#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment: 

 Student Outcomes – Gen Ed
To be completed by Departments and submitted to the BlackBoard assessment site. 
	Department: Music Date: May 15, 2015

	Members involved with analysis  of artifacts: Grimpo, Prochnow

	See Undergraduate Program Outcome Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes – Gen Eds for: a) Learning Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). 

Percentages were used to score the final exams in Mu 111 (Music Appreciation) and Mu 115 (History of Rock).



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

When students don't learn in our general education courses, does the problem lie with the course material, with the teaching methods, or elsewhere?

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

Mu 111 exam: Of the 32 students in the course, 23 achieved a 70 or above, 7 between 60 and 70, and 2 below 60. The instructor identified these issues for students scoring between 60 and 70: poor attendance (3 students, one of whom missed a number of classes due to athletics); frequent falling asleep in class (1 student); combination of low ability and difficult personal issues (1 student); difficulty in learning any subject matter (1 student); unexplained result for a student who normally performed better (1 student). For the two students scoring lower than a 60, one had a number of absences and also appeared to have considerable difficulty with college work in general, and the other completed no assignments during the semester.
Mu 115 exam: Of the fifteen students in the course, all but two scored above a 70. For the two scoring between 60 and 70, the instructor identified as issues a combination of poor class attendance and an inability to write well.


3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s). 

The exams themselves seem to be appropriate to the level of the material covered; that is, they do not appear to be too difficult. Both instructors have also been observed while teaching, and teaching methods also do not seem to be a problem. Of the nine students who did not perform well on the two exams, seven appear to have problems that are by their nature not easily solved in an academic setting. The two the university might be able to help are the student who had difficulty learning any subject matter and the one whose low performance was unexplained.


4).  Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) not applicable


	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: May 15, 2015
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department)  department meeting
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Blersch, Grimpo, Herl, Prochnow, Schultz, von Kampen


	Discussion of Results –Summarize your conclusions including: 

1. ACTION*- How will what the department learned from the assessment impact the teaching process/course/program etc. in your department starting the next academic year? 

          
Based on these results, with most students either doing well or having issues that are not easily solvable in a single academic department, we see no immediate need for changes to these courses.

2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 

     
not applicable

3. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Indicate budget requirements necessary for the successful implementation of the ACTION* (i.e. an additional staff person, new equipment, additional sections of a course).       none


	If action is taken – it is recommended that the same learning outcome and assessment plan be used for a second assessment cycle.


	What assessment questions related to the learning outcome would the program like to investigate in the future?        

	

	Submitted by: Joseph Herl                                Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 5/29/15

	Department Chair notified/additional action needed: na      
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Assessment Committee Chair notified appropriate Dean: na
Approved & Posted to Assessment site: 5/29/15


