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Institutional Assessment At Georgia Military College

Assessment at Georgia Military College focuses on measuring institutional effectiveness in meeting the mission of the college as set forth by the faculty and adopted by the Board of Trustees. The assessment plan includes two components: (1) assessment of academic programs and (2) assessment of administrative/staff offices or GMC Administrative/Staff Internal Review.

Each level of assessment evolves from an Institutional Effectiveness Plan (IEP), and the results are presented annually through an Institutional Effectiveness Report (IER).  Institutional assessment is a process, which is evaluated and adjusted as needed, thus allowing the process to evolve and grow as the institution evolves.

Component One: Academic Assessment

The mission of Georgia Military College is to produce educated, contributing citizens by providing its college students a liberal arts based two-year undergraduate curriculum in an environment and with a curriculum conducive to the holistic development of the intellect and character of its students.

Georgia Military College has one Strategic Goal, which is to “Improve Student Learning.”

NOTE:  A review of the GMC planning and reporting system was completed at the direction of the President in October-November 2004.  Reviewers concluded that the system was overly complex, unnecessarily burdensome, and difficult to administer.  In a move designed to simplify the system, the President directed that character education and enrollment goals be integrated into the existing student learning goal their aim the accomplishment of the institutional mandate to improve student learning.  He further directed that departments and Distant Learning Centers sharpen their focus on planning for continuous improvement and build plans in this direction.

Strategic Areas:  

The purpose of designating strategic areas is to provide department and Distant Learning Center planners’ focal points for planning. 

· Student Learning:  Develop student mastery of the GMC core intellectual proficiencies and the learning outcomes of the student’s degree program—to include character development outcomes.

· Teaching:  Teach and advise students who have diverse knowledge, skills, and abilities.

· Resources:  Provide facilities and services essential for meeting the needs of students and faculty.

· Recruiting and Retention:  Recruit and retain students in numbers sufficient to financially sustain college operations.

Institutional Improvement Plans:  

Institutional Improvement Plans (IEP) are prepared at the direction of the President.  These plans describe multi-year projects (2-5 years) that require institution-level supervision, large expenditures of funds, and coordination with state and/or federal authorities. The Quality Enhancement Plan and the Facilities Master Plan are examples of Institutional Improvement Plans.

Department Improvement Plans:  

Department improvement plans (DIP) are operational plans that can be supervised at department-level and completed and resourced in the current budget year.  Departments and Distant Learning Centers will annually prepare, as appropriate, the following types of plans:

· An annual budget that details the resources required to routinely operate the department or Distant Learning Center.

· A recruiting and retention plan for each DLC and the Milledgeville campus.  

· Department Improvement Plans that describe initiatives to improve student learning that require expenditure of resources other than that needed to support routine operations.

· Department Improvement Plans to correct Internal Review findings of “Needs Improvement”.

· Department Improvement Plans to improve student satisfaction as indicated by annual Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Surveys. 

Georgia Military College established an Assessment Committee to coordinate the assessment efforts of the academic divisions of the college on all six campuses and two extension centers. This committee includes rotating members who will oversee assessment in the academic divisions as well as senior members of the assessment committee who will review reports submitted from these sub-committees to ensure quality assurance. Final reports will be posted on the Assessment web page. 

Members of the Assessment Committee include the academic division chairs, Distance Learning Center Assistant Deans, the Vice President of Institutional Effectiveness, and the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean of Faculties. The current members will serve for two years, and then a rotation of committee members will take place. The committee will be managed by a chair responsible for establishing the agenda for meetings, assigning tasks, communicating important concerns with administration, gathering data, and overseeing the completion of reports. 

The Georgia Military College Assessment Committee recognizes the need to measure institutional effectiveness in the following areas:

1. On-going academic assessment in divisions

2. Student acquisition of core competencies

3. Student learning in degree concentration areas

Assessment of Major Concentrations in the Academic Divisions:

Since the SACS follow-up visit in 1998, assessment of educational programs has been conducted by measuring student success in AAS, AS, AA degrees. These are being tracked through our IEP/DIP process. However, in the fall 2004, the GMC Assessment Committee determined that this data was insufficient to measure student learning.  Beginning in the fall 2005, data will be gathered by degree concentration by each division. This information will be provided to the assessment committee based on the proposed timetable.

As of the completion of this report, Academic Divisions of the college have in place the following assessment efforts:

Business/CIS/Careers is creating a test bank of questions to assess student-learning objectives. In the future, the division will track the percentage of students in its courses passing the student learning objectives and make changes to courses and student learning objectives as needed. This data will be tracked through the IE Plan and Reports cycle. The division will also continue to assess the definition of a graduate to ensure that the program evolves with the changing world.

Criminal Justice is assessing student learning objectives and tracking the percentile meeting the objectives and making changes to courses as needed. The division is also tracking assignments related to Ethics across the Curriculum. This information is being tracked through the IE Plan and Reports.

Early Childhood Education is assessing students through classroom work, field experiences, and on-the-job internships. The division uses student portfolios, practicum experience, and tests to assess the students’ knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation of the information.

Humanities faculty members are assessing student-writing abilities using a Graduation Writing Competency Exit Exam at the end of ENG 102. The division collects and monitors the results of the test, which allows for adjustment in the classroom. Composition I instructors provide students with summative assessment for each essay and require students to use PhWords for on-line grammar. At the end of the term, a test is given to assess student improvement.

Learning Support Services is tracking the success of students who exit the division and progress to college level courses. The students are followed to determine how they are progressing (both in the LSS classes they complete as well as the college level classes they complete) and to evaluate the adequacy of their preparation for college level courses. This information is being recorded through the IE Plan and Reports.

Mathematics is assessing the percentile of students passing the math course’s student learning objectives through the IE Plan and Reports. The division requires successful completion of technology based assignments and monitors student success in these endeavors.

Natural Sciences Division is assessing student-learning objectives through standardized final examinations. This assessment is being tracked through the IE Plan and Reports. The division makes adjustments to the courses as needed.

Social and Behavioral Science is assessing student learning objectives and is tracking the percentile meeting the objectives. The data is used to make changes to courses as needed. This information is being tracked through the IE Plan and Reports.

Assessment of Student Acquisition in Core Competencies:

The purpose of assessment of GMC core competencies is to measure student learning in the two education dimensions outlined in the mission of Georgia Military College: development of the intellect and elevation of character. In order to achieve these educational objectives and goals, the faculty has adopted six college student proficiencies. The general education proficiencies for GMC students are: 

1. Critical and ethical thinking;

2. Effective analytical reading and writing;

3. Effective oral communication;

4. Effective mathematical and scientific reasoning;

5. Comprehension of the role and use of technology in society;

6. Understanding of the historical, political, social, and economic 

development of humankind.

The plan for measuring the general education proficiencies cannot be accomplished in one year. Because our institution incorporates six campuses and two extension centers, the first stage, pilot study, of the process will examine one proficiency, analytical writing, at two campuses, Milledgeville (to include the Madison and Sandersville extension centers) and Atlanta. The Assessment Committee has agreed that this pilot plan will take place in the spring of 2004 to evaluate the students’ analytical writing. 

Following the completion of the pilot plan, adjustments will be made in the assessment process and all campuses will begin the assessment of critical thinking skills during the academic year of 2004-2005. Measurement of two or three proficiencies per academic year appears to be a reasonable and manageable task and has been adopted as the objective for the college. Complete data on student learning in all six proficiency areas is expected to be available by the end of academic year 2007-08.

Proposed Timetable for Assessment of GMC Learning Competencies



03-04   Analytical writing

04-05 Analytical reading and understanding history 

04-05    Critical thinking and ethical thinking

05-06 Mathematical/scientific reasoning and role of technology

06-07   Oral communication

Assessment of Student Learning in the Degree Concentrations:

The GMC Assessment Committee also recognizes the urgency of measuring student learning in the eight concentrations offered by Georgia Military College. The concentrations available through the Associate of Arts and Associate of Science degrees include:



Behavioral Science






Business Administration





Criminal Justice






Education







General Studies



Logistics Management



Pre-nursing

In January 2004 in an Institutional Effectiveness Plan from VPAA/DF, the division chairs were tasked with evaluating and redefining or defining the competencies for each concentration. A formal report outlining competencies and assessment measures will be completed and submitted to the Assessment Committee by fall 2005. (See Appendix B for Degree Assessment Summaries).

