessment plans).  Approximately one-third of Loyola’s programs are following this first timeline.  Figure 2 suggests a timeline for programs that are just beginning the assessment to assess student learning in the more formal manner described in this document (approximately two-thirds of Loyola’s programs).  It also represents the anticipated timeline for the Core Review Committee’s assessment of student learning in the undergraduate core curriculum.  After this initial implementation, programs will develop their own timelines for periodic assessment and continuous improvement of student learning.  Departments will summarize in their normal annual reports and in their seven-year Academic Program Review their progress on assessment efforts and on the use of assessment results to improve student learning.   
Figure 1: Recommended Timeline for Initial Implementation of Plan
(For Programs Where Formal Assessment Is Already Underway) 

	Action
	Define institution-wide 

learning aims/goals
	Programs develop learning aims/goals
	Programs develop assessment plans*
	Programs implement  assessment plans
	Programs continue to implement assessment plans and analyze gaps between aims/goals and assessment results
	Programs initiate/implement appropriate changes to improve student learning based on gaps between aims/goals and assessment results

	Who
	UCC

GCC

Senate
	All 

Departments
	All

Departments
	All Departments
	All Departments

UCC

GCC 
	All 

Departments

UCC

GCC

	Target Completion

Date
	Completed
	Underway
	Fall 2004
	Spring 2005
	Fall 2005
	Spring 2006


*  Given that the Core Review Committee is focusing on the assessment of student learning in the core curriculum, undergraduate programs are encouraged to focus on the assessment of student learning in the major rather than the core.

Figure 2: Recommended Timeline for Initial Implementation of Plan
(For Programs Where Formal Assessment Is Just Beginning)

	Action
	Define institution-wide 

learning aims/goals
	Programs develop

learning aims/goals
	Programs develop assessment plans*
	Programs implement assessment plans
	Programs continue to implement assessment plans and analyze gaps between aims/goals and assessment results
	Programs initiate/implement appropriate changes to improve student learning based on gaps between aims/goals and assessment results

	Who
	UCC

GCC

Senate
	All 

Departments
	All

Departments
	All Departments
	All Departments

UCC

GCC 
	All 

Departments

UCC

GCC

	Target Completion

Date
	Completed
	Underway
	Fall 2005
	Spring 2006
	Fall 2006
	Spring 2007


*  Given that the Core Review Committee is focusing on the assessment of student learning in the core curriculum, undergraduate programs are encouraged to focus on the assessment of student learning in the major rather than the core.  The Vice-President for Academic Affairs, the Deans, and the Chairs should work together on appropriate adaptations to these timetables in particular cases.  

III. ONGOING ASSESSMENT

In addition to the assessment of learning aims/goals, other assessment activities already in place at the College can yield useful information about the improvement of student learning and institutional processes.  Several of these ongoing practices are described in this section, including institution-wide initiatives that pertain to: (1) undergraduate student learning and development, and (2) academic and administrative processes and functions.  Ongoing assessment activities conducted at the program level across the College’s graduate programs, although not described here in detail, also provide valuable information for improving student learning and institutional processes in alignment with external academic and professional standards.  

The results of these assessment measures will be studied regularly by the Academic Assessment Committee and Council of Academic Deans, as well as by leaders in Student Development, Campus Ministry, and the Center for Values and Service.  They will make timely and targeted recommendations as to which results might be useful to which groups (academic departments, administrators, etc.).  In conjunction with these groups, opportunities for improvement will be identified, priorities will be set, and plans will be developed for improvement in higher priority areas.  

A. Ongoing Assessment of Undergraduate Student Learning and Development

Analysis of Learning in the First Year of College 

Contact: Dean of First Year Students and Academic Services (Ilona McGuiness)

A full-time administrator is devoted to assessment of student learning in the first year.  She provides annual reports and analysis of trends over time.  The Alpha program of freshmen seminars conducts pre-post assessment of expectations and learning in the program.  A retention group conducts an early detection and intervention pilot program with probationary students, athletes, honors, presidential scholars, students of color, and commuters.  The Dean of First Year Students, with the aid of the first year analyst, analyzes the information from all of these sources and takes action to improve student learning in the first year.

