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PART ONE  
 
Executive Summary of Findings: 
 
1.     Overarching assessment of core learning outcomes. 

  

The assessment process for the core curriculum is still unfolding, however, significant progress has been 

made.  The spring semester of academic year 2017 was the first that USNA systematically assessed the 

nine core curricular learning outcomes.  Four (4) of 5 divisions and 13 of 15 departments that support 

the core curriculum contributed the annual assessment of student learning.  Eight (8) of the 9 core 

curricular learning outcomes were assessed by at least 1 department.  The coverage of the core 

curriculum and the overarching core curricular learning outcomes was quite comprehensive.  The 

metrics agreed upon last year were to 1) develop a plan (Complete), 2) report results of the pilot 

(Partially Complete), and 3) develop next steps for sustainability (Partially Complete).  We view the 

partially complete metrics not as a failure, but as an acknowledgement of the complexity of the 

assessment activities and our continuing commitment to develop effective and impactful processes. 

This goal is retained in part three. 

 

2.  Stabilizing faculty development funding. 

 

The effort to stabilize faculty development funding stems from 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 support for travel and professional development was not met last year.  In 

FY17, direct and appropriated sources provided only $350K for this strategic imperative, and the 

budget/amount earmarked for the coming fiscal year is unknown.  

 

The goal of stabilizing faculty development funding more generally requires resources generated 

through several processes discussed in part two of the report, however, the indirect cost recovery 

process is new.  Last year was the first time that indirect costs were recovered from newly awarded 

sponsored research grants.  During this first year, $374K was generated providing labor support for 

three FTE staff members working in the research office directly supporting the research enterprise, 

$426K short of the eventual goal of $800K.  Realizing the full potential of this program will require 

assistance from senior leadership regarding two outstanding issues; 1) the comptroller gaining N10’s 

support for charging 5% on DoN funding, and 2) not having USNA adopt a “fee for service” accounting 

approach for indirect cost charges, but rather adopt the more common “pooled resources” model that is 

common within higher education nationwide.  
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Substantial work and assistance is required to meet this goal and it is retained in part three. 

 

3.  Equity, diversity, and inclusivity actions. 

 
Significant steps were taken and progress realized in recruiting new faculty to continue to expand the 
diversity of faculty role models for midshipmen.  Advertisements for open faculty positions were 
specifically sent to subgroups within national societies or organizations devoted to supporting under 
represented groups entrance into Academia.  It is difficult to fully assess these efforts as 2017 was an 
unusual hiring year and not all data related to the topic was available.  However, in 2017 62.5% of the 
tenure track hires were female and 25% represent other racial or ethnic groups.   We have decided to 
retain this goal as (1) a single year’s worth of data (particularly in a year when the number of completed 
searches was lower than previous years) may be anomalous and (2) there is a need for consistency in 
building a strong culture of inclusivity to deter cynicism. 
 
PART TWO: 
 
Progress report on Cost Center/functional unit/program outcomes from the past academic year:   
 
1.  Overarching assessment of core learning outcomes. 

 

A Core Learning Outcome Task Force was created in 2013 to articulate the overarching learning 

outcomes of the Naval Academy core curriculum. This task force analyzed over 100 existing course 

outcomes from all core courses and obtained, via focus groups, input from officers with fleet experience 

serving at USNA to develop a set of the core curricular learning outcomes.  Outcomes were vetted, 

refined and adopted in 2015.  Following is the list of overarching core curriculum learning outcomes: 

 

1. apply leadership skills; 

2. reason morally and ethically; 

3. apply principles of naval science and the profession of arms; 

4. solve technical problems; 

5. communicate effectively; 

6. critically reason; 

7. understand American heritage; 

8. interpret past and current world events; and 

9. demonstrate intellectual curiosity. 

 

A complete statement for each outcome is available online.  