Proposed Timetable for Assessment of Student Learning in the Degree Concentrations



Spring 06
Pre-nursing and General Education



Spring 07
Business Administration and Logistics Management



Spring 08
Education and Career Degrees

                        Spring 09
Social and Behavioral Science and Criminal Justice

Assessment Tools Selected for Measurement of Institutional Effectiveness:

The purpose of GMC’s institution-wide effectiveness and assessment is to evaluate our programs and services. The results will be used to achieve continuous improvement and demonstrate that the institution is effectively accomplishing its educational mission.

The table below lists the survey instruments used institution-wide to achieve this purpose:

	Survey
	Time-frame for administration
	Purpose
	Participants
	Results used for
	Strategic

Goal

	· Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory

· ACT Student Advising Survey

· Graduating Student Survey

· Center for 

Academic Integrity Survey


	Winter quarter every other year.

Winter quarter every other year.

Throughout the year

Spring quarter


	Measures students’ level of importance and satisfaction on a set of college experiences and services.

Measures students’ level of satisfaction with the Academic Advising Experience.

Helps the institution evaluate the impact it has on its graduates.

Helps the institution learn about the attitudes of students 

Concerning academic integrity.


	25% of our fall enrollment

25% of our fall enrollment

All students applying for graduation

Students enrolled in GMC 154.


	Strategic Planning and the IE Process

Strategic Planning and the IE Process

IE Process

Strategic Planning and the IE Process.


	Improve Enrollment

And Improve Student Learning

Improve Student Learning

Improve Student Learning

Improve Character Education




Note:  The Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory and the ACT Survey of Student Advising will not be administered in the same year.

Assessment 03-04 Year

Early assessment of AS/AA and AAA degree programs is reflected in the Institutional Effectiveness Reports from 2003-05.  At the end of each school year, the Office of Academic Affairs directed each division chair responsible for a major to conduct focus groups for graduates as one measure of the division’s effectiveness in preparing students to transfer to follow-on institutions.  A second assessment measure involved collecting grade information for graduates. Instead of measuring student learning in each discipline, assessment of all AS, AA, and AAA degree programs took place.  (See Appendix A for Institutional Effectiveness Reports 2003-04). However, during the spring 2004 quarter, the members of the Assessment Committee determined that this assessment plan did not provide enough data to locate problem areas and began work on a new assessment plan for the college.

Academic Assessment – Pilot Study

A pilot study to evaluate the suitability of the General Education Assessment Plan will be conducted during the 2004 Spring quarter. The sites that will participate in this study are Milledgeville, Madison, Sandersville and Atlanta. 

This will be a cross-sectional study that will draw stratified samples at two different stages of the students’ educational experience at GMC. These snapshots are efficient at identifying association between the salient factors and the assessment results; however no conclusions can be made regarding progression of skill development.

Cross-sectional studies are one-time studies involving data collection at a single point in time. These studies use samples selected specifically for the one-time data collection.

In the case of this pilot study, the results from each level of assessment will only apply to that level. No generalizations can be made regarding the progression of skill development across the samples and the assessment levels.

A stratified random sample is a sample that is forced to contain units or salient factors from each of the segments of the population. For this pilot study the units that will be considered when choosing the sample are gender, ethnicity and age. In other words, the samples used for this study will reflect the gender, ethnicity and age groups present in the entire student population.

(See Appendix A. GMC Pilot Writing Assessment Summary and Observation)

Pilot Study Methodology

Sampling Design – Spring 2004

1. Entry Level Assessment
Milledgeville: We will use a stratified sample of 50 currently enrolled Spring 2004 first time freshmen. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in English 99 or Reading 99, and the other half of those that placed in English 99 and/or Reading 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

Sandersville: We will use a stratified sample of 10 currently enrolled Spring 2004 first time freshmen. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in English 99 or Reading 99, and the other half of those that placed in English 99 and/or Reading 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

Madison: We will use a stratified sample of 10 currently enrolled Spring 2004 first time freshmen. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in English 99 or Reading 99, and the other half of those that placed in English 99 and/or Reading 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

Atlanta:  We will use a stratified sample of 20 currently enrolled Spring 2004 first time freshmen. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in English 99 or Reading 99, and the other half of those that placed in English 99 and/or Reading 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

2. Advanced Competency Assessment

Milledgeville:  We will use a stratified sample of 50 students who complete 75+ credit hours in the spring of 2004. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in Eng 99 or Rdg 99, and the other half of those that placed in Eng 99 and/or Rdg 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

Sandersville:  We will use a stratified sample of 10 currently enrolled students who complete 75+ credit hours in the spring of 2004. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in Eng 99 or Rdg 99, and the other half of those that placed in Eng 99 and/or Rdg 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

Madison: We will use a stratified sample of 10 currently enrolled students who complete 75+ credit hours in the spring of 2004. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in Eng 99 or Rdg 99, and the other half of those that placed in Eng 99 and/or Rdg 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

Atlanta: We will use a stratified sample of 20 currently students who complete 75+ credit hours in the spring of 2004. Half of the sample will be made-up of students who did not place in Eng 99 or Rdg 99, and the other half of those that placed in Eng 99 and/ or Rdg 99. The salient factors that will be considered are gender, ethnicity, and age.

The Institutional Research and Planning Office will select the samples after the drop/add period has finished. The list of students and the courses that they are taking will be distributed to the appropriate faculty with instructions regarding the holding and submission of the students’ work.

Pilot Study Data Collection

Entry Level Assessment: Writing assignments from the student sample will be collected during the 4th & 5th week of the quarter and the Assessment Committee using the GMC Analytical Writing Assessment Rubric will evaluate them. Students will demonstrate proficiency at this level if they score 4-12 points.

Advanced Competency Assessment: Writing assignments from the student sample will be collected during the final week of the quarter and the Assessment Committee using the GMC Analytical Writing Assessment Rubric will evaluate them. Students will demonstrate proficiency at this level if they score 8-12 points. These students will also be given the Community College Student Experiences Questionnaire. 

Spring 2004 Pilot Study Data Evaluation:

Grading of Writing Assignments

The Assessment Committee will randomly select one piece of writing from each of the participating students. This collection of 140 writing samples from Milledgeville, Madison, and Sandersville students along with the 40 writings samples from Atlanta students will be scanned into an assessment database accessible to all committee members. During the winter quarter of 2004, a training session will be conducted to provide committee members with an opportunity to use the grading rubric. The rubric will be provided electronically to tally the final score for each writing sample.

The committee has been split into three groups of four readers. There are two readers available to evaluate discrepancies. After the discrepancies have been determined the committee members may be asked to grade other papers to come to a consensus. Each piece of student writing will be assigned a number so each student’s identity will be protected. Committee members will review each piece of writing within their group and using the grading rubric will assign a score. These scores will be recorded in the database. 

Once the scoring is completed, the Assessment Committee members will gather and evaluate the results, determining the number of students passing and failing in each category. The committee will provide recommendations for improvements.

GMC Analytical Writing Assessment Rubric

Test Number_________

Minimum number of words written by student must be 250-300

Intended Outcome: Student will demonstrate effective analytical communication in the written form. 

	Performance

Area


	Rating = 4
	Rating = 3
	Rating = 2
	Rating = 1
	Score

	Structure


	Clear and appropriate 

. Beginning

. Development

. Conclusion

. Paragraphing

. Transitions
	Adequate

. Beginning

. Development

. Conclusion

. Paragraphing

. Transitions
	Weak

. Beginning

. Development

. Conclusion

. Paragraphing

. Transitions
	No evidence of

. Beginning

. Development

. Conclusion

. Paragraphing

. Transitions
	

	Content


	Length of work

Provides in-depth and insightful:

. Critical thinking

. Coverage of topic

. Clearly support-      

  Ed assertions


	Length of work

Provides

Sufficient:
. Critical thinking

. Coverage of topic

. Sufficient

  Supported

  Assertions
	Length of work

Provides limited:

. Critical thinking

. Coverage of topic

. Weak support 

  Of assertions
	Length of work

Provides no evidence of: 

. Critical thinking

. Coverage of topic

. No support of 

  Assertions
	

	Mechanics


	Written work has no major errors in:

. Word selection

. Word use

. Sentence structure.

