#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment:  Student Outcomes
To be completed by Departments and submitted by the Department Chair to the Assessment Committee Chair
	Department:  Music                                                                     Date: October 14, 2014

	Members involved with assessment of artifacts: Blersch, Grimpo, Prochnow, Schultz, von Kampen.  Herl was not involved, because the artifacts were from his course.


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

	Methodology: 
1). OBJECT* What data was collected? (artifacts/assessment tool must be attached)?
2) How was data collected?

Research papers were collected from students in Herl’s music history course. They were parceled out to the other five full-time faculty members, who scored them (see attached copies of the scoring sheets).



	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used).
See attached scoring sheets, which contain the rubrics used.
2). Who participated in the analysis of data?

All full-time members of the department participated in the analysis of the data.

 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Do students understand the historical, cultural, and religious context of music, as demonstrated in a written essay?
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional.
Number of Papers with Score 1–5

1
2
3
4
5
Organization

0
1
0
6
3
Content

0
0
4
2
4
Writing style

0
0
2
8
0
3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).
The minimum acceptable score is a 3 in each category. One paper out of ten fell below this mark in a single category.


	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: October 14, 2014.
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department) 
Discussed in department meeting.
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Blersch, Grimpo, Herl, Prochnow, Schultz, von Kampen.


	Discussion of Results –ACTION*-  Summarize your conclusions including: 
1.How will what the department learned from the assessment impact the teaching/learning process in your department?
Our students seem to be meeting this goal, and we see no immediate need for change.  We will assess this goal for at least one more year.
2. How will the program use the results to improve student achievement of the learning outcome?
We see no need for change at this time.


	FEEDBACK* - Reassess outcome after ACTION* has been taken.



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

None.
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