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SUMMARY OF USNA ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT FROM 1999 - 2005

Prior to 2005 assessment at USNA was undertaken on an ad hoc basis. Contiguous with the 2005
decennial Middle States accreditation self-study and Team Visit both Academic and Institutional
Effectiveness Assessment were institutionalized. The following discussion focuses on Academic
Assessment at the Naval Academy from 1999 — 2005. The establishment of the Institutional
Effective is discussed in the response MSCHE RECOMMENDATION for Standard 7:
Institutional Assessment in Chapter Two.

Academic assessment at the Naval Academy, which was launched in 1999 by Dean William
Miller within the context of the USNA Strategic Plan, has three major features. The first is the
investigation of institution-wide learning outcomes. The second is the assessment of academic
majors, minors, and/or tracks including interdisciplinary programs. And, the third is the
evaluation of the Core Curriculum. The Naval Academy started by looking at institution-wide
goals that are supported by the core and other academic programs. The development of
assessment plans by academic departments quickly followed.

Institutional effectiveness assessment was not at this time an institution-wide effort although an
oversight committee Management and Implementation Team (MIT) was established to monitor
the implementation of the 1999 strategic plan.

During the summer and fall of 1999, a small number of faculty volunteers attended different
academic assessment events including the American Association for Higher Education
Assessment Conference. Drawing on the faculty expertise developed through these experiences,
in August 1999, Dean William asked for volunteers to work on academic assessment and, as a
result, created the Assessment Task Force (ATF). The ATF was charged formally by the Dean to
look at the academic capabilities and attributes of graduates embedded in the Strategic Plan and
to initiate a process to develop a campus-wide academic assessment process.

During the 1999-2000 academic year the ATF developed a framework to assess effective
communication, critical thinking, and geopolitical understanding, based on the Rose-Hulman
model. Subsequently, a subcommittee of the ATF developed rubrics to assess effective
communication as demonstrated through written work and oral presentations. Input on the
rubrics was solicited from all academic departments. During the 2000-2001 academic year, the
Assessment Task Force developed a specific assessment plan for critical thinking that included
creating an assessment rubric and selecting for further review the Watson-Glaser Critical
Thinking Appraisal. This instrument was administered on a pilot test basis several times from
2003 to 2007.





Starting in 2001, departments in the three academic divisions, namely, mathematics and science,
humanities and social sciences, and engineering and weapons were tasked by the Dean to
establish assessment programs. Over the next two years, departments created assessment plans
for each major, minor, track and interdisciplinary program. Annual reports were developed each
spring and assessment events provided an opportunity to share accomplishments and lessons
learned. In addition, the Office of Academic Assessment was created and a director was brought
onboard in August 2002.

The effective communication rubrics were piloted and reviewed during the spring semester 2001,
which led to their further development. In the spring of 2002, on-line versions of the effective
communication rubrics were used to evaluate a writing assignment from a sample of fourth-class
midshipmen (freshmen) in required English courses and a sample of first-class midshipmen
(seniors) in departmental capstone research courses. The ATF chose to use existing assignments
as the basis for assessment, so as to not add to the faculty workload. The effective
communication rubrics were used again with a sample of fourth-class and first-class midshipmen
in spring 2003. A geopolitical understanding assessment instrument was developed locally in
2004 and was pilot tested with a sample of Plebes and First Class students in 2005 and 2008.

In 2004, the Senate amended its Bylaws to include the standing Faculty Senate Assessment
Committee. The next year Dean Miller promulgated an AcDean Instruction (5420.36) on
Reporting of Annual Assessment Progress, Enclosure 5.02.