. Spelling

. Punctuation

. Capitalizaton
	Written work is relatively free of errors in: 

. Word selection

. Word use

. Sentence structure

. Spelling

. Punctuation

. Capitalization
	Written work has several major errors in:

. Word selection

. Word use

. Sentence structure

. Spelling

. Punctuation

. Capitalization
	Written work has serious and persistent errors in:

. Word selection

. Word use

. Sentence structure

. Spelling

. Punctuation

. Capitalization
	

	
	
	
	
	Total Score
	


  Entry Level     Intermediate Level

Passing     4-12 pts                8-12 pts                                            Circle:  Passing   or   Failing

Failing      0-3 pts
           0-7 pts


GMC Pilot Writing Assessment Summary

Observations

1. Submissions from teachers/students were more difficult to obtain than expected.

2. Number of student writing samples was fewer than expected.

3. DLC’s don’t purge their class rosters early enough so students are selected for sampling that do not end up in the class.

4. Some teachers may not require writing in classes and did not have samples to submit.

5. Students in sophomore classes may do less writing or the directions for completing the writing assessment assignment were unclear or because students did not get a grade for the assignment, they may not have taken the assignment seriously which caused the evaluations to be lower than for the entry level students.

6. More entry-level students passed the writing assessment than advanced students.

7. LSS entry-level students passed the writing assessment with the same percentage as non LSS entry level students (89%).

8. Fewer advanced level LSS students passed the writing assessment than those non LSS advanced students. (21% difference between non LSS and LSS students passing).

9. Grade point averages varied .2% between entry non LSS student and LSS entry students.  

10. Grade point averages did not vary significantly between advanced student groups.

11. When examining the type of students involved in the pilot:

a. about half black students in the pilot study and half white plus other ethnicities

b. three times the number of civilians over cadets 

c. more traditional students (birthdays in the 1980’s)

1. for entry level students 64% traditional

2. for advanced level students 59% traditional

d. almost even split between males and females for entry level students

e. almost twice as many females as males in the advanced level students

12. Both groups scored lower on mechanics

a. entry LSS students scored 1.77 on mechanics

b. entry non LSS students scored 2.211

c. advanced LSS  students scored 2.259

d. advanced non LSS students scored 2.579

13. We did not know what each student scored on each test.

14. We did not know what teacher was involved in supplying each writing sample.

15. We did not know what the assignment was for each writing sample.

16. We did not know what the course sequence was prior to students providing samples.

17. We did not know how seriously students took the assignment.

Recommendations

1. Collect writing samples at the end of the quarter after students have been given specific instructions for the writing assignments and recognize the importance of the assessment.

2. Advise teachers to include writing assignments in all of their classes.

3. Set up the writing samples so that course sequence can be determined.  Knowing the course sequence will help teachers and administrators determine when students have successfully developed good writing skills.

4. Reinforce writing skills in all classes whenever possible.

5. Emphasize mechanical skills when grading writing assignments.

6. Give teachers ample time to direct students and collect writing samples.

7. Find a more effective way of selecting students, making sure that students are still enrolled in classes so that number of writing samples will not be dramatically diminished.

8. Be able to track scores for each student submitting a writing sample.

9. Give students the grading rubric when assignment is made so they know how their writing will be evaluated.

10. Develop grading rubrics for each discipline to help teachers evaluate student writing.

Summary of Data for GMC Pilot Writing Assessment

Spring 04

	
	Gender

M/F
	Ethnic B/W/O


	Class

FR/O
	Type of Student

Civ/Cdt
	Age

T/NT/NL
	Structure

Content

Mechanics’

Scores
	Average

Completed

Quarter

Hours
	Average GPA
	Pass or Fail

Writing Assessment

	Entry Non LSS
	50% M

50% F
	50% BLK

44% W

6% O*
	100 %

Fresh-

men
	69% Civ

31% CDT
	56% T

38% NT

6% NL**
	S=2.634

C=2.563

M=2.211
	20 hours
	2.83
	89% passed

5.5% failed

5.5% NL***

	Entry

With LSS
	48% M

52% F
	61% BLK

39% W
	100%
	78% Civ

22% CDT
	70% T

26% NT

4% NL**
	S=2.304

C=2.223

M=1.777
	8

hours
	2.63
	89% passed

4% failed

7% NL***

	Totals for Entry Level Students
	49% M

51% F
	56% BLK

41% W

3% O*
	100%

Fresh-man
	74%  Civ

26% Cdt
	64% T

31% NT

5% N**
	
	14 hours

average for both groups
	2.73

average gpa for both groups
	89% passed

4% failed

6% NL***

	Advanced Non LSS


	35% M

65% F
	48%BLK

43% W

9% O*
	100 %


	74% Civ

22% Cdt

4% O


	70% T

30% N
	S=2.817

C=2.746

M=2.579
	96 hours
	2.82
	57% passed

43% failed

	Advanced With LSS
	38% M

62% F
	54% BLK

42% W

4% O
	100%
	77% Civ

23% Cdt


	50% T

46%NT

4% N**
	S=2.576

C=2.986

M=2.259
	96 hours
	2.81
	36% passed

64% failed

	Totals for Advanced Level Students
	37% M

63% F
	51% BLK

43% W

6% O*
	100% 

Sopho-

mores
	76% Civ

22% Cdt

2% O
	59% T

39% NT

2% NL**
	
	96  hours

average for both groups
	2.82 average gpa for both groups
	46% passed

54% failed


Structure, content, mechanic’s scores based on 109 students taking the writing assessment exam.  Percentages for passing and failing were based on 109 students taking the writing assessment exam.  All other percentages based on data gathered from 88 out of 109 students taking the writing assessment exam. O stands for other than cadet. O* stands for other ethnicity (Hispanic or multi-racial); NL** stands for birth year not listed; NL*** stand for writing not legible; traditional students are born in the 1980’s while non- traditional students are born before the 1980’s. Average number of hours earned does not include LSS courses taken.

Assessment 04-05 Year

Graduation Writing Competency Exit Exam (GWCEE) Data 03-05 Years

Student writing abilities are measured each year when all GMC teachers in English 102 use the Graduation Writing Competency Exit Exam (GWCEE) grading rubric to assess one of the final essays written by each student in the class. Based on the data collected in the GWCEE database, the following student errors appear most often for each campus. During the spring faculty workshop, this data is given to each English instructor so that adjustments can be made when teaching English 102.  Institutional Effectiveness Plans and Reports are written to address the weaknesses identified by this data.

Milledgeville Campus

Percentages in each category are computed by dividing the number of student errors by the number of students writing the GWCEE exam for that campus. 

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors

Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error Analysis

	Fragments
	4.92
	2.31
	1.56
	Decline  .75

	Fused Sentences
	2.65
	1.61
	1.16
	Decline  .45

	Comma Splices
	1.14
	  .52
	  .37
	Decline  .15

	Comma Needed
	3.16
	1.66
	1.71
	Increase  .11

	Spelling
	  .80
	2.62
	2.89
	Increase  .27

	Substandard
	2.14
	1.01
	  .67
	Decline   .34

	Faulty Reference
	  .80
	.92
	  .74
	Decline   .18

	Diction
	1.63
	1.18
	1.08
	Decline   .10

	Short Papers
	  .80
	  .08
	  .05
	Decline   .03


Atlanta Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors

Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Awkward Phrase
	No data
	1.97
	1.71
	Decline  .26

	Comma Needed
	No data
	2.20
	2.18
	Decline  .02

	Spelling
	No data
	2.68
	2.69
	Slight Increase .01

	Apostrophe
	No data
	  .89
	  .85
	Decline  .04

	Diction
	No data
	  .64
	  .54
	Decline  .10


Augusta Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors

Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Fragments
	1.00
	  .77
	  .57
	Decline   .20

	Agreement
	1.67
	1.15
	  .92
	Decline   .23

	Comma Needed
	  .43
	1.84
	1.81
	Slight Decline   .03

	Spelling
	3.11
	3.54
	3.21
	Decline   .33

	Diction
	  .95
	1.25
	1.28
	Slight Increase  .03


Columbus Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors

Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Fragments
	No data
	2.29
	1.62
	Decline   .67

	Fused Sentences
	No data
	1.86
	1.19
	Decline   .70

	Comma Splice
	No data
	2.14
	1.50
	Decline   .64

	Comma Needed
	No data
	2.57
	2.16
	Decline   .41

	Spelling
	No data
	3.09
	2.28
	Decline   .81


Valdosta Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors

Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Substandard English
	No Data
	3.60
	2.49
	Decline 1.11

	Awkward Phrases
	No Data
	1.89
	1.43
	Decline    .46

	Comma Needed
	No Data
	5.24
	4.89
	Decline    .35

	Spelling
	No Data
	  .39
	  .26
	Decline    .13

	Diction
	No Data
	1.27
	1.68
	Increase   .41


Warner Robins Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors

Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Analysis

	Substandard English
	  .70
	1.13
	  .69
	Decline  .44

	Awkward phrases
	2.12
	2.18
	1.19
	Decline  .99

	Comma Needed
	6.92
	1.70
	1.43
	Decline  .27

	Spelling
	3.70
	1.55
	1.53
	Slight Decline  .02

	Weak Content
	  .96
	  .67
	  .40
	Decline  .27


Data Evaluation from GWCEE

The following chart provides raw data reflecting 2003-2005 numbers of student errors measured on student essays in English 102 graded with the GWCEE grading rubric.

