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Annual Program Assessment: 2014 - 2015
• Annual assessment reports were due from 159 programs.  These were a 

combination of undergraduate certificate programs (6), undergraduate degree 
programs (65 [2 associate and 63 baccalaureate – in some cases majors within 
degree programs submitted separate reports]), graduate certificate programs (31), 
and graduate degree programs (57 inclusive of Master’s, doctoral, and professional 
programs). 

• 112 annual assessment reports were submitted 
– 1 Undergraduate Certificate Report
– 54 Undergraduate Degree Program Reports
– 10 Graduate Certificate Reports
– 47 Graduate Degree Program Reports 

• Reasons why 47 reports were not submitted 
– Undergraduate Certificates – 1 programs was new; 1 program is developing its assessment 

plan; 3 programs gave no reason
– Undergraduate Degree Programs – 5 programs were new; 1 report was not completed due to 

illness; 5 programs gave no reason
– Graduate Certificates – 11 programs from COEPD complete SPA or CAR reports for CAEP or 

WV; 2 certificates are developing assessment plans; 8 certificates gave no reason
– Graduate Degree Programs – 1 program was new; 2 professional programs completed 

assessment reports, but are not yet submitting them centrally; 7 programs gave no reason 



Reports Due

Reports Due by College Table
College UG 

Certif
UG 
Degree

Grad 
Certif

Grad 
Degree

Total

CAM 0 7 3 2 12

COB 0 7 1 5 13

RBA 0 1 0 0 1

COEPD 0 3 11 12 26

COHP 1 17 4 10 32

COLA 3 16 8 11 38

COS 2 10 3 6 21

CITE 0 4 1 7 12

SOM 0 0 0 3 3

SOP 0 0 0 1 1

Total 6 65 31 57 159
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Reports Submitted

Reports Submitted by College
College UG 

Certif
UG 
Degree

Grad 
Certif

Grad 
Degree

Total

CAM 0 4 3 1 8

COB 0 7 0 5 12

RBA 0 1 0 0 1

COEPD 0 3 0 12 15

COHP 0 14 4 8 26

COLA 1 16 3 11 31

COS 0 6 0 4 10

CITE 0 3 0 4 7

SOM 0 0 0 2 2

SOP 0 0 0 0 0

Total 1 54 10 47 112
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Rubric Used for Annual Assessment Reports



Results (Scale ranges from 0 to 3; RBA excluded 
from analysis due to different scale)

• Student Learning Outcomes (M = 2.842; SD = 0.472; 
skewness = -3.76; n = 111)

• Assessment Measures (M = 2.649; SD = 0.516 
skewness = -1.03; n = 111)

• Feedback Loop (M = 2.318; SD = 0.902; 

skewness = -1.64; n = 107 [four certificate programs                    
had no students])



Program Assessment Results
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Use of Data to Inform Improvement: 
Recommendations from 2014-2015

• The assessment committee will continue to monitor improvements degree programs 
have made in all rubric areas (learning outcomes, assessment measures, and the 
feedback loop) over time.  Although improvements have been made, the most 
challenging aspect of assessment for degree programs is the feedback loop, i.e. to use 
assessment data in meaningful ways to make changes in their programs.  We might 
want to consider highlighting a few programs each year who have used data to make 
meaningful program improvements.   - Highlighting programs with strong assessment 
has not been done and should be discussed this year.

• The assessment committee will continue to review degree and certificate program 
assessment reports in the fall of each academic year. This practice continues.

• The Assessment Office will provide each program with feedback from reviewers no later 
than the following spring semester.  Feedback will include rubric scores and verbal 
comments, including suggestions for improvement. All programs that submitted reports 
by fall 2015 received feedback in January 2016.

• The Assessment Committee will review the rubric for currency. – The Assessment 
Committee reviewed the rubric and made changes in fall 2015.



Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA+)
Sample/Population Comparisons and Results

Academic Year 2015 – 2016 



Executive Summary: 
CLA+ Population/Sample Comparisons

Freshmen 
(sample = 59; population = 1,850)

Significant Not Significant

Gender

Race

Honors College 
Enrollment

College

Entering Academic 
Ability

HS GPA

Seniors 
(sample = 106; population = 1,502)

Significant Not Significant

Gender Race

College Honors College 
Enrollment

College GPA – higher for 
sample

Entering Academic 
Ability



Percentage of Marshall’s CLA+ Completers at Each Performance Level
53% of seniors (as compared to 57% in academic year 2013-2014) and 26% of freshmen (as compared to 28% in 

academic year 2013-2014) scored at the proficient or advanced levels

Marshall’s Mean Performance Levels were basic for freshmen and proficient for seniors.
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CLA+ Value-Added Explanation

• Value-Added Figures are given as Z statistics

• Z statistics should be interpreted as follows:

o + 2.0 or higher = Well above expected level

o + 1.0 to + 1.99 = Above expected level

o - 0.99 to + 0.99 = Near expected level

o - 1.0 to -1.99 = Below expected level

o - 2.0 or lower = Well below expected level

Visit muwww-new.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx and click on appropriate year’s 

“CLA Institutional Report” for full reports and additional explanation of results.

http://muwww-new.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx


CLA+ Value-Added Results: 
Comparisons of Academic Years

2013-2014, 2014-2015, and 2015-2016

2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016
Class Freshmen Seniors Value-Added Freshmen Seniors Value-Added Freshmen Seniors Value-Added

Sample 
Size

116 47 133 97 59 106

OS %ile OS %ile Z %ile OS %ile OS %ile Z %ile OS %ile OS %ile Z %ile

CLA+
Composite

1024 53 1147 59 0.30 67 1025 47 1115 41 -0.11 43 977 26 1100 31 -0.07 44

CLA 
Perform
Task

1015 48 1127 57 0.17 58 1003 37 1081 30 -0.42 32 927 15 1101 37 +0.48 75

CLA 
Selected 
Response

1033 57 1166 65 0.55 71 1047 54 1149 52 0.48 67 1027 47 1098 25 -0.46 20

Entering 
Academic 
Ability (on 
SAT Scale)

1046 56 1087 61 1013 46 1055 48 1031 53 1040 40



Marshall University’s CLA+ Value Added at 95% Confidence Interval (CI)
Academic Years 2013-14, 2014-15, and 2015-16

Obtained Z Statistics are at the “Near Expected Levels”
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Marshall University’s CLA+ Performance among Freshmen and Seniors
Academic Years 2013-14, 2014-15, and 2015-16

CLA Scores

1024 1025

977

1147
1115 1100

800

900

1000

1100

1200

1300

1400

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

Freshmen

Seniors

Entering Academic Ability

1046
1013

1031

1087
1055 1040

800

900

1000

1100

1200

1300

1400

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

Freshmen

Seniors



CLA+ Rubric Score Analysis
Six-Point Scale Used for Individual Score Analysis



CLA+ Rubric Results (Categorical): Performance Task
(Numbers in the graphs are %ages)

Analysis and Problem-Solving: 
2013-2014

Analysis and Problem-Solving: 
2014-2015
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CLA+ Rubric Results (Categorical): Performance Task
(Numbers in the graphs are %ages)

Analysis and Problem-Solving: 
2015-2016 Analysis and Problem-Solving: 
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CLA+ Rubric Results (Categorical): Performance Task
(Numbers in the graphs are %ages)

Writing Effectiveness: 2013-2014 Writing Effectiveness: 2014-2015
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CLA+ Rubric Results (Categorical): Performance Task
(Numbers in the graphs are %ages)

Writing Effectiveness: 2015-2016 Writing Effectiveness: 
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CLA+ Rubric Results (Categorical): Performance Task
(Numbers in the graphs are %ages)

Writing Mechanics: 2013-2014 Writing Mechanics: 2014-2015
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CLA+ Rubric Results (Categorical): Performance Task
(Numbers in the graphs are %ages)

Writing Mechanics: 2015-2016 Writing Mechanics: 
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Use of Data to Inform Improvement
• Combining the freshman baseline assessment with the CLA+ during Week of Welcome and

sampling seniors from capstone classes resulted in a more representative sample than in past years.  

