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PART ONE:  Executive Summary of Findings 

1. Overarching assessment of core learning outcomes. 

The second year of comprehensive assessment within the core curriculum built on the substantial progress 
made last year.  All 5 divisions and all departments that support the core curriculum contributed to the 
annual assessment of student learning, however, due to different units/levels of measurements used for 
reporting, results were only useable for 13 of the 15 departments. Divisions continue to work through the 
challenges of considering the core curriculum as a whole, rather than discrete contributions from 
departments and headway continues to be made.  Eight of the nine learning outcomes were directly 
assessed.  Scores were typically 80% or higher when outcomes were assessed during the firstie year.   

Divisions provided annual reports describing their progress in developing approaches to examining the 
Naval Academy’s core curriculum in a systematic, and organized fashion.  The divisions reaffirm that 
USNA has a mature assessment of outcomes within core courses, that students typically perform at 
expectations, and that improvements are made as appropriate.  Progress in assessing the core outside of 
individual departments varies, but is generally positive. 

2. Stabilizing faculty development funding. 

The effort to achieve a stable level of funding devoted to faculty development continued this year.  The 
goal supports strategic imperative number 3 within the Strategic Plan 2020; “to attract, develop and retain 
faculty and staff who exemplify the highest professional standards.”  

The goal of $600K in direct (appropriated) support for travel and professional development was not met 
last year. In FY18, direct sources provided only $173K for this strategic imperative, and the 
budget/amount earmarked for the coming fiscal year is unknown.  This represents a decline from FY17 
with $350K of direct funding in this cost element.  It should be noted that an additional $780K of gift 
funding was directed at this goal.  The total funding applied to faculty and staff development was $953K 
in FY18, which reflects both the growing costs of these activities and the shift to philanthropic support. 

3. Equity, diversity, and inclusivity actions. 

Across the cost center the deans lead conversations on EDI with Department and Division leaders. 
Through the Academic Assembly we have made considerable effort to have every department and office 
develop statements on the value of diversity to their organization and to draft language for inclusion in 
open recruitments.  We continued efforts to expand the diversity of applicant pools for open positions 
with some success this year.    Targeted ads to society subgroups advocating for gender or racial diversity 
resulted in measurable improvements in the diversity of the candidate pools in a number of searches.  Of 
the 73 individuals visiting the campus for an interview, 33% were female, and 22% were non-white.   

Successful tenure track faculty hires followed the gender diversity in the candidate pool, 33% of the 
tenure track hires were female.  However only 5% of tenure track hires were non-white, substantially less 

 



than the representation in the candidate pool. 

 PART TWO:  Progress report on Cost Center/functional unit/program outcomes from the past 
academic year 

1. Overarching assessment of core learning outcomes. 

The USNA core curriculum learning outcome plan was created with the goals of ensuring that assessment 
not be overly burdensome, preserves the role of faculty at the center of the discussion, and provides a 
bigger picture of student learning without the need for additional financial resources. As such, 
departments build on the direct assessment (primarily based on student work; e.g., exam items and written 
assignments) already occurring within core courses and the Associate Dean for Planning and Assessment 
(ADPA) aggregates the data from individual courses to the department, division, and USNA core 
curriculum.   

Actions to be taken for 2017/18 included: 

● Provided division leadership with a spreadsheet of results by learning outcome that can 
be disaggregated to the course level. Complete for EW, HUMSS, MS, and LDR 
(assessment was conducted in ProDev, but the unit of analysis--community/course--was 
not appropriate for spreadsheeting). X 

● Divisions held meetings with their departments to discuss what this assessment process 
and midshipman learning in the core. Complete for EW, HUMSS, MS, and LEAD. 
Professional Development this took place at the department level for Seamanship & 
Navigation which administers all of the core courses in Professional Development. X 

● The Faculty Senate Assessment Committee (FSAC) continues to meet with each 
department individually in December to discuss assessment for majors and core courses 
and had follow-on conversations with division leadership in the spring. X 

● Follow-Up report was provided to MSCHE April 1, 2018. MSCHE accepted our report 
without further request--the best possible outcome. X 

In fall 2018 the ADPA prepared a spreadsheet for division leadership with results for each outcome from 

4/C to 1/C year as provided by each course within the division.  In 2017 the ability to compare one’s own 
department and division to others proved to be a distraction resulting less in division-level conversations 
about student ability and improving educational opportunities and more in comparisons to other 
departments/divisions as well as speculation about whether or not departments would be penalized if 
attainment of outcomes was determined to be either too low or too high.  Additionally, there were 
concerns that small sample sizes would be looked upon unfavorably.   