Annual Follow-up Study of Placement 

Contact: Director of Career Development and Placement (CreSaundra Sills)

The Placement office annually tracks and reports placement six months after graduation.  This study reports the company and job or attendance in graduate or professional school.  Departments and advisory councils follow these assessment results and take appropriate action if the results do not meet their expectations.  

CIRP - CSS 

Contact: Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank) 

Loyola utilizes the CIRP (Cooperative Institutional Research Program) Freshman Survey and CSS (College Student Survey) from UCLA’s Higher Education Research Institute (HERI).  The surveys ask similar questions relating to expectations, behaviors, self-assessment, and values for first-year students and seniors.  The College is able to link the surveys of first-year students with seniors to review changes and outcomes over four years.  Loyola provides information from the CIRP survey to the Deans regarding potential majors; to Student Development indicating participation in activities as well as time spent on various activities during high school; and to Advising and Admissions with information regarding student decisions to come to Loyola.  The CSS survey, administered annually as students graduate, is critical to evaluate the usefulness of various programs and services as well as to gain an understanding of the various activities students have participated in during their college career.  

Core Alcohol and Drug Survey 

Contact: Director of Alcohol and Drug Education and Support Services (Jan Williams)

Administered in 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1997, and 2000. The data are used in prevention and harm reduction educational interventions in a variety of ways and forums throughout the school year. Persons exposed to the data include the College’s Board of Trustees, faculty, student leaders, and administrators of key departments.

Harvard School of Public Health College Alcohol Survey

Contact: Director of Alcohol and Drug Education and Support Services (Jan Williams)

Loyola participated in this national survey in 1993, 1997, 1999, 2001, and 2004. The data are used in prevention and harm reduction educational interventions in a variety of ways and forums throughout the school year. Persons exposed to the data include the College’s Board of Trustees, faculty, student leaders, and administrators of key departments.

National Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE)

Contact: Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank)

In Spring 2004, the National Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE) was administered online to all full-time Loyola faculty.  This survey is part of a national research program on student learning coordinated through Indiana University’s Center for Postsecondary Research and Planning.  This survey focuses on such areas as faculty perceptions of how often their students engage in different types of learning activities, the importance faculty place on various areas of student learning and development, the types of interactions faculty have with students, and how faculty members organize class time.  The results of the survey will provide valuable information about ways in which Loyola faculty involve students in learning both inside and outside the classroom.  In conjunction with NSSE (see below), FSSE will be repeated every three years to assess progress and establish priorities.

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)

Contact: Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank)

In Spring 2000 and 2004, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) was administered to a sample of undergraduate students through Indiana University’s Center for Postsecondary Research and Planning.  The survey assesses the extent to which colleges engage in a variety of educational activities and practices.  The items that are included in the survey represent student behaviors which are highly correlated with many important learning and personal development outcomes of college.  The results of the survey have been shared with the Loyola Conference, the Academic Senate, and the group of over 100 faculty and staff who developed the first draft of the College’s Strategic Plan.  Many initiatives in the Strategic Plan are addressing needed improvements based on the results of the first administration of the NSSE.  Loyola also participates in a Jesuit consortium that develops extra questions for the NSSE that pertain specifically to student learning experiences in Jesuit colleges and universities.  NSSE will be repeated every three years to assess progress and establish priorities.  

Normative Assessment Survey of Drug and Alcohol Use by Incoming Freshmen 

Contact: Director of Alcohol and Drug Education and Support Services (Jan Williams)

Administered annually during summer orientation since 1996 to students, and annually since 1999 to parents (parents are asked to respond to the questions as they think their son or daughter would respond).  The data are used during summer orientation to acquaint parents and students with drug and alcohol use by members of their respective class, and are widely disseminated to interested segments of the college community such as the College’s Board of Trustees, faculty, administrators, and student leaders.