• Results of the CLA+ indicate, as they have done in past years, that Marshall’s “value-added” is at the 
expected level.  On average, Marshall’s seniors score at the “proficient” level and freshmen score at 
the “basic” level.  However, we have concern that, during academic year 2014-2015, 47% of seniors 
tested at the basic or below-basic levels. This finding remained consistent in academic year 2015-
2016, with 49% of seniors testing at these levels.

• Combining these results with results from Marshall’s Baseline/Senior assessments (reviewed in the 
next section of this report), on the average Marshall’s students are significantly improving their 
skills in critical thinking and written communication.  However, there remains room for 
improvement.

• The CLA+ did not show significant strengths or weaknesses among the three traits (analysis and 
problem solving, writing effectiveness, and writing mechanics).

• The Assessment Committee may want to investigate more authentic assessment or a viable plan to 
assess greater numbers of students using the CLA+.  Current plans to are move to a biannual 
administration of the CLA+.  It already is supplemented each year with Marshall’s Senior 
Assessment, which will be given exclusively during years that the CLA+ is not administered.  Use of 
AAC&U Rubrics to assess senior capstone project is still being considered as a supplement for 
senior assessment.



General Education Assessment
Summer 2015

Please visit www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx

for full reports

http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdAssessment.aspx
































Core II Assessment: 
Oral Communication

2015-2016
Discussion and Action Plan

Please see 
www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdReports/2016OralCommunication.pdf

for full report.

http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/GenEdReports/2016OralCommunication.pdf










Core II Assessment: Composition 
(Written Communication)

2015-2016





Assessment Day 2016

Survey Report



Responses for Each Survey: Students
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Survey # of Responses

Advising 266
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Tutoring 206



Assessment Day Survey Results

• All results were sent to offices.

• Please visit

– www.marshall.edu/assessment/assessmentday and click on “past 

survey results”  to see the results of Assessment Day Surveys.

http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/assessmentday


Assessment Day 2016
Core Curriculum Survey Results 

Please access this link and select “Assessment 
Day” in “Filter by Report Group”

www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx

http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx


Executive Summary

• A total of 798 Marshall undergraduate students completed 
the survey.  

• As in 2014, 2016 results showed that most students agree or 
strongly agree that they engaged in learning as part of the 
Core Curriculum that aligned with Marshall’s Baccalaureate 
Degree Profile Outcomes. 



Survey Items for Core Curriculum with mean ratings of 4.0 or higher (on a five-point scale, with 
“5” being the most positive rating) and Alignment with Marshall Degree Profile in either 2014 

or 2016 (or both)

Survey Item Marshall Domain Mean Response 2014 Mean Response 2016

Use knowledge from more than one area 
of study to explore issues or to solve 
problems.

Integrative Thinking 4.15 (n = 906) 4.11 (n = 794)

Assess my own values and examine other 
viewpoints and credible evidence.

Ethical and Civic Thinking 4.12 (n = 911) 4.09 (n = 798)

Inquiry-Based Thinking

Determine how to improve my own 
learning.

Metacognitive Thinking 4.07 (n = 910) 3.99 (n = 798)

Examine issues from multiple 
perspectives.

Creative Thinking 4.05 (n = 907) 4.05 (n = 797)

Ethical and Civic Thinking

Find scholarly information, evaluate it 
critically and use it effectively.

Information Literacy 4.03 (n = 912) 4.08 (n = 793)



Survey Items for Core Curriculum with mean ratings below 4.0 (on a five-point scale, with “5” being 
the most positive rating) and Alignment with Marshall Degree Profile in either 2014 or 2016 (or both)

Survey Item Marshall Domain Mean Response 2014 Mean Response 2016

Develop the ability to write 
effectively

Communication Fluency 3.96 (n = 914) 3.96 (n = 794)

Use what I know to solve novel 
problems

Creative Thinking 3.93 (n = 897) 3.84 (n = 789)

Develop the ability to express 
myself effectively through 
speaking

Communication Fluency 3.92 (n = 900) 3.83 (n = 784)

Analyze and evaluate issues and 
solve real-world problems in a 
manner that is ethical and 
supportive of our civic well-
being