These concerns are not terribly surprising given the introduction of a new requirement and heightened 
visibility across departments and divisions.  Considerable effort from the senior professors and ADPA, 
with support from the Academic Dean & Provost, has gone into working with departments to address 
these concerns.  In the fall of 2018, information was limited to the division where the assessment data 
originated.  Overall this had the result of departments focusing their attention on and across courses 
within the division rather than comparisons to other areas.  Progress has been gradual, but positive given 
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that the program has just completed its second year. 

Senior professors and the ADPA have also worked with departments to persuade them that sample sizes 
should be appropriate for the assessment being conducted and a resource for determining appropriate 
sample sizes was developed.  This appears to have been successful.  Concerns about success rates being 
too low or high, were addressed back to departments (primarily through the December FSAC meetings 
and senior professors) with the following questions to be considered:  

● How were expectations determined?  
● What level of ability was expected at that point in the core curriculum? 
● Should we be determining ways to improve teaching and learning? 
● Should we be increasing rigor? 

Further, it was determined that confusion about meeting expectations was caused by the curriculum map 

which lacked definitions for Introduced, Reinforced, and Mastered.  After much discussion, the following 
new terms and definitions were accepted and departments provided their inputs. 

Introduce (I):  The course emphasizes the introduction of concepts or material relevant to the core 
curricular learning outcome; learning activities focus on basic knowledge and skills that support the 
learning outcome. It is not unusual for more than one course to introduce aspects of an outcome and create 
a foundation that may be built on in other core courses or within majors. 

Reinforce (R):  The course emphasizes opportunities to strengthen and reinforce the development of the 
knowledge and skills that support the learning outcome. Foundational/basic knowledge of the outcome was 
previously introduced. 

iNtegrate (N):  The course emphasizes opportunities for the student to integrate knowledge and skills 
previously introduced and reinforced, so that at the end of the course midshipmen are minimally ready to 
demonstrate the outcome as junior officer. This course provide opportunities to demonstrate achievement of 
the outcome in multiple contexts or at multiple levels of complexity. 

*:  The course supports the learning outcome (to some degree within all sections), but formal assessment of 
the outcome is not expected. Departments indicated that the new definitions are much clearer and easier to 
use.  Within divisions it has been reported that there is greater shared understanding of contributions to the 
core. 

Below is the current map with 4 of 5 divisions represented.  The remaining division will provide this information in 
December. 

Image 1.1 
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In the first year of systematically assessing our core curricular outcomes departments offered the criticism 
that the roll-up of data from core courses across the curriculum oversimplified student learning  and could 
create a false representation of midshipman ability.  To provide a more nuanced representation of 
midshipman ability, while still reducing the data to a manageable level, chartlets showing a snapshot for 
each year in which an outcome was assessed were constructed and shared.  Chartlets are created using: 

● the percent of midshipmen that met expectations for demonstrating each learning 
outcome (expectations as determined by the department); 

● based on the year in which the courses are typically taken; 
● using the final course that assessed an outcome that year (e.g., HE112 in 4/C and SP212 

in 3/C); and  
● each course is a single data point (courses that use entire populations for their assessment 

are counted once the same as courses that sample a smaller numbers of students). 