Student Spirituality Survey 

Contact: Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank)

In Fall 2004, Loyola will participate in a pilot national survey program, the College Students’ Beliefs and Values (CSBV) survey, designed to study college student spirituality and religious experiences.  It will be administered in coordination with the CIRP Freshman Survey.  The survey covers 11 broad areas: spiritual outlook/worldview, spiritual well-being, spiritual/religious behavior/practices, self-assessments of spirituality, spiritual quest, spiritual/mystical experiences, religious affiliation/identity, theological/metaphysical beliefs, facilitators/inhibitors of spiritual development, and compassionate behavior.  Comparative national data will be available for other colleges and universities.    

Your First College Year Survey (YFCY)

Contact: Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank)

In Spring 2005, Your First College Year (YFCY) will be administered to all first-year students during their second semester of enrollment at Loyola.  (The survey will be administered every other year thereafter.)  YFCY is designed to provide comprehensive information on the academic and personal development of first-year college students. YFCY collects information on a wide range of cognitive and affective measures, providing comprehensive institutional and comparative data for analyses of persistence, adjustment, and other first-year college outcomes.  Further, YFCY is designed as a follow-up survey to the annual CIRP Freshman Survey and will allow for longitudinal research on the first year of college. 

B. Ongoing Assessment of Academic and Administrative Processes and Functions

Academic Integrity Survey  (Honor Code Assessment)

Contact: Assistant Vice President for Student Development (Rick Satterlee)

Loyola has administered the Academic Integrity Survey, an instrument developed by the Center for Academic Integrity at Duke University.  The survey is designed to assess the climate of academic integrity on campus as well as to provide valuable feedback regarding the effectiveness of Honor Code policies and processes.  The survey was conducted online and involved a sample of undergraduate students as well as faculty.  Results provided data that compared Loyola with other institutions taking the survey.

Academic Program Review 

Contact: Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs (Anne Young)

Each academic program in the College will be reviewed by a team of internal reviewers once every 7-10 years.  The review will also involve at least one external consultant who is an expert in the field.  The review involves a self-study that addresses quality, faculty, students, support, and viability.  It also provides an opportunity for periodic review of the department’s process and efforts to improve student outcomes.  The purpose of review is program improvement and periodic, strategic goal setting for the program area.  For academic programs with external accrediting bodies and standards, program reviews are timed and coordinated with the self-study and other review processes required for program accreditation.    

ACTC Assessment of the Core Curriculum

Contact: Dean of Arts and Sciences (Jim Buckley)

Loyola participated in a national assessment of core requirements in 2002.  An outside consultant provided an assessment of the evolution of the core requirements at Loyola and a comparison of Loyola’s requirements to those of other institutions in the study and to those of a select group of benchmark schools.  The results will be used as part of a review of the core curriculum.

Admitted Student Questionnaire

Contact: Dean of Admissions (William Bossemeyer)

This instrument assesses attitudes and backgrounds of admitted students and compares them to those of a national pool and a group of competitor institutions.  It is used to help Loyola attract the type of student body it would like to have, to assess the quality of its recruiting efforts, and to examine the messages given to prospective students.

Annual Assessment of Academic Advising

Contacts: Dean of First-Year Students and Academic Services (Ilona McGuiness), Dean of Arts and Sciences (Jim Buckley), Dean of the Sellinger School of Business and Management (Lee Dahringer)

Academic advising is assessed through three principle means: 1) student questionnaires to assess advising from the Center for Academic Support Services, core advising by faculty, and advising in the major; 2) student advisory councils to the three deans; and 3) faculty assessment of advising and of advisor training.  Results of these assessments have been used to continue to make improvements to advising processes and training.