Creative Thinking 3.90 (n = 902) 3.85 (n = 790)

Ethical and Civic Thinking

Inquiry-Based Thinking

Develop multicultural and 
global perspectives

Intercultural Thinking 3.81 (n = 891) 3.76 (n = 787)

Broaden my appreciation of the 
arts

None 3.63 (n = 884) 3.68 (n = 783)

Develop my ability to use 
mathematics in everyday life 
(2014); Use numerical 
information to explore real 
world problems

Quantitative Thinking 3.53 (n = 873) 3.62 (n = 785)



Graduation Survey Response Rates and 
Summary Results

Academic Year 2015 - 2016



2015 – 2016 Response Rate by College by Semester

College Summer 2015 Fall 2015 Spring 2016 Total

CAM 1/3 = 33% 9/28 = 32% 20/77 = 26% 30/108 = 28%

COB 6/42 = 14% 36/96 = 38% 41/124 = 33% 83/262 = 32%

COEPD ¼ = 25% 35/62 = 56% 20/107 = 19% 56/173 = 32%

COHP 2/31 = 6% 38/116 = 33% 101/315 = 32% 141/462 = 31%

COLA 3/21 = 14% 17/66 = 26% 48/129 = 37% 68/216 = 31%

COS 6/26 = 23% 30/75 = 40% 53/152 = 35% 89/253 = 35%

CITE 0/0 = N/A 7/21 = 33% 9/27 = 33% 16/48 = 33%

RBA 2/31 = 6% 39/76 = 51% 32/81 = 40% 73/188 = 39%

Total 21/158 = 13% 211/540 = 32% 324/1,012 = 32% 556/1,710 = 33%



Executive Summary
• These data are for academic year 2015 – 2016.  Unless  

otherwise noted, all findings are essentially unchanged since 
academic year 2014 – 2015.

• Overall response rate was 33% (556 respondents out of 1,710 
graduates) – up slightly from 32% in 2014-2015.  

• Females were more likely than males to respond to the 
survey.  

• The Mean GPA of respondents (3.24) was significantly higher 
than that of all graduates (3.15).  

• Response rates did not differ significantly across colleges (as 
they had in 2014-2015).

• Respondents did not differ from the cohort in terms of race 
and age.



Executive Summary
• Most respondents were single with no children, were WV residents, and 

completed their entire education at Marshall. 

• Thirty-one percent reported no educational debt (up from 29% in 2014-
2015), while 41% reported debt greater than $20,000. 

• Most respondents stated that their educational objective was to begin 
their first career.  

• Fifty-six percent of respondents said they had participated in an internship 
or practicum (compared to 55% in 2014-2015), with 60% believing this 
experience had helped them find employment.  

• Fifty-eight percent of respondents indicated that they intend to pursue 
graduate studies, while only 3% indicated that they intend to work for a 
Volunteer Organization such as the Peace Corps or AmeriCorps.  

• Most students reported that they intend to remain in WV to complete 
graduate studies and most chose Marshall University for this purpose.  



Executive Summary
• Students reported positive feelings about all aspects of their 

MU education.  On a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being “strongly 
agree,” 2 being “agree,” 3 being “neither agree nor disagree,” 
4 being “disagree” and 5 being “strongly disagree,” means 
exceeded 2 for only three out of sixteen items.  All of these 
items were the same as those identified in 2014 – 2015.

– I developed the ability to use mathematics to explore real world problems. 
(2.03)

– Writing intensive courses helped me to improve my writing skills. (2.10)

– I broadened my appreciation for the arts. (2.30) 



Executive Summary
• On a scale of 1 – 5, with 1 being “very satisfied,” 2 being “satisfied,” 3 

being “neutral,” 4 being “dissatisfied,” and 5 being “very dissatisfied,” 
students reported greater satisfaction with 
– the quality of teaching (1.79) than with 

– the quality of advising (2.33)

– academic support services (2.15)

– classroom and lab facilities (2.14)

• Sixty-six percent of respondents plan to be employed in their major field, 
11% not in their major field, and 23% were unsure at the time of the 
survey.  

• Sixty percent (up from 57% in 2014 – 2014) plan to work in WV.  