Image 1.2 
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Where outcomes were assessed in the 1/C year, faculty in these core courses indicated that midshipmen 
met or exceeded locally defined expectations in 80% of cases.  The exceptions were two outcomes that 
were not reported for the 1/C year.  The first was “apply leadership skills,”  this outcome was not the 
focus of reported assessment activities by any department in 2018.   The other CLO was “interpreting past 
and current world events” as this is primarily taught during the 4/C and 3/C years.  It should be noted that 
History Department assessed the interpretation of world events within the context of its core 
competencies:  HH104 professional competency, HH215 cultural competency, HH216 geopolitical 
competency, and across all 3 of the courses within the historical competency.  Given that the  historical 
competency is practiced at multiple points, it is not surprising that a higher percentage of midshipmen 
were able to meet the minimum expectation when interpreting world events within the context of this 
competency:   

ability to identify factors that shape change over time; explain historical narratives; and analyze 
historical evidence and apply it to historical questions than within professional and cultural 
competencies.  
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Table 1.1 

 

For the second year, divisions met with their departments and reported that headway is being made in 
terms of reducing stovepiping and better identifying linkages across core courses.   

The Engineering & Weapons Division report provided reports from each of the core courses, 
which generally indicate that individually the courses are effective and that improvement is being 
managed through department/course processes.  The division will provide an updated curriculum 
map in December and hold meetings in the spring to ensure overarching alignment in 
EA400--Introduction to Aeronautics, EN400--Principles of Ship Performance, and 
EN401--Engineering in the Littoral Zone.   

The Division of Humanities & Social Sciences reported progress with regard to creating a 
revised curriculum map that benefited from faculty input and further indicated that they now have 
common ground in terms of  shared meaning and agreement on where outcomes are being 

introduced, reinforced, and integrated.  The division indicated that the next step is to consider 
the linkages between HUMSS courses and is considering Nimitz Library as a likely focal 
point for the effective communication and critical reasoning outcomes.  

The Division of Leadership Education & Development continues to advance its 
assessment program in its four core courses spanning the midshipman experience.  The 
division has revised its learning outcomes to better align with the core curriculum 
outcomes and be more readily measurable.  Work is also progressing on the development 
of assignments/assessments of a topic to be explored from multiple perspectives across 
the four courses designed around the Farsi Island JAGMAN incident.  Finally, the 
division is making headway in assessing areas managed through the Experiential 
Leadership Department that put midshipman learning into practice outside of classes. 
The division is piloting an assessment of the effectiveness of the midshipman experience 
with the National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) program.  

The Division of Mathematics & Science has a well-developed curriculum, clearly 
defined course objectives, and distinct contributions to the core learning outcomes. Each 
core course has been shown to be highly effective.  The Division Core Assessment 
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Committee has focused on improving interactions between the core courses and ensuring 
steady enhancement of student learning during 4/C and 3/C year.  In support of this goal 
the committee decided to examine the extent to which problem-solving skills improve as 
students progressed through the division’s core courses. Each core course separately 
developed a pilot assessment of a multi-step technical problem-solving item and collected 
data. Preliminary analysis suggests that while improvement is visible, the terms used and 
aspects of student work emphasized differ by discipline and make comparisons between 
departments difficult.  Regardless, the exercise of meeting to discuss rubric construction 
and data analysis has led to intradivision communication and improved understanding of 
how solving technical problems is addressed in courses across the division. 

The Division of Professional Development has improved communication to and expectations of 
the communities that support the Practicum for the Junior Officer course, the only course in 
which instructors are not housed entirely within the division.  All courses now share general 
outcomes, tailored to the community, and expectations of assessable work at 6 weeks, 12 weeks, 

and a final.  Last year was the first year that the NS43X course was assessed, and the 
division will reassess it in 2019 to reinforce expectations.  The division will also resume 
its cohort model of assessment beginning with NN101 in 2019 to be followed by the next 
course in the sequence each year. 