 

In preparation for the visit from MSCHE, our regional accreditor, in March 2016, each department 

contributed to a map that aligned each core course to the applicable nine learning outcomes and the 

seven attributes of a midshipman.  The MSCHE visiting team report indicated that it, “commends the 

institution for establishing clearly articulated statements describing expected student learning outcomes 

at all levels, all of which are thoroughly mapped to the core learning outcomes and USNA graduate 
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https://www.usna.edu/Academics/_files/documents/accreditation/2016%20Final%20Team%20Report%20-%20US%20Naval%20Academy.pdf
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attributes.”   In the Commission’s Statement of Accreditation Status it was indicated that more work was 

left to do in terms of creating organized, systematic assessment of core curricular learning outcomes 

and a follow-up report is due April 1, 2018.  

 

With this framework in place members of the Academic Assembly, Faculty Senate Assessment 

Committee, and the Core Learning Outcomes Task Force held an off-site to determine criteria from 

which a plan was developed to directly assess student learning.  Key to the plan was that assessment not 

be overly burdensome, kept faculty at the center of the discussion, and provided a bigger picture of 

student learning at USNA. Budget restrictions led to an additional criterion of not requiring additional 

resources. Instructions, a template, and examples were provided to departments in spring 2017 for 

immediate implementation.  The plan was to build on the direct assessment (based primarily on student 

performance on exam items aligned with learning outcomes and outcomes based rubric use with 

written or visual communication assignments) already occurring across the Naval Academy by rolling 

those data up to the core learning outcome level.  The development of this plan was the first objective 

under the larger goal and has been met, though refinements are common during the first few years of 

any assessment plan. 

 

● plan for direct assessment of overarching core learning outcomes [X] 

 

The assessment process for the core curriculum is still unfolding.  However, as of August 2017 core 

learning outcome data was received for 51,634 cases from 31 courses, within 13 departments, and 4 

divisions representing near total coverage of the USNA core curriculum.  A subpopulation of 28,874 

cases from the final courses (within departmental sequences) was used for each core learning outcome 

to determine the percent of midshipmen who were reported as having met or exceeded 

faculty/departmental expectations at that point in the matrix.  
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AY 2017 Core Curricular Learning Outcomes Assessment 

Core Learning Outcome Total Departments / 

Divisions 

Contributions for 

AY17 

% Midshipmen  

Met or  Exceeded 

Department/Faculty 

Expectations1 

Apply Leadership Skills 1/1 93% 

Reason morally/ethically 1/1 83% 

Apply Principles of Naval Science and the Profession of Arms 2/1 85% 

Solve Technical Problems 8/2 73% 

Communicate Effectively 7/4 78% 

Critically Reason 6/4 84% 

Understanding American Heritage -- -- 

Interpret World Events 1/1 93% 

Demonstrate Intellectual Curiosity 2/1 64% 
1  Calculated using  data from each department's final course(s) in their sequence; e.g, SP212 data used not both SP211 and SP212.  Each 

division receives equal weight as M&S and E&W often use entire populations and HUMSS and LEL generally use samples.  Total number of cases 

from the final course in the sequence that addresses the CLO:  28,927. 

 

Results are suggestive of areas of strong performance and areas where improvement is possible. 

However, we’ve resisted the urge to analyze and explain the scores in order to allow division 

leadership the opportunity to hold meetings with their departments and engage in unfettered 

discussions about what this assessment process can tell us about midshipman learning without the 

influence of others interpretations.  Additionally, division leadership has access to the assessment 

reports themselves and a spreadsheet with results that can be disaggregated to the department 

and course level to examine those contributions to each of the nine learning outcomes. General 

expectations of these meetings are included in Part Three, goals and outcomes for the coming year.  