Raw Data Gathered from GWCEE Database 2003-3005

	
	Augusta
	Columbus
	Milledgeville
	Atlanta
	Valdosta
	Warner Robins

	Year
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05

	Error Type
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Thesis
	250
	11
	25
	 
	30
	34
	23
	71
	86
	 
	22
	22
	 
	71
	71
	60
	
	108

	Develop
	495
	36
	60
	 
	40
	44
	95
	122
	138
	 
	50
	55
	 
	44
	60
	118
	125
	145

	Unity
	245
	57
	63
	 
	45
	47
	21
	25
	29
	 
	34
	35
	 
	22
	22
	50
	25
	27

	Organization
	210
	23
	33
	 
	45
	50
	26
	33
	41
	 
	25
	33
	 
	25
	31
	105
	88
	91

	Coherence
	190
	22
	41
	 
	25
	32
	230
	98
	117
	 
	30
	32
	 
	230
	281
	30
	84
	93

	Fragment
	959
	393
	521
	 
	80
	94
	276
	145
	186
	 
	154
	189
	 
	299
	333
	183
	188
	267

	Fused sent
	390
	270
	344
	 
	65
	69
	192
	64
	80
	 
	66
	82
	 
	94
	107
	40
	92
	177

	Comma Sp
	959
	254
	360
	 
	75
	87
	287
	142
	170
	 
	169
	188
	 
	297
	361
	235
	111
	157

	Agree’t
	1599
	591
	834
	 
	57
	66
	1234
	626
	711
	 
	692
	743
	 
	1213
	1422
	435
	371
	468

	SubStand
	553+
	454
	502
	 
	50
	54
	537+
	274
	304
	 
	32
	39
	 
	962
	1017
	65
	155
	212

	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Awk phrase
	572+
	402
	588
	 
	60
	64
	666
	435
	528
	 
	323
	392
	 
	505
	584
	197
	299
	369

	Reference
	1212
	465
	796
	 
	26
	42
	201+
	248
	336
	 
	112
	137
	 
	454
	684
	92
	38
	71

	Comma needed
	410+
	944
	1653
	 
	90
	125
	793
	449
	781
	 
	361
	499
	 
	1400
	2002
	644+
	233
	442

	Spelling
	2977
	1818
	2921
	 
	108
	132
	201+
	711
	1320
	 
	439
	615
	 
	105+
	105+
	344 +
	213
	474

	Not parallel
	201+
	101
	151
	 
	36
	53
	77
	86
	111
	 
	17
	20
	 
	227
	291
	20
	17
	37

	Dangling modifier
	82
	10
	28
	 
	16
	20
	22
	0
	4
	 
	2
	2
	 
	18
	21
	215+
	6
	11

	Mis-modifier
	54
	21
	28
	 
	6
	8
	21
	3
	6
	 
	13
	14
	 
	17
	27
	10
	8
	20

	Split infinitive
	94
	41
	61
	 
	20
	26
	22
	0
	7
	 
	3
	4
	 
	10
	11
	2
	0
	15

	Misuse colon
	100
	56
	91
	 
	16
	22
	71
	41
	63
	 
	26
	32
	 
	64
	92
	34
	20
	36

	Apostrophe
	642
	340
	583
	 
	46
	58
	282
	207
	322
	 
	146
	195
	 
	213
	308
	40
	57
	180

	Diction
	910
	640
	1169
	 
	54
	57
	410+
	320
	492
	 
	105
	124
	 
	340
	686
	90
	77
	241

	Slang
	230
	139
	226
	 
	20
	21
	68
	94
	134
	 
	0
	4
	 
	54
	57
	64
	6
	26

	Content
	195
	67
	97
	 
	10
	12
	127
	147
	159
	 
	28
	33
	 
	50
	67
	89
	92
	125

	Opening
	82
	42
	46
	 
	10
	13
	145
	94
	108
	 
	23
	26
	 
	62
	73
	55
	47
	53

	Ending
	160
	79
	97
	 
	10
	11
	215
	278
	304
	 
	38
	51
	 
	78
	95
	125
	93
	109

	Formula essay
	40
	14
	18
	 
	5
	5
	28
	90
	93
	 
	4
	6
	 
	571+
	571+
	10
	2
	          4

	Primer style
	275
	85
	100
	 
	20
	21
	65
	41
	43
	 
	1
	2
	 
	41
	46
	25
	35
	39

	Paper short
	220
	86
	129
	 
	5
	6
	201+
	21
	24
	 
	14
	17
	 
	117
	133
	45
	86
	105

	Paper topic
	45
	21
	30
	 
	5
	6
	52
	48
	53
	 
	10
	10
	 
	11
	22
	3
	35
	39

	Number

Students
	956
	513
	911
	
	35
	58
	251
	271
	457
	
	164
	229
	 
	267
	409
	93
	137
	309


Plan for Assessment of Social Science Core Competency 04-05 Year: 

An Understanding of the Historical, Political, and Economic Development of Human Kind.

Using data collected from the Social Science Division 04-05 IE Reports, at the end of spring 2005, the division chair conducted an assessment of GMC students’ understanding of world history. In World History 101 and 102, each instructor includes test questions that measure specific student learning objectives for the course.  The number of students correctly answering these multiple-choice and true-false questions on each exam is computed. The division chair collects this data and compiles a report indicating the class average for correctly answering questions measuring student-learning objectives. The following student learning objectives match the course descriptions for World History 101 and 102. 

Catalog Description for History 101:

World Civilization I is a survey of the history of the world from prehistoric times through the 16th century.

Student Learning Objectives for History 101:

The student should be able to: (1) summarize the development of prehistory leading to civilization and the foundations of early civilization, (2) describe the higher institutions of Classical civilization and their contributions to the modern world, (3) compare the development of world religions and their impact, (4) explain the significance of the events of the Medieval Age, (5) discuss the contributions of the Renaissance Period and the Reformation.

Catalog Description for History 102:

World Civilization II is a survey of the history of the world from the 17th century to the Modern Age.

Student Learning Objectives for History 102:
The student should be able to: (1`) compare the development of governmental systems, 

(2) list causes and impact of societal conflicts and revolutions, (3) name positive and negative aspects of imperialism, (4) summarize causes and effects of conflicts in the 20th century, (5) compare and contrast issues of the Post Modern Era.

Results from the Assessment of Social Science Core Competency:

Results from Main Campus SY 04-05: 

172 students completed History 101 and 157 of those students made 65 or above (91%).  79 students completed History 102 and 70 made 65 or above (89%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 91% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 77% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 89% passing History 102 an average of 73% was achieved. 

Results from Augusta Campus SY 04-05:
163 students completed History 101 and 152 of those students made 65 or above (93%).  157 students completed History 102 and 146 made 65 or above (93%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 93% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 80% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 93% passing History 102 an average of 80% was achieved. 

Results from the Robins Campus SY 04-05:

97 students completed History 101 and 89 of those students made 65 or above (92%).  96 students completed History 102 and 82 made 65 or above (85%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 92% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 83% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 85% passing History 102 an average of 75% was achieved.

Results from Valdosta Campus SY 04-05:
125 students completed History 101 and 108 of those students made 65 or above (86%).  107 students completed History 102 and 89 made 65 or above (83%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 86% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 87% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 83% passing History 102 an average of 89% was achieved.

Results from Atlanta Campus SY 04-05:

67 students completed History 101 and 63 of those students made 65 or above (94%).  72 students completed History 102 and 67 made 65 or above (93%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 94% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 79% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 93% passing History 102 an average of 79% was achieved.