 

2. Stabilizing faculty development funding. 

The second area is more operational in nature: stabilizing faculty development funding. This assessment 
goal is related to USNA’s Strategic Initiative #3, Exemplary People, to attract, develop, and retain faculty, 
staff and coaches who exemplify the highest professional standards and who educate, enrich and inspire a 
talented and diverse Brigade, and the Master Academic Plan goal of supporting learning by filling 
technical staffing vacancies and supporting faculty leadership within their respective fields through 
scholarly activity in research and teaching. Metrics may include: 

● the status of the indirect cost recovery model, including an assessment of the funding amounts 
generated by it; 

External funders of Academy research pay for the labor of faculty who conduct the research.  On top of 
these labor funds, an extra 33% ‘acceleration rate’ has long been charged by USNA to cover the direct 
costs of the researchers’ fringe benefits.  Several years ago, USNA received authorization to develop a 
process for charging funders an additional percentage for the so-called ‘indirect costs’ incurred by the 
Academy for research administration.  The goal is simply to pay for the administrative costs of having a 
reimbursable research program at USNA.  Such indirect-cost recovery is common practice at universities 
with faculty engaged in externally funded research efforts.  Given this objective, in 2017 USNA started 
recovering indirect costs by charging 5% on Navy funding, 10% on non-Navy government funding, and 
15% on all non-governmental funds (i.e., from industry and universities).  The indirect-cost percentages 
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are charged on the full grant amounts, direct costs included.  

To date USNA has not yet reached the goal of having external research funding fully pay for its own 
administration costs.  In FY18, on total funding of about $14.2M (to about 150 faculty from 13 
departments), USNA recovered $517.9K toward the costs of labor for Research Office staff, Comptroller 
staff, and ITSD staff.  Of this amount, the reimbursement to the ACDEAN cost center was $365.5K. 
FY18 indirect-cost payments did not reach even the 5% recovery figure (of about $700K), because a 
significant portion of the funded research was conducted under older, ‘legacy’ grants that did not provide 
for indirect-cost reimbursements.  The overall indirect-cost recovery amount is expected to rise to $700K 
or even $800K for FY19. 

● number of staff funded through indirect costs with a target level of 8 staff members; 

In FY18, in the ACDEAN cost center 70% of the labor for 5 staff members was supported with by 
indirect cost recovery.  In the CFO cost center 1 staff member was supported, and in the CIO cost center, 
0.5 FTE was supported through indirect cost recovery.  

● accurate predictive modeling of fringe benefits rates; 

The research office conducted a detailed study of fringe benefits costs incurred by staff, postdoctoral 
researchers, and faculty at each rank to determine if applying a common acceleration rate of 33% was 
leading to recovery of actual costs.  After a department by department, and individual by individual 
analysis, the results indicate that an acceleration rate of 33% adequately recovers the costs.  The research 
office will continue to examine the actual benefits costs compared to the recovered costs, and may 
recommend changes to the acceleration rate to ensure these costs are recovered.  

● travel and professional development funding with a target level of $600,000; and 

In FY18, direct sources provided only $173K for this strategic imperative, and the budget/amount 
earmarked for the coming fiscal year is unknown.  This represents a decline from FY17 with $350K of 
direct funding in this cost element.  It should be noted that an additional $780K of gift funding was 
directed at this goal.  The total funding applied to faculty and staff development was $953K in FY18, 
which reflects both the growing costs of these activities and the shift to philanthropic support. Shifting 
from appropriated/direct funding sources to margin of excellence gift funding provides a welcome 
substantial augmentation, but also marginalizes the mission-centrality of faculty quality and expertise 
based on the replacement of “mission funds” with “margin of excellence funds.” To the extent that direct 
funding falls short of the target level, the importance of faculty development to the mission begins to 
come into question. 

 

 

3. Equity, diversity, and inclusivity actions. 

The Academic Cost Center will retain the goal of assessing and where necessary strengthening Equity, 
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Diversity, and Inclusivity (EDI) in terms of fostering a climate that is supportive of this goal; recruitment 
of faculty and staff from underrepresented groups; and percentage of midshipmen from underrepresented 
groups majoring in STEM fields. This assessment goal is related to USNA’s Strategic Imperative #3 to 
refine recruiting and retention strategies to ensure diversity among faculty, staff, and coaches; Initiative 
#3, Exemplary People, to recruit, admit and graduate a talented and diverse Brigade of Midshipmen; and 
the Master Academic Plan goal of advancing and enhancing equity, diversity, and inclusivity. Metrics 
may include: 

● reports on faculty/staff recruitment strategies from departments with searches; 

Recruitment strategy and process changes to improve inclusivity and diversity in the search process. 