From the first five years of experience with academic assessment the ATF learned the following
lessons: (1) start the process with interested faculty with some knowledge of assessment to
maintain forward momentum; (2) provide opportunities for faculty to learn about assessment
through national conferences and workshops, as well as local workshops to reduce the anxiety of
creating departmental plans and to emphasize the importance of “doing” assessment; (3)
acknowledge and emphasize that the assessment process is not static, but is flexible and ever
evolving; (4) have a person dedicated to supporting the assessment process; (5) make assessment
oversight a part of the responsibility of a faculty senate-like organization so that faculty feel
ownership; and (6) share and celebrate successes and lessons learned so as to create an
assessment culture.
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ACDEANINST 5400.1
6 January 2005

ACADEMIC DEAN AND PROVOST INSTRUCTION 5400.1

From: Academic Dean and Provost
Subj:  ANNUAL REPORTING OF ASSESSMENT PROGRESS

Ref:  (a) AcDean and Provost Itr of 23 Jan 01; Subj: Framework for Assessment

(b) AcDean and Provost Itr of 12 Sep 01; Subj: Toward a Comprehensive Assessment
Process: 2001-2002

(c) AcDean and Provost Itr of 9 Oct 02; Subj: Toward a Comprehensive Assessment
Process: 2002-2003

(d) AcDean and Provost Email of 30 Nov 03; Subj: Annual Assessment Reports

(e) ACDEANINST 12550.4 series

(F) USNAINST 12430.4 series

1. Purpose. References (a) through (d) laid the foundation for establishing a comprehensive
program of academic assessment at the Naval Academy, intended to provide the factual basis for
continual measurement and improvement of the Academy’s curriculum. This instruction
specifies action to be completed annually by Division Directors regarding assessment of the Core
Program; by Department Chairs and Program Directors regarding assessment of majors, minors,
and tracks; and by the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee regarding the overall status of
assessment at the United States Naval Academy.

2. Discussion. The fundamental purpose of Naval Academy academic assessment programs is
to support continuous improvement of USNA academic programs and enhancement of
midshipman learning. In contrast to the program assessment processes described herein,
references (e) and (f) provide parallel but separate guidance regarding assessment of personnel in
support of promotion and award of merit pay. In its simplest form, the Academy’s programs of
academic assessment seeks to address the following questions for the core curriculum and for
every major, minor or track within a major offered at the Naval Academy:

a. Program Rationale. What is the relationship of the program to the USNA Mission? How
does the program as a whole and the specific courses currently offered address the needs
expressed by the Fleet and the Corps? What are the major student learning goals of the program
and how are they related to the Naval Academy Strategic Plan? What interdependencies exist
between the program and other programs in the Division and to the majors, minors, and tracks in
other Divisions?

b. Curriculum and Program Outcomes. What are the student learning outcomes (knowledge,
skills, and values) of the program? How are the courses and other educational and training
experiences organized to foster these outcomes? What are the staffing requirements (number
and capabilities) and facilities needed to adequately support the program?






ACDEANINST 5400.1

c. Program Assessment. How is the effectiveness of the program in achieving its intended
student learning outcomes assessed, both internally and externally, as a whole and in regard to its
constituent courses and other educational and training experiences? What has been learned from
past assessments?

d. Continuous Program Improvement. What changes are planned or have been made as a result
of assessment to enhance student learning and to better align the program with internal and
external needs?

3. Policy. Detailed guidance is contained in the following sub-paragraphs.

a. Core Program Assessment by the Divisions. The annual assessment of the core program
should involve both within-Division and across-Division interaction. Within Divisions, both the
overall effectiveness of the Core Program and the effectiveness of its constituent courses should
be reported. In addition, any significant dependencies on the core programs offered by other
Divisions should be reported. Division Directors should submit their summary Core Program
Assessments to the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee each year at the conclusion of the
spring semester, but not later than 15 June each year.