• Forty-five percent (of the 408 students who answered the question) 
reported having accepted a job (up from 40% in 2014 – 2015).  Of those, 
69% will earn more than $30,000 annually (up from 67% in 2014 – 2015).

• Only 18% of respondents reported using Career Services, with JobTrax and 
Resume Assistance used most frequently.



2015 – 2016 Graduation Survey Results

• Full results are posted at 
www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx
(Please see previous years’ results here as well)

http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx


National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE)

Spring 2016
www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx

http://www.marshall.edu/assessment/SurveyReports.aspx


Comparison of spring 2013/2014/2015/2016 NSSE Engagement Indicators
* = Results comparable to those of students at the top 50% of NSSE institutions.

** = Results comparable to those of students at the top 10% of NSSE institutions.

Theme Engagement 
Indicator

2013 2014 2015 2016

First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors

Academic 
Challenge

Reflective and 
Integrative Learning

** * * *

Higher-Order
Learning

* * * *

Learning Strategies * * * * * *

Quantitative 
Reasoning

** ** ** * ** * **

Experience 
with Faculty

Student/Faculty
Interaction

* *

Effective Teaching 
Practices

* *

Learning with 
Peers

Collaborative 
Learning

* *

Discussion with 
Diverse Others

Campus 
Environment

Quality of 
Interactions

Supportive 
Environment



Comparison of spring 2013/2014/2015 NSSE Engagement Indicators

Theme Engagement Indicator 2013 2014 2015 2016

First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors

Academic 
Challenge

Reflective and 
Integrative Learning

38.1 38.6 35.4 40.4 37.3 40.2 35.8 38.6

Higher-Order Learning 40.0 41.4 38.3 42.4 40.2 42.6 38.9 40.0

Learning Strategies 41.2 41.5 40.1 41.1 41.9 41.5 39.9 41.6

Quantitative Reasoning 30.5 32.4 29.1 31.4 30.5 30.4 29.9 29.0

Experience 
with Faculty

Student/Faculty
Interaction

21.0 28.5 20.8 28.7 22.5 26.2 21.2 24.8

Effective Teaching 
Practices

41.2 41.4 40.1 41.9 41.2 40.4 38.3 39.0

Learning with 
Peers

Collaborative Learning 30.3 33.7 30.1 34.3 33.3 32.3 31.6 31.9

Discussion with Diverse 
Others

41.3 41.9 39.0 41.5 41.2 39.8 38.4 40.7

Campus 
Environment

Quality of Interactions 40.5 41.4 39.4 41.4 40.5 41.8 39.2 41.1

Supportive Environment 37.6 33.6 36.9 32.9 37.5 33.9 34.9 31.3
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Experience with Faculty
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Learning with Peers
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Campus Environment
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Spring 2013/2014/2015/2016 NSSE Engagement 
Indicators

• Significant Strengths (Relative to Carnegie Peers; effect size <.3)

– Academic Challenge
• Reflective and Integrative Learning – Freshmen (2013, 2015); Seniors (2014)
• Learning Strategies – Freshmen (2015)
• Quantitative Reasoning – Freshmen (2013, 2014, 2015, 2016); Seniors (2013, 2014)

– Learning with Peers
• Collaborative Learning – Freshmen (2015); Seniors (2013, 2014)

– Experiences with Faculty
• Student-Faculty Interaction – Freshmen (2015); Seniors (2013, 2014, 2015) * effect size .3 or higher for 

seniors in 2013 and 2014

• Significant Weaknesses (Relative to Carnegie Peers; effect size < .3)

– Campus Environment
• Quality of Interactions – All Students (2013, 2014, 2016)
• Supportive Environment – All Students (2016)

– Learning with Peers
• Discussions with Diverse Others – Seniors (2015)

– Experiences with Faculty
• Effective Teaching Practices – All Students (2016)



Comparison of spring 2013/2014/2015/2016 NSSE High Impact Practices
(Relative to Carnegie Peers)

* = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001

High Impact Practice 2013 2014 2015 2016

First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors

Learning Community 
Participation

Weakness 
*

Weakness
*

Strength 
**

Weakness
**

Weakness
***

Service Learning 
Participation

Weakness 
***

Weakness
*

Strength 
***

Weakness
**

Weakness
**

Research with Faculty Strength
***

Strength 
***

Strength 
***

Internship or Field 
Experience

Strength
***

Strength 
***

Strength *

Culminating Senior 
Experience

Strength 
***

Strength
***

Strength
***

Strength
***

Study Abroad

Participated in at least 
one HIP

Weakness 
***

Strength
***

Weakness
*

Strength 
***

Weakness 
***

Strength * Weakness
**

Strength
**

Participated in two or 
more HIPs

Strength
***

Strength 
***

Strength 
***

Weakness
***

Strength
***



Comparison of spring 2013/2014/2015/2016 NSSE High Impact Practices
Percentages of Participation in Each High Impact Practice

High Impact 
Practice

2013 2014 2015 2016

First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors First Year 
Students

Seniors

Learning 
Community 

Participation

8 26 9 29 10 21 7 25

Service Learning 
Participation

42 65 47 71 48 66 47 67

Research with 
Faculty

6 30 7 33 6 29 4 25

Internship or 
Field Experience

N/A 58 N/A 57 N/A 54 N/A 50

Culminating
Senior 

Experience

N/A 63 N/A 62 N/A 59 N/A 61

Study Abroad N/A 11 N/A 10 N/A 9 N/A 9

Participated in at 
least one HIP

46 91 52 91 52 89 52 89

Participated in 
two or more 

HIPs

9 73 8 74 10 70 5 71



Use of NSSE Results

• Results from NSSE’s analysis of participation in High Impact Practices among 
Marshall’s freshmen informed our decision to pilot our High Impact Practice 
Learning Communities (referenced later in this report).

• Results suggest that the Core Curriculum has had a positive impact on the level of 
Academic Challenge reported by our students.  We are continuing to monitor this.



Program Review

Academic Year 2015 - 2016



Marshall Board of Governors’ Recommendations: 
Undergraduate Programs

College
Program Recommendation

CITE Engineering-BSE Continue at Current Level

Computer Science-BS Continue with Resource Development

Safety Technology-BS Continue at Current Level

COS Environmental Science-BS Continue at Current Level

Integrated Science and Technology-BS Continue at Current Level,

Natural Resources and Recreation Management-BS Continue at Current Level

Criminal Justice-BA Continue with Resource Development

COHP Exercise Science-BS Continue at Current Level

Athletic Training-BS Continue at with Resource Development 
for Additional Faculty and a Simulation 
Lab

Physical Education-BA Continue at Current Level

CAM Journalism and Mass Communications-BA Continue at Current Level



Marshall Board of Governors’ Recommendations: 
Graduate Programs

College Program Recommendation

CITE Engineering-MSE Continue with Resource Development

Information Systems-MS Continue at Current Level

Safety Technology-MS Continue at Current Level

Technology Management-MS Continue with Resource Development for additional 
staffing, marketing, and recruitment.

Environmental Science-MS Continue at Current Level

COS Criminal Justice-MS Continue at Current Level

COHP Health Informatics-MS Continue at Current Level

Sports Management-MS Continue at Current Level

Exercise Science-MS Continue at Current Level

Athletic Training-MS Continue at Current Level, but program will discontinue in 
2020 due to the new BS/MS degree

CAM Journalism and Mass Communications-MA Continue at Current Level



Programs Submitting Follow-Up Reports or having a Follow-Up 
Meeting with the BOG

College Program Reason for BOG Meeting Recommendation

COS Biological Sciences-BS To provide an update on program’s 
assessment of student learning

BOG requested a further update 
in August or October 2016

COLA Communication Studies-BA Follow-Up Concerning Online Course 
Offerings

Pleased with report



High Impact Practice Project

2015-2016 Update



Timeline
• June 2014: Marshall team (April Fugett, Jennifer Sias, Kristi Fondren, Amy Lorenz, and Mary Beth 

Reynolds) participates in AAC&U’s High Impact Practice Institute.