❏ Specifically sent ads for open positions to society subgroups organized around racial or gender 
groups, for example the society of black engineers, “2017 Rising Stars Workshop”--women 
seeking academic positions, etc. 
❏ Specifically sending ads to programs with minority graduate students in fields under 
recruitment. 
❏ USNA became a member institution with the “The Registry” a national database of diverse 
candidates seeking faculty positions.  The Registry facilitates connecting qualified diverse 
candidates with institutions with open faculty positions, candidates can post resumes and member 
institutions can post position announcements on the site. 

● representation of candidates who apply (will need institutional cooperation), are interviewed, offers 

made, hires, and retention milestones; and 

 

Information for candidates participating in an on campus interview for open USNA faculty positions: 

Table 3.1 Demographic Information for 2018 Interview Candidates 

Male  Female  White  Non-White 

49  24  57  16 

   

Information for individuals hired into tenure track positions: 

Table 3.2 Demographic Information for 2018 Tenure Track Faculty Hires  

Male  Female  White  Non-White 

12  6  17  1 
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● Demographic breakdown of majors for underrepresented groups. 

Midshipmen indicate their majors preference in January of their 4/C year, then select their major during 
March of the same year.  Over the next few years, some changes may occur, but major preference and 
major at the time of graduation, by division, tends to be quite stable, with graduation typically being 
within a few percentage points of the preference selection.   

 

At graduation, female midshipmen are slightly overrepresented in the Division of Humanities and Social 
Sciences and even more so in the Division of Mathematics and Science compared to their presence in the 
Brigade--3% and 7%s.  Males are 9% above their representation within the Brigade in the Division of 
Engineering and Weapons.  

Table 3.3 

Class of 
2018  

Division 

Preference  

Graduates (Plebes) 

Final Major of 
Graduates 

Preference 
Percentages 

Final Major 
Percentages 

Delta for Graduates 
Preference vs Degree 

at Graduation (by Div) 

  Male  Female  Male  Female  Male  Female  Male  Female  Male  Female 

E&W  331 (356)  76 (86)  297  55  81%  19%  84%  16%  -34  -21 

HUMSS  259 (290)  94 (105)  296  114  73%  27%  72%  28%  37  20 

M&S  203 (225)  92 (105)  194  90  69%  31%  68%  32%  -9  -2 

No Major      6  3             

Total  793 (871)  262 (296)  793  262  75%  25%  75%  25%     

 

Compared to representation within the Brigade, non-white (included mixed race) midshipmen, are 
underrepresented in the Division of Engineering & Weapons by 5% and overrepresented by 3% in both 
the Divisions of Humanities & Social Sciences and Mathematics & Science. 

Table 3.4 

Class of 
2018  

Division  Final Major of 
Graduates 

Preference 
Percentages 

Final Major 
Percentages 

Delta for Graduates 
Preference vs Degree 
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Preference  

Graduates (Plebes) 

at Graduation (by Div) 

  White  Minority  White  Minority  White  Minority  White  Minority  White  Minority 

E&W  310 (336)  78 (86)  273  63  80%  20%  81%  19%  -37  -5 

HUMSS  258 (289)  86 (95)  291  106  75%  25%  73%  27%  33  20 

M&S  195 (220)  83 (93)  196  73  70%  30%  73%  27%  1  -10 

No Major      3  5             

Total  763 (845)  247 (274)  763  247  76%  24%  76%  24%  -82  -27 

 

It should be noted that while representation within HUMSS and M&S is fairly close to the breakout in the 
division for female and minority midshipmen, and E&W is within 5% for minority midshipmen, 
representation within departments and tracks can vary dramatically.  Based on closer examination of the 
data, female midshipmen appear to be more likely to major in areas where there are higher numbers of 
female role models and mentors are observed within the faculty.  In the following tables, majors with 
more than 20 total graduates and 30% or more female graduates are highlighted.   It is not possible to 
examine the data for the effect of racially/ethnically diverse faculty due to small numbers at the 
department level.   