b. Academic Majors, Minors, Tracks within a Major, and Interdisciplinary Programs. The
annual assessment of academic majors, minors, tracks within a major, and interdisciplinary
programs should be part of an ongoing program of continuous improvement. The assessment
process should be integrated with internal and external program review and accreditation, where
appropriate, to avoid duplication of effort. Where possible, the Academic Dean, Assessment
Committee and Division Directors will ensure that standardized instruments of assessment are
employed and data collected in comparable circumstances to facilitate longitudinal assessment of
programs across multiple academic years. Assuring this standardization of evidence gathering
should be regarded as comparable in priority to meeting the due date for the finished report.
Especially important elements of program reports are the improvements in teaching and learning,
and in the assessment process itself that have been implemented or are anticipated based on
specific assessment results. Department Chairs should submit their Program Assessment reports
to the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee, via their respective division director, each year at
the end of the spring semester, but not later than 15 June each year.

c. Faculty Senate Assessment Committee. The Faculty Senate Assessment Committee will be
responsible for maintaining the continuity and momentum of the Academy’s academic
assessment processes. In particular:

(1) The Faculty Senate Assessment Committee shall create and monitor an overall
framework and timetable for academic assessment at the Naval Academy. The Committee shall
report annually to the Senate on the state of academic assessment at the Naval Academy, and
provide recommendations for improvements in the academic program. The Senate shall forward
the Assessment Committee’s report and recommendations, together with any additional
comments, analysis and/or proposals arising from the Faculty Senate, to the Academic Dean and
Provost during the fall semester of each academic year.





ACDEANINST 5400.1

(2) The Faculty Senate Assessment Committee shall review and coordinate departmental
and divisional assessment reports and meet with departmental and divisional assessment
committees to discuss departmental assessment activities and facilitate the communication and
sharing of best practices across the Academy.

(3) The Committee shall establish subcommittees with particular oversight responsibilities
with respect to assessment of: (a) the core curriculum; and (b) the stated goals regarding the
major academic capabilities and attributes of Naval Academy graduates.

(@) The Core Curriculum Assessment Subcommittee shall review core program
assessment reports and meet with divisional assessment committees, as necessary, to discuss
assessment results. In conjunction with the academic Divisions, the subcommittee shall promote
cross-Division discussion and coordination of the core program and its assessment. The
subcommittee shall report annually to the Senate via the parent Faculty Senate Assessment
committee on the state of core program assessment at the Academy.

(b) The Goals Assessment Subcommittee shall plan and implement a phased, cyclic
examination of the stated goals established for the major academic capabilities and attributes of
Naval Academy graduates. The Goals Assessment Subcommittee will ensure that the
assessment of goals and attributes is conducted in a standardized manner, to the extent possible
supporting comparison of results across multiple years. The Goals Assessment Subcommittee
will work with the Academic Dean, to ensure that the conditions under which the cyclic
processes of gathering information remain standardized, where possible. The subcommittee will
report annually to the Senate via the parent Faculty Senate Assessment committee regarding the
Adequacy of goals selected to characterize successful Naval Academy graduates.

d. Wherever possible the Naval Academy will use standardized, widely employed assessment
instruments and the Academic Dean will maintain a budget line for centralized funding for use of
such instruments.

4. Action. Division Directors, Department Chairs, Program Directors, and the Faculty Senate
will ensure that the assessment reports discussed in paragraph 3 of this instruction are prepared
and submitted annually.

5. Assistance. The Director of Academic Assessment and the Faculty Senate Assessment

Committee are available to provide advice and assistance to departments and divisions as
needed.

W. C. MILLER
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Enclosure 5.03
Faculty Senate Assessment Committee (FSAC) report on the NSSE/FSSE Survey results

Task

The Faculty Senate Assessment Committee analyzed the results from the National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Faculty Survey of Student Engagement (FSSE) given the
students and faculty in the fall semesters of 2005 and 2008. The results of the NSSE are
compared to all participating institutions nationally as well as peer institutions which included
USMA for the 2008 survey.

General Observations

1.

The NSSE does not provide actionable items because it provides general information
about the midshipmen. We may wish to formulate some items that are more relevant to
USNA to be included in the next survey.