• June 2014: Marshall team develops a plan to test the effect of learning community participation on 
student learning and outcomes.  The plan specifies enrollment of randomly selected incoming 
freshmen in paired courses with common themes.  The plan originally also wanted to compare 
outcomes between students receiving Pell grants and those not.

• Fall 2014: Based on data from Institutional Research, which showed that historically, Pell grant 
status did not appear to be related to student persistence at Marshall, the plan was altered to 
compare fully admitted first-time freshmen who entered Marshall with high school GPAs > 3.25 to 
those with high school GPAs < 3.25.

• Fall 2014: Paired classes were formed consisting of FYS and SOC 200 (Harold Blanco and Kristi 
Fondren – two sections each; theme “Diversity and Social Justice”), FYS and SOC 200 (Jennifer Sias 
and Donna Sullivan; theme “The American Dream”), and FYS and PSC 104 (Peggy Proudfoot-
Harman and Damien Arthur; theme “Investigation”).

• Spring 2015: Instructor cohorts met biweekly with the staff of the Center for Teaching and Learning 
(Karen McComas and April Fugett) to further develop their class plans and themes.  Co-curricular 
activities with discussed with John Yaun, Director of Housing and Residence Life.

• Spring 2015: IRB approval was secured for the project.



Timeline Continued

• Summer 2015: Instructor pairs continued to meet to align course outcomes, activities, and projects.  
Instructors met with Mary Beth Reynolds, Karen McComas, and April Fugett three times to finalize 
course plans and a presentation for the iPED (Inquiring Pedagogies Fall Teaching Conference). 

• Summer 2015: Michael Smith and April Fugett worked with Sherri Smith and Sonja Cantrell to 
enroll appropriate first-time freshmen in the paired courses.  We had hoped for a total of 88 
participants, but due to attrition and other issues regarding enrollment, our final numbers are 55.

• Summer 2015: Presented overview of project at iPED Conference.

• Summer 2015: Project outcomes will be measured by the difference between student performance 
on baseline and summative assessments linked to Integrative Thinking, the difference between 
experimental and control students’ performance on FYS final exams (linked to critical thinking and 
information literacy) and by the difference between experimental and control students’ GPA at the 
end of freshman year and their persistence to sophomore year.  Indirect data will be gathered 
through the use of surveys and interviews.

• Summer 2015:  Current members of the HIP team include Dr. Karen McComas, Dr. April Fugett, Mr. 
Michael Smith, Mr. Britt Frye, Ms. Jennifer Sias, Dr. Donna Sullivan, Dr. Harold Blanco, Dr. Kristi 
Fondren, Dr. Peg Proudfoot-Harman, Dr. Damien Arthur, and Dr. Mary Beth Reynolds



Timeline Continued
• Fall 2015: HIP classes conducted.  

• Faculty met with Dr. Karen McComas in the Center for Teaching and Learning to discuss and refine 
pedagogical practices during fall 2015.

• Freshmen, including those enrolled in the HIP project, were asked to complete a freshman survey in 
December 2015.

• We mourned the passing of Dr. Harold Blanco in March 2016.

• Student artifacts from HIP groups were evaluated in June 2016.

• We welcomed three new instructors to our fall 2016 cohorts and welcomed back three returning 
instructors.  New instructors are Dr. Barbara Tarter, Mr. Bill Gardner, and Dr. Jill Underhill.  Returning 
instructors are Ms. Jennifer Sias, Dr. Donna Sullivan, and Dr. Damien Arthur.  

• Jennifer Sias, Donna Sullivan, Kristi Fondren, Peg Proudfoot-Harman and Damien Arthur presented 
their experiences with fall 2015 classes and Jennifer, Donna, Damien, Barbara Tarter, Bill Gardner, 
and Jill Underhill talked about plans for this year at the fall 2016 iPED Conference.  Mary Beth 
Reynolds presented preliminary results of last year’s project.



High Impact Practice Project

Preliminary Results: Fall 2015













Syllabus Assessment

Spring 2016



Syllabus Sample: Spring 2016
• There were 166 syllabi assigned for evaluation in the spring of 2016.  

• Of these, 2 were not uploaded to MU-BERT, 4 were courses that did not 
require a syllabus (e.g. internship or thesis), 3 were for faculty who did not 
teach in spring 2016.  