Chart 3.1 
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Chart 3.2 

 

Chart 3.3 
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In accordance with DoN guidance regarding removing institutional barriers to recruitment and retention 
of a highly skilled workforce and to support midshipmen representing every congressional district and 
territory the Office of the Academic Dean & Provost, with assistance from Human Resources, has worked 
with departments to support recruitment strategies that reach as many potential candidates as reasonably 
possible and to ensure fair and equitable hiring and employment practices.   This work continues as we’ve 
expanded focused efforts from  departments that have searches ongoing to all departments and offices 
who are being asked to consider the value of diversity within their regular activities and ways in which 
they create an inclusive environment of dignity and respect.  

 

PART THREE:  Goals and Outcomes for Academic Year 2019 

During the coming year the Academic Dean’s Office will assess and report to the AEB on three goals: 

● assessing Nimitz Library operations; 

● equity, diversity, and inclusion actions; and 

● stabilizing faculty development funding. 

The goal of reporting on the overarching assessment of core learning outcomes will continue, but will be 
reported to the AEB on an alternating schedule with equity, diversity, and inclusivity activities. 
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Goal 1:  Assessing Nimitz Library operations 

A new goal for 2018-19 is reporting on the assessment of Nimitz Library operations and its role in 
supporting teaching and learning.  This goal is related to the Strategic Plan Imperative to, “Establish and 
maintain state-of-the-art facilities that inspire and support the pursuit of academic, professional and 
athletic excellence” which specifically names the library as a vibrant enterprise.  This goal is also 
supported in several areas of the Master Academic Plan regarding, “Sustain[ing] an impactful library;” 
“Preserv[ing] our unique position among academic libraries as the premier academic naval history, 
heritage, and science library in the country;” and “Enhancing the library as the Academy’s intellectual 
hub.”  Metrics may include: 

●  Dashboard budget metrics. 
●  Identification of and comparison to peer libraries with regard to services, collections, and 
facilities. 
●  Tracking of midshipman support and instruction activities. 
●  Surveys or interviews with stakeholders to determine impact of library. 
●  Study of the midshipman use of library spaces. 

Goal 2:  Equity, diversity, and inclusion actions. 

The Academic Cost Center will retain the goal of assessing and where necessary strengthening Equity, 
Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) in terms of fostering a climate that is supportive of this goal; recruitment 
of faculty and staff from underrepresented groups; and percentage of midshipmen from underrepresented 
groups majoring in STEM fields. This assessment goal is related to USNA’s Strategic Imperative #3 to 
“Refine recruiting and retention strategies to ensure diversity among faculty, staff, and coaches;” 
Initiative #3, Exemplary People, to “Recruit, admit and graduate a talented and diverse Brigade of 
Midshipmen;” and the Master Academic Plan goal of “Advancing and enhancing equity, diversity, and 
inclusion.” Metrics may include: 

● reports of initiatives that support the recruitment and retention of an increasingly diverse 
faculty and staff; 

● representation of candidates who apply (will need institutional cooperation), are interviewed, 

offers made, hires, and retention milestones; and 

● demographic breakdown of majors for underrepresented groups. 

Goal 3:  Stabilizing faculty development funding. 

The continued focus on assessing faculty development funding is related to USNA’s Strategic Initiative 
#3, Exemplary People to “Attract, develop, and retain faculty, staff and coaches who exemplify the 
highest professional standards and who educate, enrich and inspire a talented and diverse Brigade,” and 
the Master Academic Plan goal of supporting learning by filling technical staffing vacancies and 
supporting faculty leadership within their respective fields through scholarly activity in research and 
teaching. Metrics may include: 
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● the status of the indirect cost recovery model, including an assessment of the funding amounts 
generated by it; 

● number of staff funded through indirect costs with a target level of 8 staff members; 

● accurate predictive modeling of fringe benefits rates; 

● travel and professional development funding with a target level of $600,000; and 

● summer research funding from all sources. 

In order to foster transparency the current and previous Academic Institutional Assessment Report will be 
posted the Academics webpage after the AEB review is complete. 
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