The items in NSSE and FSSE are not directly comparable. The general conclusion was
that, for a majority of those questions, the differences could be accounted for by realizing
that the question to the faculty and the question to the students were NOT similar enough
for such a direct comparison. A follow-up action item is contact the survey administrators
and ask them about this issue if we decide to conduct the FSSE in the future.

We should continue to participate in the NSSE every three years so that we can track
changes in Midshipmen’s perceptions over time.

While there is little practical difference between USNA and the Military Academy
Consortium institutions, we should continue to participate in the Consortium so that we
have an appropriate benchmark group.

The NSSE results should be presented to the Academy Effectiveness Board for its
consideration relative to overall institutional assessment.

Specific Issues

1.
2.

3.
4.

Are midshipmen writing two or more drafts of a paper before submission?

Are midshipmen being asked to write enough short (5-19 pages) or long (> 20 pages)

papers?

Are midshipmen prepared for class?

Are midshipmen focusing more on the low-level (on Bloom's taxonomy) skills such as

memorization of information and simple comprehension and application in contrast to

high-level skills such as analysis, synthesis and making judgments about the value of
information and potential solutions? For example, do midshipmen learn by memorization
as opposed to using critical thinking skills? Does the faculty expect too much
memorization?

a.  While 88% of plebes report their coursework emphasized memorizing facts, ideas, or
methods; only 22-24% of faculty report placing quite a bit or very much emphasis on
memorization.

b. On the other hand, 89% of Plebes reported their coursework emphasized basic
elements of an idea or theory; 78% - synthesizing and organizing ideas: 78% -
making judgments about value of information: 78% - applying theories or concepts.

c. This issue was discussed at the faculty colloquium in Dec 2007 and comments from
that time explained the discrepancy as due to plebe training, faculty vice student
frames of reference, and pedagogical approaches.
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Enclosure 5.04

Mapping of Departmental and Divisional Goals/Objectives to the Attributes of a Naval Academy Graduate

DIVISION
ATTRIBUTES OF I | 11 v
GRADUATES
1. Selfless Engineering Ethics - E Professional Ethics — E Cultural literacy, identity, Comprehend leadership

differences, values — E

roles, Ethics — E

2. Inspirational

Problem solving (setting the
example), Communication,
Team work - |

Problem solving (setting the
example), Communication,
Team work - |

All English courses — |
Language and Culture:
Accepting and learning
about different cultures — E

Apply leadership skills,
Ethics-E

Most courses (Fundamental

Most courses (Fundamental

Most courses (Fundamental

Most courses (Fundamental

3. Proficient knowledge) - E knowledge) - E knowledge) - E knowledge) - E
4 . Engineering Design (esp. Problem solving (esp. Critical thinking/capstone Critical thinking/motivation
. Innovative : . .
capstone experiences) - E capstone experiences) - E experiences - E of others - E
Oral and written Oral and written Oral and written Oral and written
5. Articulate communication, problem communication, problem communication, critical communication, critical
solving, and team work - E | solving, and team work - E | thinking/reading, - E thinking, - E
Eggelzrr]setzrr:gigndescl)%?ém orar Erz(t)jglrzgrfgilxmgc;ntem orar Critical thinking, interaction | Critical thinking, understand
6. Adaptable g porary g porary | \vith people from different human behavior and

issues and the impact of
solutions - E

issues and the influence of
science and technology - E

cultures - E

leadership skills - E

7. Professional

Communication, team work,
ethics, and understanding
contemporary issues and the
impact of solutions - |

Communication, team work,
ethics, and understanding
contemporary issues and the
influence of science and
technology - |

Communication and ,
interaction with people from
different cultures - |

All courses - E

Division | = Engineering and Weapons; Division Il = Mathematics and Science; Division Il = Humanities and Social Sciences; Division IV =
Leadership, Ethics, and Law; E = explicitly supported, | = implicitly supported
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Enclosure 5.05