Results from Columbus Campus SY 04-05: Not yet submitted.

Plan for Assessment of Critical Thinking Winter 2005

During the winter 2005 quarter, all campuses were asked to submit student-writing samples so that assessment of critical thinking could take place.  Student writing was collected from entry level students and advanced level students similar to the pilot assessment conducted during the spring 2004 quarter used to measure writing skills.  In this cross sectional assessment study, these stratified samples represent gender, ethnicity, and age of the entire student population.  We recognize that no conclusions can be made regarding progression of skill development using this assessment technique. 

Once the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and Research provided the names of students included in this Critical Thinking assessment process, faculty and administrators at each campus were informed.  Teachers learned that they had to submit writing samples produced by these students during regular course work by the end of the quarter. The following directions were provided along with the grading rubric.

Guidelines for Critical Thinking Writing Assignment Submission:

All assignments must be typed and printed using black ink. You may give the students a copy of the rubric. This will allow them to understand what the committee is looking for in its grading. A list of students chosen for this study will be provided after drop/add. The writing samples will be due by the end of the quarter. Please submit the writing sample as soon as you are able, but no later than the last day of your quarter. You should submit the samples for each student to your division chair or assistant dean. If you do not have an assignment to submit, you should provide the reason to the division chair or assistant dean for each student (i.e., student did not turn one in or the course does not require a writing component). 

Here are some examples of critical thinking exercises; you do not have to use one of these. You may develop assignments that are more related to the course material. 

How would you respond to the following managerial level complaint? Some company managers say that the more information provided to employees, the more employees want.

Or

Should managers have the right to monitor the email messages of employees? Why or why not? What if employees are warned that email could be monitored? If a company sets up an email policy, should only in-house transmissions be monitored or only employee outside email transmissions? Why?

Or

Answer each of the following questions concerning the role of women in international politics:
Would international relations operate differently if most of the leaders of nation-states were women? What would those differences be and what evidence (besides gender stereotypes) supports your answer? 

Or

Suppose you lived in an extremely poor slum in the developing world and had no money or job – but retained all the knowledge you have now. Describe what strategy you would adopt for your own survival and well-being. What strategies would you reject as infeasible? Would you reject the idea of revolution? Explain why or why not.

Critical Thinking Assessment Rubric

	
	          4
                           3

	         2

             1

	A. GIVEN
	
	

	Observes and describes given information in relation to a question
	Identifies appropriate main issue and describes it accurately, selects key component points, recognizes priorities among details in relation to given question, picks up unstated implications.
	Identifies inappropriate main issue or none at all, describes issue inaccurately, fails to identify key component points, loses focus on 
given question.

	B. WHEREAS
	
	

	Analyzes the given material and shows structure of an argument
	Shows connections among key points with a visible structure (diagram, outline, etc.), indicates contradictions and continuities, shows cause & effect relationships, demonstrates sound logic leading toward a generalization.
	Ignores key points or shows inability to manipulate them, shows confusion about relationships among key points, uses faulty logic, fails to create order from details.

	C. THEREFORE
	
	

	Responds to questions with conclusion or hypothesis
	Clearly states conclusion or hypothesis, shows how it emerges from the evidence, relationship to the given question.
	Proposes no comprehensible conclusion or hypothesis, wanders from the given question.

	D. AND SO….
	
	

	Evaluates conclusion or hypothesis within relevant context
	Appropriately assesses conclusion or hypothesis in terms of reliability and further evidence needed, assesses external implications of the conclusion/ hypothesis within a larger context.
	Fails to assess conclusion, raises no additional questions, fails to place the argument within a relevant larger context.


By the end of the winter 2005 quarter, more than 100 samples had been collected.  The papers were scanned and loaded into a database.  Teachers were given access to the database so they could read the writing samples and grade each one.  Each teacher was asked to grade at least twenty-five writing samples.  When using the Critical Thinking Rubric, for the entry-level writing sample, a grade of 8 was considered passing and a grade of 12 was a passing grade for the advanced level student.  

Data Evaluation for Critical Thinking:

The following two charts provide the results from the critical thinking assessment.  These charts indicate the average score for all the students in each of four increasing levels of critical thinking difficulty (Given, Whereas, Therefore, And So).  Each category had a possible total of 4 points.  The highest possible total score for all four categories was 16 points.  In this first chart, entry-level students averaged 2.75 out of 4 pts in the lowest level of critical thinking. Students averaged .01 out of 4 points in the second level, 2.27 in the third category, and 2.16 in the highest critical thinking category. In the second category, students scored the lowest average points and in the first category, they scored the highest point average.  The total average overall for entry-level students was 9.51 out of 16.

	Averages for Report

	Given Average
	Whereas Average
	Therefore Average
	And So Average
	Total Average

	2.75
	0.01
	2.27
	2.16
	9.51


Type: Entry

In the second chart, advanced level students averaged 2.8 out of 4 points in the lowest level of critical thinking.  Students averaged .02 in the second level, 2.36 in the third level, and 2.3 in the highest critical thinking category.  In the second category, students again scored the lowest average points and in the first category, they scored the highest point average.  Advanced level students improved in each category although not by much.  The total average overall for advanced level students was 9.82 out of 16. Although the improvement levels are small in some categories, we recognize that community colleges should not expect to see high level increases over this short period of time.

	Averages for Report

	Given Average
	Whereas Average
	Therefore Average
	And So Average
	Total Average

	2.8
	0.02
	2.36
	2.3
	9.82


Type: Advanced

Critical Thinking Assessment Summary Results June 2005

Observations

1. Not enough faculty members participated in the grading process. 

2. Not enough student writing samples were submitted. 

3. Of the groups of papers that were graded, many received one passing grade and one failing grade which required an additional grader to break the tie.  The tie-breaking analysis by the third grader did not take place. Because scanning was a problem from the beginning, time to grade was dramatically limited.

4. The directions teachers provided students varied.

5. The assignment pool was very diverse with many writing samples not appropriate for assessment of critical thinking.

6. After results were gathered, teachers pointed out that critical thinking does take place in classes, but does not always involve writing.

7. Data gathered for critical thinking is inconclusive. 

Recommendations

1. The dean suggests that the Assessment Committee continue with next stage of assessment and return to critical thinking once a new way to measure critical thinking as been developed.

2. Faculty may need to identify courses (through a survey) that include critical thinking activities both oral and written.

3. Faculty may need to review definition of critical thinking and develop a checklist of characteristics. 

4. Collecting student-writing samples may not be the best to measure some core competencies, especially critical thinking. 

5. Assessment committee may need to develop new measures.

6. Assessment of degree program objectives will assess critical thinking.

7. Teachers may be giving assignments they think include elements of “critical thinking,” but these assignments cannot be measured with the CT rubric.

8. Teachers need to agree on definition of “critical thinking.”

9. Teachers and students may need to review difference between “critical thinking” assignments that contain minimal examples of critical thinking.  For example, if a student writes a narrative or a process paper, only the introduction or conclusion may contain critical thinking.

Results of Winter 2005 Critical Thinking Assessment Indicate Need for Change in Future Assessment Procedures 

Because the data collected from the Critical Thinking Assessment component was inconclusive, after careful review and discussion, the Assessment Committee agreed that a more effective way must be developed to measure student acquisition of core competencies. The committee members recommended that each division chair and their faculty members look at the forms of assessment already taking place in the classroom and determine how data can be collected from these classroom assessments.  Committee members also recommended that the plan for measuring student learning once degrees are completed might provide a more efficient assessment tool.   

In the spring 2005, each division chair developed Degree Assessment Summaries that include learning objectives for each AS and AA degree granted through their division.  Next to each learning objective is the assessment criteria/procedures for measuring that objective (See Appendix E for each Degree Assessment Summary). 

Plan for Assessment of Analytical Writing and Ethics Spring 2005

The Assessment Committee will be collecting writing samples to assess analytical writing and ethics spring 05 quarter. All campuses were asked to submit student-writing samples so that assessment of analytical writing and ethics could take place.  Student writing was collected from entry level students and advanced level students similar to the pilot assessment conducted during the spring 2004 quarter used to measure writing skills.  In this cross sectional assessment study, these stratified samples represent gender, ethnicity, and age of the entire student population.  We recognize that no conclusions can be made regarding progression of skill development using this assessment technique. 