 

● results of the pilot [X]  
● next steps to ensure a sustainable process [X] 

 

In addition to the direct measures of student success from departmental assessments indirect 

measures from the 2014 and 2017 administrations of the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE) are also included in the table below.  The indirect measures are midshipmen self reports of 

their behaviors, learning experiences, and the Naval Academy’s contribution to items that are 

aligned with our core learning outcomes as compared to the aggregated total of all students who 

responded to the NSSE. 
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Indirect Measures of Core Learning Outcomes for Class of 2017 

Core Learning Outcomes 

(Seven Attributes) 

Related National Survey of Student 

Engagement Items2 

Spring 2014 4/C 

n=570 

(NSSE FY n=151,297) 

Spring 2017 1/C 

n=380 

(NSSE SR n=319,561) 

Apply Leadership Skills 

(Selfless/Inspirational/Professional) 

Hold a formal leadership role in a 

student organization/group:  Done/In 

Progress 

11% (12%) 84% (35%) 

Reason morally/ethically 

(Selfless/Professional) 

Institutional contribution to 

developing/clarifying personal code of 

values/ethics:  Quite a Bit or Very 

Much 

88% (58%) 89% (65%) 

Solve Technical Problems 

(Proficient) 

Current school year course work has 

emphasized applying 

facts/theories/methods to practical 

problems or new situations: Quite a 

Bit or Very Much 

81% (73%) 77% (78%) 

Institutional contribution to solving 

complex/real world problems: Quite a 

Bit or Very Much 

68% (53%) 76% (63%) 

Communicate Effectively 

(Articulate) 

Institutional contribution to writing 

clearly and effectively: Quite a Bit or 

Very Much 

75% (68%) 79% (72%) 

Estimated number of assigned pages 

of student writing during the current 

school year. 

55.9 (47.2) 59.6 (80.0) 

Institutional contribution to speaking 

clearly and effectively: Quite a Bit or 

Very Much 

77% (58%) 86% (68%) 

Critically Reason 

(Innovative) 

Institutional contribution to thinking 

critically and analytically: Quite a Bit or 

Very Much 

83% (77%) 89% (84%) 

Interpret World Events 

(Adaptable) 

Institutional emphasis on attending 

events that address important social, 

economic, or political issues: Quite a 

Bit or Very Much 

71% (53%) 52% (43%) 

2  National Survey of Student Engagement is administered in the spring to 4/C and 1/C midshipmen every third year.  Highlighted cells indicate that differences between the USNA sample and 

the NSSE sample are both statistically significant at the .001 level using a t- or z- test and with an effect size of greater than .5 using Cohen’s d or Cohen’s h .  The .001 level for statistical 

significance was chosen because large sample sizes make it very likely that even small differences will be statistically significant.  A statistical significance of .001 indicates that the differences 

between the mean scores for the two groups  occurring by chance are less than 1 in 1,000  that the differences between the groups (regardless of the size of the difference) is accurate.  Where 

significance  indicates the likelihood of the results occurring by chance, effect size indicates the magnitude of the difference between the scores of the two groups.  An effect size of 0 indicates 

no difference in scores.  Differences of greater than .5 or less than -.5 indicate at least medium or observable/noticeable difference (Cohen, 1977).  These two parameters indicate differences 

that may be not only statistically significant, but also practically significant. 

 

These data show changes in the Class of 2017’s experiences/perceptions from the 4/C spring of 2014 to 

the 1/C spring of 2017.  Additionally, within each cell is a comparison of USNA students to those of over 

500 participating institutions.  The Class of 2017 generally shows stability or improvement between 4/C 

and 1/C spring semesters and compares quite favorably to the aggregate of other schools for the 

majority of items.  However, it is necessary to examine these items against our internal expectations 
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At this time the assessment of core learning outcomes is still a nascent process requiring additional 

efforts to analyze the results and determine where improvements can/should be made to assessment 

processes themselves, teaching strategies, and learning.  As such, we will continue to include core 

curriculum outcomes assessment in the annual report to the AEB.  Next steps will be discussed in Part 

Three. 

 

2.  Stabilizing faculty development funding.  

 

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

 

In FY17, faculty professional development support through travel funding was $350,400 from 

appropriated/direct sources.  This level of travel funding was augmented by gift funds in the amount of 

$356,000 in FY17 and also by the reimbursable grant funds brought in by individual faculty members. 