Assessment Methods Used to Make Curricular Changes

Type of Assessment Used

Department Change to Program Student Survey Evaluation of Content External Feedback from
Knowledge Visiting Committee
Mechanical Engineering MATLAB incorporated throughout X
courses
NAOE Created program to mentor junior X
faculty teaching EN400
Physics Created 1—credit practicum course X (ETS standardized test
results)
Chemistry Created separate Biology | course for X (MCAT results)
pre-med students
Chemistry Created biochemistry concentration X X
within the major
Oceanography Adjusted math curriculum in major, X X
added new courses
Political Science Changed text, course materials and X (results of student
assignments for FP220 Political learning outcomes)
science Methods
Foreign Language and Changed introductory courses to X
Culture emphasize foreign cultures, added
culture courses at 300-400 level
Foreign Language and Added intensive Arabic summer X

Culture

program
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE ACADEMIC DEAN AND PROVOST
UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY
121 BLAKE ROAD
ANNAPOLIS MARYLAND 21402-1300

March 31, 2011

From: Academic Dean and Provost

‘Subj: AY2011 ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORTS — FACULTY SENATE ASSESSMENT
' COMMITTEE

Ref:  (a) ACDEANINST 5400.1 of 6 Jan 05

Encl: (1) AY2011 Department Assessment Report Template
(2) AY2011 Division Assessment Report Template

1. Background

As stated in ACDEANINST 5400.1 of 6 Jan 05, the fundamental purpose of Naval Academy
academic assessment programs is to support continuous improvement of midshipman learning
and development. '

2. AY2011 Department Assessment Reports

Each department and/or program is required to submit an annual assessment report. These
reports come in one of two forms: a retrospective report or an annual status update. A
retrospective report is only required when the program is preparing for a periodic program-
specific external review (such as a USNA visiting committee, ABET, or ACS review), or when
the Naval Academy itself is preparing for a Middle States Periodic Review Report (PRR) or
decennial review. In all other cases, only an annual update on the current status of assessment is
required. Recognizing that all departments participate in periodic program-specific external
reviews, departments are encouraged to leverage the assessment instruments, data, and analysis
utilized for these reviews and not to duplicate their efforts unnecessarily. Nevertheless,
departments and divisions are expected to include in all retrospective reports the matrices that
map course outcomes to department outcomes, department outcomes to division outcomes, and
department outcomes to USNA attributes.

Because the Naval Academy is now finalizing its Middle States PRR submission, the AY2010
reports were all retrospective reports. They recapped the development and implementation of
assessment plans over the last several years, drew some lessons from the past, and pointed the
direction for the future. With the exception of any program that is preparing for a program-

specific external review in AY2011, all reports this year should be annual updates. Hence, the
annual update report should focus on the current status of assessment as described in Encl (1).

3. AY2011 Division Assessment Reports

Division AY2010 reports described assessment plans as they have been developed over the last
several years. The AY2011 Division Core Assessment Report should describe the Division
Core Assessment Status regarding the implementation of those plans. A template is provided in
Encl (2).





ABET, ACS, or visiting committee/program reviews reports should be written so as to be
understandable by members of the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee, in particular those
outside the area being reported. Supplementary materials such as assessment instruments, and
graphs and tables of results should be included as appendices.

4. Action

In keeping with the ACDEANINST 5400.1 dated 6 January 2005 (attached) those responsible for
assessment at the Division and Department levels including those responsible for
interdisciplinary programs will prepare reports summarizing their assessment activities for
AY2010 and submit them to the Faculty Senate Assessment Committee through the ex-officio
chair, Dr. Peter Gray, Director of Academic Assessment, at the end of the 2010 spring semester,

but no later than 19 June 2010.