Once the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and Research provided the names of students included in this analytical writing and ethics assessment process, faculty and administrators at each campus were informed.  Teachers learned that they had to submit writing samples produced by these students during regular course work by the end of the quarter. The following directions were provided along with the grading rubric.

Guidelines for writing assignment submission:

All assignments must be typed and printed using black ink. Lists of students chosen for this study will be provided after drop/add. The writing samples will be due by the end of the quarter. Please submit the writing sample as soon as you are able, but no later than the last day of your quarter. You should submit the samples for each student to your division chair or assistant dean. If you do not have an assignment to submit, you should provide the reason to the division chair or assistant dean for each student (i.e., student did not turn one in or the course does not require a writing component). 

The rubric used by the assessment committee for grading the writing samples is provided below. The rubric was provided electronically and the results were gathered in a database for evaluation purposes. The assessment committee will review the results of the data and make recommendations.

GMC Analytical Writing and Ethics Assessment Rubric

Student:____________________________  Course:________________

Instructor:__________________________   Date:  _________________

	Performance 

Area
	Rating = 4
	Rating =3
	Rating = 2
	Rating = 1
	Score



	Structure 


	Clear and appropriate 

· Beginning 

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions 


	Adequate 

· Beginning

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions 


	Weak

· Beginning

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions 


	No Evidence of 

· Beginning

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions
	

	Ethics 

Content 


	Length of work provides in-depth and insightful:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions 
	Length of work provides sufficient:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions
	Length of work provides limited:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions
	Length of work provides no evidence of:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions
	

	Mechanics 


	Written work has no major errors in:

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation 

· Capitalization 
	Written work is relatively free of errors in:

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation 

· Capitalization
	Written work has several major errors in: 

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation

· Capitalization
	Written work has serious errors in:

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation

· Capitalization
	

	
	
	
	
	Total Score 
	


Data Evaluation from Analytical Writing and Ethics 

Critical Thinking Assessment Summary Results June 2005

Observations

Recommendations

Assessment 04-05 Year

Plan for Assessment of Mathematical/Scientific Reasoning and Role of Technology:

The Mathematics Division has a DIP, Mathematics Division Assessment Plan, which addresses these areas. The assessment committee will review the information gathered by the department for the fall 2005 quarter in the winter 2006 quarter. The division has developed grading rubrics for the 106 and the 109 mathematics classes. All faculties will use these to assess this area. 

The Natural Sciences Division also has a DIP, Improvement of student assessment scores in attaining learning objectives in the core science courses, which addresses scientific reasoning.  The division will use a common final exam for A&P I & II to determine students understanding of the student learning objectives for these classes. The assessment committee will review the results of this information after the spring 2006 quarter.

GMC Mathematical Division Assessment Rubrics

MAT 106 Assessment Reporting Sheet 

Quarter _________ Campus ____________

Professor _______________

Number of students enrolled ___ Number of students with C or better _____ 

All data below is based on the students with a grade of C or better for the course.
	Student Learning Objective

	List problems used from the test bank*

	# of students able to demonstrate proficiency only at the minimal level -work showed comprehension, but included mathematical errors

	# of students able to demonstrate proficiency above the minimal level - work was free of mathematical errors

	Total number of students demonstrating proficiency.


	1. Examine and interpret functions both graphically and analytically

	
	
	
	

	2. Create mathematical models.

	
	
	
	

	3. Make predictions and decisions with mathematical models.

	
	
	
	

	4. Use appropriate technology to solve mathematical problems.

	
	At least 3 out 5 problems solved with technology.

	More than 3 out of 5 problems solved with technology.

	


*If you used a problem not currently in the test bank that you believe assesses the learning objective, attach a copy of the problem.
List any concerns about specific problems in the test bank:

Comment on any observations from this assessment:
MAT 109 Assessment Reporting Sheet 

Quarter ___________ Campus ____________
Professor____________

Number of students enrolled _____Number of students with C or better
All data below is based on the students with a grade of C or better for the course.
	Student Learning Objective

	List problems used from the test bank*

	# of students able to demonstrate proficiency only at the minimal level -work showed comprehension, but included mathematical errors

	# of students able to demonstrate proficiency above the minimal level - work was free of mathematical errors

	Total number of students demonstrating proficiency.


	1. Perform the four fundamental operations on rational expressions.

	
	
	
	

	2. Solve linear and quadratic equations.

	
	
	
	

	3. Solve systems of equations.

	
	
	
	

	4. Use linear, quadratic, inverse, logarithmic and exponential functions.

	
	
	
	


*If you used a problem not currently in the test bank that you believe assesses the learning objective, attach a copy of the problem.
List any concerns about specific problems in the test bank:

Comment on any observations from this assessment:

Data Evaluation from Mathematical/Scientific Reasoning and Role of Technology

Mathematical/Scientific Reasoning and Role of Technology Assessment Summary Results 

Observations

Recommendations

Component Two: Administrative/Staff Internal Review

The Internal Review process takes place once a year and includes seven stages.

· Vice President for Institutional Research (VP for IR) travels to the Internal Review site to conduct focus groups.

· Focus groups take place with the following stakeholders:

· 1st quarter students

· Advanced students

· Faculty/staff

· VP for IR writes a summary of focus group information, which directs next stage of review. VP for IR also runs a Data Validation Report for the Internal Review site.  This report indicates what student information has been downloaded into Datatel. 

· Administrators from Milledgeville campus travel to Internal Review site with a rubric designed by each department to assess work effectiveness. Each administrator asks to look at records in his/her area to ensure all appropriate information is included. Comments surfacing during the focus groups are used to ask questions of DLC administrators and staff. The following administrators conduct the assessment:

· Human Resources

· Registrar

· Admission

· Dean of Students

· Institutional Technology

· Engineering

· Financial Aid

· Each administrator or staff member writes a summary of his/her findings and makes      recommendations for improvement or offers praise for work well done.  

· The Executive Vice President collects all of the Internal Review reports from each evaluator and produces one comprehensive report for the campus being evaluated.  Once completed this final report is sent to the President and all stakeholders. 

· Once the administrators/staff receive the final report of their Internal Review, they write Departmental Improvement Plans (DIPs) addressing the changes that need to be made.

Dates for the 2006 Internal Review include:

Madison and Sandersville Extension sites: 


January 2006

Columbus






January 2006


Augusta






February 2006


Atlanta







March 2006


Warner Robins





April 2006


Valdosta






May 2006

Internal Review Reports for 2004-05 are included in Appendix C.

Appendix A

03-04 Assessment of AA/AS Degree Programs
	Strategic Goal: 
	To improve student learning. 

	Strategic Objective: 
	Georgia Military College students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.

	Strategy:


	 Evaluation of students concentration curriculum performance

 Evaluation of concentration course transfer

	Responsible Office:


	VPAA/DF

	Plan to complete the FY Objective: 
	Person Responsible
	Status
	

	a. Complete a survey/focus group of 03-04 graduates for follow-up information on course transferability


	Division Chairs/Assistant Deans
	Completed June 04
	

	b. Collect grade information for SY 04 graduates
	Division Chairs/Assistant Deans
	Completed June 04


	


 Educational Outcome/Administrative Objective: 
1. Graduates of the Associate in Arts and Associate in Science Degree will be successful in transferring their Area IV concentration to other colleges.

2. Demonstrate knowledge of the basic concepts and principles in a chosen concentration

Measurements to be Used/Assessment Criteria:
Concentration courses from the AA and AS degrees of GMC transfer to the major colleges and universities of Georgia and to colleges in other states with minimal disruption. Over ninety-seven percent of the respondents indicated that their course work had been accepted. Most courses that do not transfer are courses not available at the gaining institution, such as Military Science courses at institutions that do not offer Army ROTC however, in most cases, colleges accept courses such as these as elective hours.

Ninety percent of the AA and AS graduates are graduating with the expected 2.0 grade point average in their chosen concentration.

Actions on Findings Made:

Results indicate that GMC students are performing academically at expectation levels in their concentration courses and are finding that their courses do transfer to the senior institution. 

Modifications/Alterations for next FY:

None

Budget Implications:
None

Location of Institutional Effectiveness Documents:
Office of the VPAA/DF, Division Chairs and Assistant Deans

03-04 Assessment of AAS Degrees

	Strategic Goal:

	Improve Student Learning

	Strategic Objective: 
	Georgia Military College students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies essential in educational endeavors.