These two sources create substantial additional funding but, the number of those eligible to use these 

sources is limited.  In the case of reimbursable grant funding, only the principal investigator and others 

(e.g. midshipmen) directly supported by the grant are eligible, and for gift funding the eligibility is 

limited to those articulated in the gift agreement (e.g. CCSS members, or those conducting work in cyber 

related fields more generally).  Ultimately, the need to stabilize funding for professional faculty 

development is related to the USNA’s Strategic Initiative #3, Exemplary People, to attract, develop, and 

retain faculty, staff. . . who exemplify the highest professional standards and who educate, enrich and 

inspire....  Shifting from appropriated/direct funding sources to margin of excellence gift funding 

provides a welcome substantial augmentation, but at the same 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 to the mission of 

faculty development and travel begins to come into question. 

 

● the status of the indirect cost recovery model, including an assessment of the funding 

amounts generated by it; 
 

Status: in FY17 (to date), nearly $374K of incremental indirect funding has been collected as a result of 

new awards for faculty research grants.  All funding collected so far has been used to pay labor charges 

associated with grant oversight at USNA.  Presently the rates applied are: 5% charged to DON funding, 

10% charge to DOD (but not DON) funding, 15% charged to all other funding.  The USNA instruction that 

will formally put this into place remains in draft form -- not yet signed -- waiting for USNA comptroller to 

gain concurrence from N10 regarding the funding model.  Two issues remain in discussion (dispute) with 

N10: (1) can USNA charge 5% rate (or even any rate at all) on DON funding; (2) can USNA “pool” funds 

collected and then apply those funds to labor costs incurred “en masse”, or must USNA track individual 

grant support by the hour and charge each grant separately based on “fee for service” -- a much more 

intensive process not in use elsewhere. 

 

● number of staff funded through indirect costs with a target level of 8 staff members; 
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To date, indirect cost funding has been used to support all or part of 3 FTE, based on the $374K received. 

As the model is applied to new grants in FY18 and FY19, it is expected that the level of support will 

approach 8 FTE, but this is contingent on the 5% DON charge (which remains in dispute with N10). 

 

● accurate predictive modeling of fringe benefits rates; 

 

The USNA Research Office is conducting a careful analysis of actual fringe benefits rates for those faculty 

who engage in externally funded research projects (in order to determine if those grants are charged 

sufficiently to support the fringe benefits accrued).  This study has so far included two subgroups of 

faculty, a) those who are on reimbursable funds for the entire academic year, and b) faculty in STEM 

who have been hired in the past two years.The preliminary conclusion is that USNA has been charging 

33% and the actual rate is closer to 38%.  While this study is not yet complete, the trend suggests that 

USNA should adjust its fringe benefits rate model to 38% so that the appropriated labor base is not 

“taxed” for the balance. 

 

● tracking of the technical and library staff levels articulated in the POM18 budget submission; 

 

The Naval Academy submitted its POM 18 Program Requirements Review (budget submission) with 

restoration of 13 military billets and 30 civilian FTE in support of midshipman education as the #1 

priority.  This was endorsed by Navy headquarters, however, there were insufficient funds available to 

support this requirement as reflected in the President's budget submission to Congress.  Meanwhile, 

staffing levels have decreased below pre-FY12 levels, and budget caps coupled to growing labor base 

costs will continue to erode staffing levels without additional labor funds.  The USNA leadership 

continues to make the case for additional resources to support our mission requirements, and should 

additional funding become available in FY18 and beyond, will look to meet the most urgent outstanding 

requirements.  
 

3. Equity, diversity, and inclusivity actions.  

 

● results from the annual Command Climate Survey (if available and parseable) and follow-on 

research activities; 

 

The Command Climate Survey did not parse information for the academic cost center, but focus groups 

were conducted within the Academic cost center and results were provided to the Command Climate 

Assessment Team.  The cost center did not receive follow-on actions. 

 

● 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, “2016 Rising Stars Workshop”--women 

seeking academic positions, etc. 
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❏ Specifically sending ads to programs with minority graduate students in fields under 

recruitment. 