A. T. PHILLIPS

Distribution:

Chair, Faculty Senate Assessment Committee
Division Directors

Department Chairs

Program Coordinators

Senior Professors





AY2011 ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORTS — FACULTY SENATE ASSESSMENT
COMMITTEE

AY2011 Department Assessment Report Template

The AY2011 Department Assessment Report should include the following:

I. An overview of the department assessment plan (1-2 pages of narrative).

1. It is expected that this overview will remain largely the same from year to year, and
revisions will be made as needed to reflect changes in the department assessment plan.

2. This overview should:

i. List the department outcomes (to be achieved by graduation). For departments
participating in the ABET accreditation process, provide a mapping of the department
outcomes to ABET outcomes (a)-(k).

ii. Describe the overall structure and operation of the assessment plan to assess all
outcomes over a reasonable period (3-4 years).

iii. Include a description of the assessment sources and methods used by the department
to collect data and the process for organizing and analyzing the assessment data. For
example, is assessment performed using a “bottom-up” approach where courses are
assessed and the data is used to evaluate how well learning goals (outcomes) are
being achieved, or it is structured using a “top-down” approach where each learning
goal (outcome) is assessed using applicable data from the program?

iv. Include an update of the Department Assessment Time Cycle Matrix from the
AY2010 report and describe the current status with regard to the time cycles.

v. Include an update of the Department Matrix of USNA Attributes and Department
Learning Goals from the AY2010 report.

II. Actions taken based on last year’s (AY2010) assessment activities (2 — 3 pages of narrative).
Include all relevant supporting data as an appendix.

III. Lessons learned and recommendations for action based on this year’s (AY2011) assessment
activities (3 — 5 pages of narrative) including:

1. Assessment(s) implemented this academic year,
2. Results obtained, and
3. Perceived implications and planned curricular and/or assessment changes

Include all relevant supporting data as an appendix. Note that core-related assessment results
should be submitted for inclusion in the Division report.

Reports should be written so as to be understandable by members of the Faculty Senate
‘Assessment Committee, in particular those outside the area being reported. Supplementary
materials such as assessment instruments, and graphs and tables of results should be included as
appendices.

Enclosure (1)





AY2011 ANNUAL ASSESSMENT REPORTS
AY2011 Division Assessment Report Template

The AY2011 Division Assessment Report should include the following:

. A description of the plan to assess division learning outcomes across departments within the
division and across divisions, as appropriate, and a discussion of sources of assessment data.

1. It is expected that this overview will remain largely the same from year to year, and
revisions will be made as needed to reflect changes in the division assessment plan.

2. This overview should describe the overall structure and operation of the assessment plan
to assess all outcomes (to be achieved by graduation) over a reasonable period (3-4
years).

1.

il

1.

iv.

Identify the sources of assessment evidence. Sources should include those that build
on the departmental assessments and those that are independent of the departments,
that is, that are specific to an individual division or a combination of divisions. (1-2
pages of narrative)

Include a description of the methods used by the division to collect data, the process
for organizing and analyzing the assessment data, and the process for generating
curricular change proposals based on assessment results.

Include an update of the Division Assessment Time Cycle Matrix from the AY2010
report and describe the current status with regard to the time cycles.

Include an update of the Division Matrix of USNA Attributes and Division Learning
Goals from the AY2010 report.

II. Actions taken based on last year’s (AY2010) assessment activities. Include the analysis in 2-
3 pages of narrative and attach all relevant supporting data as an appendix.

I1I. Lessons learned and recommendations for action based on this year’s (AY2011) assessment
activities including:

1. Assessment(s) implemented this academic year,

2. Results obtained, and

3. Perceived implications and planned curricular and/or assessment changes

Include the analysis in 3-5 pages of narrative and attach all relevant supporting data as and

appendix.

Reports should be written so as to be understandable by members of the Faculty Senate
Assessment Committee, in particular those outside the area being reported. Supplementary
materials such assessment instruments, and graphs and tables of results should be included as
appendices.

Enclosure (2)





		Enc. 5.06 Cover

		Enc. 5.06 2011 Annual Assessment Memo