	Strategy:

	Evaluation of student concentration curriculum performance. Survey of community employers for applicability of GMC Associate in Applied Science degree concentration for employment

	Responsible Office:

	VPAA/DF

	 Plan to implement the Strategy: 
	Person Responsible
	Status

	a. Complete survey of employers for applicability of degree concentration for employment.
	Division Chairs/ Assistant Deans
	Completed June 2004

	b. Conduct survey/focus groups of graduates for employment information.
	Division Chairs/Assistant Deans


	Completed June 2004

	c. Collect grade information for SY 04 graduates.
	Division Chairs/ Assistant Deans
	Completed June 2004


Educational Outcome/Administrative Objective: 

Graduates of the Associate in Applied Science Degree will:

a. find employment or receive a job promotion within one year of receiving the degree.

b. Demonstrate knowledge of the basic concepts and principles in a chosen concentration.

Measurement(s)/Assessment(s) Used, Results, and Findings:
1. Eighty percent of the graduates will attain a grade point average of 2.0 in their concentration course work.

2. Eighty percent of the employer respondents will indicate applicability of concentration courses.
· Results: 
1. Better than eighty percent of the AAS degree graduates earned a 2.0 gpa in their chosen concentration.

2. While very few employers responded to questionnaires regarding the applicability of the degree concentration to the employment performance, 92% of those responding indicated their employee performed at or above expectations. In Columbus four graduates in criminal justice were promoted one full grade after completion of their degree.
Action on Findings/Improvements Made: 

None

Modifications/Alterations for next FY:

None

Budget Implications: 

None
Location of Institutional Effectiveness Documentation:  Division Chairs and Assistant Deans offices.
Appendix B

Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Career

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       05/10/05

	
	Revised        06/02/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for the AAS Degrees.

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the educational background necessary for a chosen career field or profession and for transfer into career oriented Bachelors degree programs.


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in their chosen field through the  completion of specific courses. 
	80% of the graduates will achieve an average of 2.00 or better in the degree concentration courses. 
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Behavioral Science

	Strategic Objective:  Students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies, which are essential in education and life endeavors.
	Created       02/25/05

	
	Revised        06/02/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide course work in the areas of Psychology and Sociology which fulfill the Degree Requirements for the Associate in Science and Associates in Arts Degree in Behavioral Science.

	Degree Goal:  To facilitate transfer of the Behavioral Science concentration into a four year degree program.


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	Graduates will demonstrate critical and ethical thinking and utilize effective analytical reading and writing skills.
	Behavioral Science Graduates will demonstrate mastery by completion of  Psychology 200 and Sociology 200 .
	     
	     
	     

	Graduates will demonstrate basic competencies in the area of Social and Behavioral Science through the completion of specific courses.
	80% of the Behavioral Science Graduates will achieve an average of "C" or  better in all courses in the degree concentration.
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Business Administration

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       2/22/05

	
	Revised        06/06/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for the AS and AA Degrees in Business Administration.

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the foundation needed to transfer into a business program at a four-year institution. 


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	1. Graduates will demonstrate the beginning development of critical and ethical thinking.
	1. Graduates will demonstrate mastery by successful completion of  ACC 201 and ECO 201.
	     
	     
	     

	2. Graduates will demonstrate basic skills using current application software. 
	2. Demonstrated by completion of CIS 200.
	     
	     
	     

	3. Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the ability to read and write analytically. 
	3. Graduates will demonstrate mastery by successful completion of  BUS 204 or BUS 206.
	     
	     
	     

	4. Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the area of Business Administration through the completion of specific courses. 
	4. Eighty percent of the graduates will achieve an average of 2.00 or better in the degree concentration courses. 
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Criminal Justice


	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       04/15/05

	
	Revised        06/01//05


	Degree Mission:  To provide coursework in the area of Criminal Justice which fulfill the Degree Requirements for the Associate in Science and Associates in Arts Degree in Criminal Justice.

	Degree Goal:  To facilitate transfer of the Criminal Justice concentration into a four-year degree program. 

	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	1. Graduates will demonstrate critical and ethical thinking and utilize effective analytical reading and writing skills.
	1. Criminal Justice graduates will demonstrate mastery by completion of Introduction to Criminal Justice and Criminal Law and three other concentration courses. 
	     
	     
	     

	2. Graduates will demonstrate basic competencies in the area of Criminal Justice through the completion of specific courses. 
	2. 80% of the Criminal Justice graduates will achieve an average of "C" or better in all courses in the degree concentration. 
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Education 

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       5/31/05

	
	Revised        6/6/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for AA and AS Degrees in Education. 

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the foundation needed to transfer into an education program at a four-year institution.


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	1.Graduates will demonstrate the beginning development of critical thinking skills in oral and written communication. 
	1. Graduates will illustrate understanding of the teacher as a professional through an electronic portfolio.
	     
	     
	     

	2. Graduates will demonstrate understanding of media and technology. 
	2. Graduates will apply knowledge to the design of a professional web page.
	     
	     
	     

	3. Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the area of Education by completion of specific courses.  
	3. 80% of the graduates will achieve an average of 2.00 or better in the degree concentration courses. 
	     
	     
	     

	4. Graduates will demonstrate competencies by completion of Praxis 1. 
	4. 80% of graduates will complete Praxis 1.
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    N/A

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       5/31/05

	
	Revised        6/6/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for the AS and AA Degrees in General Studies.

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the foundation needed to transfer into a program of their choice at a four-year institution. 


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	The AA/AS General Studies degree will provide the students with the opportunity to select coursework that will further their development of the intellectual proficiencies as defined in the college catalog and to prepare themselves for transfer in an area of study in which they have an interest.
	Eighty percent of the graduates will complete their concentration with a grade point average of at least 2.0 in the concentration courses.
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    International Affairs

	Strategic Objective:  Students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies, which are essential in education and life endeavors.
	Created       06/02/05

	
	Revised        


	Degree Mission:  To provide course work in the areas of International Affairs which fulfill the Degree Requirements for the Associate in Science and Associates in Arts Degree in International Affairs.

	Degree Goal:  To facilitate transfer of the International Affairs concentration into a four year degree program.


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	Graduates will demonstrate critical and ethical thinking and utilize effective analytical reading and writing skills.
	International Affairs graduates will demonstrate mastery by completion of  PLS 200 and ECO 201.
	     
	     
	     

	Graduates will demonstrate basic competencies in the area of International Affairs through the completion of specific courses.
	80% of the International Affairs Graduates will achieve an average of "C" or  better in all courses in the degree concentration.
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Logistics Management

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       02/22/05

	
	Revised        06/06/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for the AS and AA Degrees in Logistics Management.

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the foundation needed to transfer into a business program at a four-year institution. 


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	1. Graduates will demonstrate the beginning development of critical and ethical thinking.
	1. Graduates will demonstrate mastery by successful completion of either ACC 201 and ECO 201, or MGT 210.
	     
	     
	     

	2. Graduates will demonstrate basic skills using current application software. 
	2. Demonstrated by completion of CIS 200.
	     
	     
	     

	3. Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the ability to read and write analytically. 
	3. Graduates will demonstrate mastery by successful completion of  BUS 204 or BUS 206.
	     
	     
	     

	4. Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the area of Logistics Management through the completion of specific courses. 
	4. Eighty percent of the graduates will achieve an average of 2.00 or better in the degree concentration courses. 
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    General Studies

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       3/28/05

	
	Revised        6/03/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for the AS and AA degrees as related to the core courses.

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the foundation needed to transfer into a major at a four-year institution.


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	1.  Graduates will demonstrate the beginning development of critical and ethical thinking and the ability to write analytically.
	1.  Graduates will successfully complete 2 related assignments in BIO 123, BIO 124, PSC 101, PSC 102, CHE 101, and CHE 102 classes.
	     
	     
	     

	2.  Graduates will demonstrate basic skills using appropriate techniques in science courses.
	2.  This will be demonstrated by completion of laboratory sections in 2 laboratory sciences courses as described in the core.
	     
	     
	     

	3.  Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the area of Natural Sciences through the completion of specific course.
	3.  80% of the graduates will achieve an average of 2.00 or better in the degree concentration courses.
	     