Annual Compensation Assessment

Contacts: Vice President for Academic Affairs (David Haddad) and Vice President for Finance (John Palmucci)  

Faculty salaries are analyzed annually in comparison to a comprehensive list of peer institutions.  Comparisons are made against these institutions at each rank and in each disciplinary category.  Additionally, an analysis of salaries is performed to detect and correct any gender disparity.  Results of progress are reported to the faculty annually. In addition, Mercer and Associates analyzed staff and administrator salaries compared to those at comparable organizations.  Structural, merit, and market adjustments are being made to bring salaries to target levels.  These salaries are reviewed annually with respect to the established target. 

Annually Assessed Institutional Characteristics 

Contact:  Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank)

Several institutional indicators are assessed annually to track progress the College is making in student body quality and composition, faculty quality and composition, retention rates, graduation rates, full-time faculty coverage, average class size, student/faculty ratio, placement rates, and other characteristics that are critical to the success of the institution.  Most of these indicators are also included in the Maryland Higher Education Commission Annual Accountability Report to the State of Maryland. The College’s Strategic Plan has targeted improvement in several of these areas.

Kaludis Assessment of Technology Services 

Contact: Assistant Vice President for Technology Services (John McFadden)

An external consultant was hired in 2002 to assess how well the College’s information technology needs are being met, to develop strategic directions for the future, and to prioritize the information technology initiatives for the immediate future.  The assessment was based on interviews, focus groups, and comparisons to benchmarks.  

McGuire Assessment of Meeting Market Needs in Graduate Programs

Contact: Director of Graduate Admissions (Scott Greatorex)

An external consulting firm was hired in 2001 to assess how well our graduate programs are meeting constituent needs and how Loyola graduate programs are perceived in the market place.  The assessment was based on a survey of potential students and an assessment of the employers and demographics in the area.  The results are being used to replace the M.S. in Engineering Science with an M.S. in Computer Science, to establish a coordinating committee for graduate programs, to better account for the costs and revenues of graduate programs, to refine the College’s message regarding its graduate programs, and to better adjust tuition to the marketplace.

Peer Evaluation of Research

Contacts: Dean of Arts and Sciences (Jim Buckley), Dean of the Sellinger School of Business and Management (Lee Dahringer)

Peer evaluation of research occurs in every department for the purposes of evaluation, salary determination, and promotion and tenure.  While most departments have not yet used the collection of departmental data for assessment, a few departments, especially those with program accreditation, amass and analyze the data as a whole to systemically assess the quality and quantity of research in the department for purposes of systemic improvement.  

Support Services Review

Contact: Director of Institutional Research (Jennifer Frank)

Each major service or process in the College (outside of individual academic departments which are assessed through the Academic Program Review process) will be reviewed by a team of internal reviewers once every 7 years.  The review may involve at least one external consultant who is an expert in the field.  The review involves a self-study that addresses quality, effectiveness, and efficiency of the process or service.  Examples of processes and services that will be assessed include registration, admissions, and financial aid.  A number of services have already been assessed, albeit not using this process.  For example, Assistant Vice President for Student Development, Xavier Cole, has overseen the assessment of support services for ALANA students.  

Student Evaluations of Teaching

Contacts: Dean of Arts and Sciences (Jim Buckley), Dean of the Sellinger School of Business and Management (Lee Dahringer)

Student evaluations of teaching and learning occur in every department and are used for self-improvement.  In addition, peer (faculty-to-faculty) evaluation of teaching is used in many departments.  While most departments have not yet used the collection of departmental data for assessment, a few departments, especially those with program accreditation, amass and analyze the data as a whole to systemically assess the process of teaching and learning in the program for purposes of systemic improvement.  Several departments are experimenting with an instrument that provides national norms for evaluation results.  

� 1995 Middle States Periodic Review Report, pp. 80-81 and pp. 87-88, including “ … overall at the College assessment activities are already deeply ingrained” (p. 87)


� Prepared for presentation to the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, November 8-10, 1999, Chapter IV (pp. 80-99)


� 1999 Self-Study, pp. 80-83


� Middle States Commission on Higher Education. (2002). Characteristics of excellence in higher education: Eligibility requirements and standards for accreditation. Philadelphia, PA: Author. 
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