 

● representation of candidates who apply, are interviewed, offers made, hires, and retention 

milestones; 

 

Due to an EEO Office staffing issue it was not possible to obtain this information from the EEO prior to 

submission of this report.  The AcDean Office and EEO Office will meet in November to determine a 

process going forward to make this information available for assessment purposes. 

 

Information regarding representation of candidates that were interviewed, made offers, and hired are 

available below: 

 

Information for candidates for tutor and supplemental instructor positions at NAPS: 

 

Demographic Information for Candidates for NAPS Positions 

Position No. of 
Applicants 

Female Male Caucasian OREG Hiree 

English 
Supplemental 

14 10 4 14 0 Cauc.  F 

Physics 
Supplemental 

13 3 10 10 3 Hisp. M 

Physics Tutor 5 0 5 1 4 Cauc. M 

Math Tutor 5 2 3 4 1 Cauc. F 

 

 

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

  

Demographic Information for 2017 Interview Candidates 

Male Female Caucasian OREG 

20 7 17 10 
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Information for individuals hired into tenure track positions: 

  

Demographic Information for 2017 Tenure Track Faculty Hires 

Male Female Caucasian OREG 

3 5 6 2 

  

 

● demographic breakdown of interest, major selection, and majors at time of graduation 

for midshipmen.  

 

Midshipmen indicate their majors preference in January of their 4/C (freshman) year, then select 

during March of their 4/C year. Some changes occur, but major preference and major at graduation, 

at least by division, is very stable.  

 

Female midshipmen are slightly overrepresented in HUM/SS and M&S compared to brigade totals, 

4% in both HUM/SS and M&S, and under-represented by 7% in E&W.  

 

Class of 
2017 Preference Final Major 

Preference 
Percentages Final Percentages Delta 

  Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

E&W 336 63 328 61 84% 16% 84% 16% -8 -2 

HUMSS 250 90 256 96 74% 26% 73% 27% 6 6 

M&S 232 89 230 85 72% 28% 73% 27% -2 -4 

TOTAL 808 242 808 242 76% 24% 76% 24%   
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At graduation underrepresented racial and ethnic groups of midshipmen are slightly 

underrepresented in E&W by about 3% and overrepresented in M&S by about 5%.  Representation 

in HUMSS is on par with the percentage in the brigade. 

 

Class of 
2017 

Preference Final Major Preference  
Percentages 

Final Percentages Delta 

  White OREG White OREG White OREG White OREG White OREG 

E&W 300 79 296 76 79% 21% 80% 20% -4 -3 

HUMSS 244 81 255 77 75% 25% 77% 23% 11 -4 

M&S 231 77 221 84 75% 25% 72% 28% -10 7 

TOTAL 775 237 775 237 77% 23% 77% 23%   

 

However, representation within departments/tracks varies dramatically, particularly with regard to 

gender.  An initial review of the gender distribution indicates that female midshipmen are clustered 

in majors where the female faculty gender diversity is higher.  Closer examination of the data for 

several years will be necessary to determine trends and follow-on actions to support midshipmen 

within the academic program. 
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One of the reasons for recruiting and retaining a diverse faculty (and staff and coaches) is to 

promote a culture of equity, diversity, and inclusivity that aids midshipmen in becoming leaders 

who value diversity and appreciate cross-cultural dynamics (midshipman developmental outcomes). 

The National Survey of Student Engagement shows that in terms of institutional 

contribution/emphasis we perform more favorably than other participating institutions.  In terms of 

student behaviors midshipmen self-reports look very much like those of students at other schools 

and colleges. 