	     
	     


Degree Assessment Summary
	Division:  FORMDROPDOWN 


	Degree:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Discipline    Pre-Nursing

	Strategic Objective:  To improve student learning by helping students develop and demonstrate the intellectual proficiencies that are essential in educational and life endeavors.
	Created       3/28/05

	
	Revised        6/03/05


	Degree Mission:  To provide students with coursework and to oversee degree requirements for the AS and AA Degrees in Pre-Nursing.

	Degree Goal:  To provide students with the foundation needed to transfer into a nursing program at a follow- on institution.


	Learning Objectives
	Assessment Criteria/Procedures
	Assessment Results
	Use of Results
	Resources

	1.  Graduates will demonstrate the beginning development of critical and ethical thinking and the ability to write analytically.
	1.  Graduates will successfully complete 2 related assignments in the pre-nursing concentration classes.
	     
	     
	     

	2.  Graduates will demonstrate basic skills using appropriate techniques in pre-nursing science courses.
	2.  This is demonstrated by completions of laboratory sections in anatomy and physiology I and II

and microbiology.

	     
	     
	     

	3.  Graduates will demonstrate the basic competencies in the area of pre-nursing through the completion of the concentration courses.
	3.  80% of the graduates will achieve an average of "C" or better in the degree concentration courses.
	     
	     
	     


Appendix C

Internal Review Report for Valdosta

November 8, 2004

Memorandum for the Valdosta Distant Learning Center Director

Subject:  Internal Review of GMC at Valdosta Conducted 26-27 October 2004

1. Thank you for making the evaluation team feel welcome.  All participants were appreciative of your hospitality and spirit of cooperation.  Susie Meeks captured this in a comment she made in her executive summary:  “The staff and faculty in Valdosta welcomed our Internal Review Committee in a friendly and professional manner.  Leslie Hafer and Billie Washburn saw the internal review as an opportunity to “show off” and demonstrate to the committee the various procedures in place to run an effective and efficient operation.”
2. Best Practices:  Your 10-week staff action calendar is an exemplary staff training and staff reference guide, which should be shared.  Please come to the 1 December PBAC prepared to describe your calendar, how you use it, and what you find to be the benefits.
3. Major Findings:  Copies of evaluator summaries and completed checklists are attached.  Please contact the individual evaluator in each case where you have some question about the details of a finding.  Selected findings must be addressed in a Department Improvement Plan as shown below.

a. Academic Affairs and Registrar:  The Valdosta e-Library does not appear to be meeting student needs.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes how you propose to deal with capacity, accessibility, and equipment issues.

b. Human Resources:  Performance Appraisals are not up to date.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes how you intend to correct this problem.

c. Student Activities:  Your evaluator judged three areas as needing improvement.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes the extra-curricular and co-curricular programs (to include clubs and organizations) you intend to offer at your campus, how those programs will be supported in your budget, and how you intend to support your programs with facilities.

d. Engineering:  No Department Improvement Plans are required; however, take note of the safety issues identified by evaluators and correct those as soon as possible.

4. Other Findings:  Please review other findings noted by evaluators and take corrective action as appropriate.

5. Next Internal Review:  The next internal review of the Valdosta Campus will be conducted in the fall of 2005.  Dates and times of the next review will be coordinated at least 60 days in advance.

Fred E. Van Horn

Executive Vice President 

Internal Review Report for Robins

May 31, 2005

Memorandum for the Warner Robins (Robins AFB) Distant Learning Center Director

Subject:  Internal Review of GMC at Warner Robins/Robins AFB Conducted 2-8 December 2004

1. Thank you for making the evaluation teams feel welcome.  All participants were appreciative of your hospitality and spirit of cooperation.  

2. Best Practices:  Please brief at the next PBAC the financial aid and business office skills test developed by Maria Goodwin.

3. Major Findings:  Copies of evaluator summaries and completed checklists are attached.  Please contact the individual evaluator in each case where you have some question about the details of a finding.  Selected findings must be addressed in a Department Improvement Plan as shown below.

a. Academic Affairs and Registrar:  Insure that new faculty receives Noel-Levitz Advisor training as soon as possible. No Department Improvement Plan is required for this shortcoming.  However, a DIP is required that addresses the untimely manner in which student withdrawals are processed; please take note of the Registrar’s comments. 

b. Human Resources:  Performance Appraisals are not up to date.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes how you intend to correct this problem.

c. Student Activities:  Your evaluator noted that the DLC is not using assessment tools to verify student extra-curricular interests.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that addresses this shortcoming.

d. Engineering:  Prepare Department Improvement Plan that addresses the correcting of the significant number of safety violation noted by the Engineering evaluator.

4. Other Findings:  Please review other findings noted by evaluators and take corrective action as appropriate.

5. Next Internal Review:  The next internal review of the Warner Robins/Robins AFB campus will be conducted in the April 2006.  Dates and times of the next review will be coordinated at least 60 days in advance.

Fred E. Van Horn

Executive Vice President 

Internal Review Report for Atlanta
May 31, 2005

Memorandum for the Union City (Ft. McPherson) Distant Learning Center Director

Subject:  Internal Review of GMC at Union City Conducted 20-24 January 2005

1. Thank you for making the evaluation teams feel welcome.  All participants were appreciative of your hospitality and spirit of cooperation.  

2. Best Practices:  Your DLC has no requirement to brief a “Best Practice.”

3. Major Findings:  Copies of evaluator summaries and completed checklists are attached.  Please contact the individual evaluator in each case where you have some question about the details of a finding.  Selected findings must be addressed in a Department Improvement Plan as shown below.

a. Academic Affairs and Registrar:  New faculty-members are not receiving Noel-Levitz Advisor training in a timely manner.  Laboratory tables are unsafe and not adequate for instruction.  E-Library hours do not meet the needs of night students.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes how you propose to the problems posed by these shortcomings.

b. Human Resources:  Performance Appraisals are not up to date.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes how you intend to correct this problem.

c. Student Activities:  Your evaluator judged two areas as needing improvement.  Science Club does not have an approved constitution and clubs and student activities are not budgeted.  Department Improvement Plans are not required but the DLC must correct the shortcomings.

d. Engineering:  Prepare Department Improvement Plans that address achieving compliance with those safety and ADA standards noted as shortcomings on the Facility Engineering Checklists.

4. Other Findings:  Please review other findings noted by evaluators and take corrective action as appropriate.

5. Next Internal Review:  The next internal review of the Union City/Ft. McPherson Campus will be conducted in the March 2006.  Dates and times of the next review will be coordinated at least 60 days in advance.

Fred E. Van Horn

Executive Vice President 

Internal Review Report for Augusta

May 31, 2005

Memorandum for the Martinez (Ft. Gordon) Distant Learning Center Director

Subject:  Internal Review of GMC at Martinez/Ft. Gordon Conducted 17-18 February 2005

1. Thank you for making the evaluation teams feel welcome.  All participants were appreciative of your hospitality and spirit of cooperation.  

2. Best Practices:  You have no requirement to brief “Best Practices.”

3. Major Findings:  Copies of evaluator summaries and completed checklists are attached.  Please contact the individual evaluator in each case where you have some question about the details of a finding.  Selected findings must be addressed in a Department Improvement Plan as shown below.

a. Academic Affairs and Registrar:  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that addresses improvement of DLC Registrar office administration.  Prepare a DIP that address improvement of Tutorial Services.  Although no DIP is required, please take action to insure that new faculty receives Noel-Levitz Advisor training as soon after employment as possible. 

b. Human Resources:  Performance Appraisals are not conducted.  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that describes how you intend to correct this problem.  Your evaluator noted that time and leave records are not being signed.  No DIP is required but the center is expected to correct the shortcoming.

c. Student Activities:  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that addresses approval of club constitutions by the President and assignment of advisors to all clubs.  Prepare a DIP that addresses assessment of student extra-curricular activity interests and indicate action intended.

d. Engineering:  Although no Department Improvement Plan is required, please correct all safety deficiencies noted by the Engineer.   Prepare a DIP that addresses improvement of the general appearance and maintenance of the Martinez facility.

e. Other Findings:  Prepare a Department Improvement Plan that addresses student customer service perceptions aired in the student focus groups.  Please review other findings noted by evaluators and take corrective action as appropriate.

4. Next Internal Review:  The next internal review of the Martinez/Ft. Gordon campus will be conducted in the February 2006.  Dates and times of the next review will be coordinated at least 60 days in advance.

Fred E. Van Horn

Executive Vice President 
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