#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: May 12, 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).      
 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Members of the jury rated each performer according to the scale attached to last semester’s report. 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.

2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
Of the 39 students performing an end-of-semester jury:


35 (90 percent) had a performance of acceptable quality (compared with 70 percent last semester).


37 (95 percent) performed music of an appropriate level of difficulty (compared with 89 percent last semester). Both the students performing inappropriately easy music also had problems with performance quality.
3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).
We are concerned about two of the four students whose performance was not acceptable:


The second-year student, a voice major, has poor intonation. This is a physical problem that is difficult to correct. But her scores were just below the acceptable threshold, so we hope that she will be able to produce a marginally acceptable performance in the future.


The first-year student learns music very slowly, and we are not sure why. He is being assigned a new teacher, and we are hoping that a different approach will help.

We are less concerned about the other two students:


One fourth-year student performed a senior recital, then stopped practicing, so she was not well prepared for her jury.


The remaining student had jury scores just a fraction of a point below the acceptable level and was not a concern last semester, so we don’t see a real problem here.

Of the fifteen students whose performance was not acceptable last semester or who were not performing appropriately difficult music:


Six performed acceptably this semester.


Three successfully passed a recital jury and performed a senior recital.


Two are no longer music majors (one of these has left Concordia).


One did not appear for his jury. He has also failed two music courses and is not doing well in lessons, largely, it seems, through lack of effort. There does not seem to be much else that we can do here.


The remaining three are covered in the preceding sections.
4). Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low)      

	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: May 7, 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? 
Given the dramatic improvement in student performance between fall and spring semester, we do not see any need for changes in the program at this time. As mentioned in last semester’s report, it seems best to address these problems individually with students, not with a one-size-fits-all policy. The approach we are taking with each student is described above under “Interpretation.”
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 
It’s hard to predict whether individual students will be able to meet the goals of the program. We are largely satisfied with the results of the performance evaluations, although we plan to reevaluate next year, as we would like to see whether the large difference between fall and spring performance will repeat.

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).       Not applicable.


	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?  None.  


	

	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