 
National Survey of Student Engagement Items Related to Fostering an Inclusive Environment 

Creating a culture of equity, diversity, and inclusivity for midshipmen 

by:  

Spring 2014 4/C 

n=570 

(NSSE National FY % n=151,297) 

Spring 2017 1/C 

n=380 

(NSSE National SR % n=319,561) 

Institutional contribution to understanding people of other 

backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, political, religious, nationality, 

etc.):  Quite a Bit or Very Much 

77% (60%) 72% (63%) 

Institutional emphasis on encouraging contact among students from 

different backgrounds (social, racial/ethnic, religious, etc.):  Quite a Bit 

or Very Much 

65% (59%) 69% (54%) 

During the current school year:   included diverse perspectives 

(political, religious, racial/ethnic, gender, etc.) in course discussions or 

assignments:  Often or Very Often 

52% (51%) 49% (53%) 
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During the current school year:   tried to understand someone else’s 

view by imagining how an issues looks from his or her perspective: 

Often or Very Often 

68% (67%) 73% (72%) 

PART THREE: Goals and Outcomes for the Coming Year 

 
During the coming year the Academic Dean’s Office will continue its regular drumbeat of assessment 

across offices and departments, and we will retain the 3 goals emphasized in the Master Academic Plan: 
  

● overarching assessment of core learning outcomes; 

● stabilizing faculty development funding; and 

● equity, diversity, and inclusivity actions. 

 

Goal 1: overarching assessment of core learning outcomes. 

 

While 2016 - 17 had many successes with regard to the development and piloting of an overarching 
assessment plan of the Naval Academy’s Core Learning Outcomes work is still needed to refine the 
process and close the loop on using assessment for improvement. As it was determined that funding 
would not be available for summer labor to review or “grade” internal core assessment artifacts nor are 
we funded for materials expenses to obtain external standardized exams, divisions were instructed to 
contribute their portions during the fall semester.  Activities expected during the 2017-18 academic year 
include: 

1.     Providing division leadership with a spreadsheet of results that can be disaggregated to the 

course level.  The spreadsheet allows for information to be viewed from the perspective of: 

a.     Each of the nine learning outcomes 

b.     The individual contribution of each course that reported results to the department, 

to the division, and academics as a whole. 

Complete [X] 

2.     During the fall, divisions will hold meetings with their departments to discuss what this 

assessment process can tell us about midshipman learning.   Reports are due at the end of 

October.  Discussions may include: 

a.  The contribution of various core course experiences to the nine core learning 

outcomes and the appropriate locations for assessing contributions to the  core given its 

purpose to 

i. Provide a broad technical and liberal arts foundation. 

ii. Prepare midshipmen for any major. 

iii Prepare midshipmen to enter any community within the Naval Service.  

b.   The scaffolding of outcomes to meet the needs of the Naval Service and the 

multifold purpose of the core with a focus on improved understanding of the various 

aspects of the core and where possible improvement. 

c. Follow on activities across departments and divisions from refining approaches to 

assessment to sharing teaching strategies with the goal of assessment results being used 

to improve midshipman learning. 
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3.     As part of its regular activities in support of assessment, the Faculty Senate Assessment 

Committee (FSAC) will meet with each department individually in December to discuss 

assessment for majors and the core.  We will use this opportunity to determine where 

additional training is needed and facilitate conversations about improvement of student 

learning. 

4.     The information provided to the AEB, Division reports expected in the fall, and additional 

information gathered during the annual FSAC meetings with departments will be used in the 

Follow-Up report due to MSCHE April 1, 2018. 

  

This assessment goal is related to Midshipmen Development Outcomes (7 Attributes), USNA’s Strategic 
Imperative #8 (Vibrant Enterprise) to apply exemplary business and assessment practices that result in 
continual process and program improvement, and the Master Academic Plan goal of emphasizing 
assessment in academics, using evidence to guide decision making, and supporting curriculum changes 
with assessment results.  

 

Goal Two:  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; 

● 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. 

 

Goal Three:  Equity, diversity, and inclusivity actions. 

 

The Academic Cost Center will retain the goal of assessing and where necessary strengthening Equity, 
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; 
● representation of candidates who apply (will need institutional cooperation), are interviewed, 

offers made, hires, and retention milestones; and  
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● demographic breakdown of majors for underrepresented groups. 

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.  

 
Cohen, J. (1977). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Routledge. 
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