#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment:  Student Outcomes
To be completed by Departments and submitted by the Department Chair to the Assessment Blackboard Site. 
	Department:        Music                                                       Date: January 9, 2015

	Members involved with analysis of artifacts: Blersch, Bloch, Bou, Dickson, Farr, Grimpo, Guevara, Haupt, Herbener, Johnson, Keelan, Kelly, LaBrie, Ore, A. Schultz, W. Schultz, von Kampen

	See #1 Undergraduate Program Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes for: a) Student Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology 

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). 
Members of the jury rated each performer according to the attached scale. Scores for each student were tabulated (tabulation available upon request, but not attached because it contains confidential student data), and the full-time members of the department marked those that fell below the threshold for the two questions we are trying to answer.

 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 

What percentage of music majors perform acceptably in terms of technique on their instrument, accuracy in executing the piece performed, and musical expression? (This question is revised slightly from what we had originally proposed to make the terminology clearer to our adjudicators.)
What percentage of students perform repertoire appropriate to their year in school?

2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 

Forty-seven students were evaluated.  Thirty-three, or seventy percent, performed acceptably in terms of technique, accuracy, and expression. Forty-two, or eighty-nine percent, performed music at or above the expected level of difficulty. 

3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).
 
We're not concerned with the second question, because 89 percent performing at or above the expected level seems pretty good to us. Regarding the first question, we considered each student individually, asking why he or she seemed to be having difficulty. Some students we are especially concerned about, and others we are not. Here are the results:

Students we're concerned about

(A) 1 first-year student appears to have been overwhelmed with starting college

(B) 1 voice student works hard, but simply does not have a strong instrument

(C) 1 voice student has serious intonation problems

(D) 4 students appear to have personal or academic issues that affect them both in music and in other areas

(E) 3 students appear not to be putting in the effort needed to perform successfully

Students we're not so concerned about

(F) 1 upper-level student works hard and is close to an acceptable quality of performance

(G) 1 upper-level student recently switched principal instrument, is doing well, and will probably catch up

(H) 2 first-year students normally perform well but appear to have been nervous at the jury, so this performance is probably not representative of their abilities




	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: January 9, 2015
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department) met as a department
Who were results shared with? (List names):  full-time members of the department


	Discussion of Results –ACTION*-  Summarize your conclusions including: 
1.How will what the department learned from the assessment POTENTIALLY impact the teaching/learning process in your department starting the next academic year? 
          
We believe that the problems we have identified are best addressed individually, not with a one-size-fits-all policy. This is what we have done with the students in categories A through E above:

(A) We have given this student extra help and have referred her to the academic support office.

(B) This student is in her first semester at Concordia and does very well in other aspects of music. We'll wait another semester and reevaluate.

(C) This student plays piano quite well, and we have recommended that she switch her principal instrument, but so far she has been unwilling to do so.

(D) We have worked extensively with these students and with the academic support office.

(E) These are the most frustrating students from our point of view—they can do well, but simply do not put in the effort. Often they also have difficulty completing assignments in other music courses. Where indicated, we provide techniques and hints for practicing efficiently, but there is little we can do for students who simply will not enter the practice room. Of the three students in this category, one is a first-year student who has not yet been admitted to the music program, another was admitted but is not meeting his potential, and the third has been denied admission but has not yet officially changed his major.

2. How will the program POTENTIALLY use the results to improve student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 
          
We don't know yet. We'll consider this question further once we see the results of the spring semester juries.



	If action is taken – it is recommended that the same plan be used for a second assessment cycle.
FEEDBACK* - Reassess outcomes if ACTION* has been taken.      


	What assessment questions related to the learning outcome would the program like to investigate in the future? None.  


	

	Submitted by: Joseph Herl

	Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 2/16/15

	Department Chair notified/additional action needed: na Date posted to Assessment site: 2/16/15