• This left 157 syllabi for evaluation; 131 for traditional courses, 23 for online 
courses, and 3 for hybrid courses.

• Of these, 83 (53%) included all elements required by the BOG syllabus policy.



Syllabus Content Frequencies

Course 
Name

Course # Instructor 
Name

Instructor 
Office

Instructor 
Phone

Instructor
Email

Office 
Hours

Course 
Materials

Attendance 
Policy

Present 154 (98%) 157 (100%) 156 (99%) 149 (97%) 142 (92%) 156 (99%) 148 (97%) 154 (99%) 144 (99%)

Partially
Present

1 (Incorrect) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Absent 2 0 1 5 13 1 4 1 2

Subtotal 157 157 157 154 155 157 152 156 146

Not 
Applicable

0 0 0 3 (Online 
Courses)

2 (Online 
Courses)

0 5 (Online 
Courses)

1 (Not 
Applicable/
Practicum)

11 (Online 
Courses)

Total 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157



Syllabus Content Frequencies

Grading 
Policy

Due Dates Course 
Description

Learning 
Outcomes

Schedule Grid Policies Semester Time Location

Present 153 (97%) 143 (92%) 136 (87%) 150 (96%) 142 (90%) 113 (72%) 145 (92%) 151 (96%) 132 (95%) 125 (92%)

Partially
Present

4 6 19 (Yes, but 
not from 
catalog)

0 6 13 7 (some 
policies, 
but no 
link)

0 0 0

Absent 0 6 2 7 9 31 5 6 7 11

Subtotal 157 155 157 157 157 157 157 157 139 136

Not 
Applicable

0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 21

Total 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157 157



Syllabus Element Frequencies

Spring 2014 Spring 2015
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Syllabus Element Frequencies

Spring 2016
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Syllabus Element Frequencies
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Syllabus Element Frequencies
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Syllabus Element Frequencies

Spring 2014 Spring 2015
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Syllabus Element Frequencies

Spring 2016 Spring 
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Areas of Concern Identified in 2014
% (below 90%) in 2014 with results from 2015 and 2016

Syllabus Element % of Syllabi - 2014 % of Syllabi – 2015 % of Syllabi – 2016

Assessment Grid 58% - slightly improved 
from 52% in spring 2013

60% 72% - steady 
improvement, but not 
where we want to be.

Link to University Policies 76% 75% 92%

Course Description from 
Catalog

82% 72% 87%

Schedule 84% 91% 90%

Location of Course 85% 82% 92%

Days and Times Course 
Meets

87% 85% 95%

Due Dates 87% 90% 92%



Assessment Grid by College
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Assessment Grid by College
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Planned Actions from Spring 2014
• Immediate

– Send general feedback providing information about the syllabus elements most commonly not 
included to all faculty whose syllabi were assessed.  In the fall of 2014, this information was 
sent to all faculty whose syllabi has been evaluated in spring 2014.

– Send electronic copies of BOG Syllabus Policy and Marshall’s Syllabus Template with current 
links to important university policies.  This information was sent to all faculty in the fall of 
2014.

– Send individual feedback to all faculty whose syllabi were assessed using the syllabus check 
sheet. – In the fall of 2014 this information was sent to faculty whose syllabi were assessed.

– Consult with Faculty as needed. – This occurred at the request of faculty.

• Ongoing
– University Assessment Committee will continue to review syllabi in the spring semester of 

each academic year. – Due to timing issues, academic year 2014-2015 syllabi were reviewed 
by the Assessment Coordinator and the Associate VP for Assessment.

– If needed, the Center for Teaching and Learning may provide faculty development concerning 
syllabus construction.  Emphasis will be placed on helping faculty design learning experiences 
within the course that will allow students to practice each course learning outcome.  Then, 
faculty will determine how to authentically assess student achievement of each outcome 
following sufficient practice. – The CTL includes this information in all pedagogical faculty 
development.



Planned Actions Based on Spring 2015 and 2016Reviews

• Immediate
– Target feedback regarding the following syllabus elements to faculty whose syllabi did not 

contain these:
• Assessment Grid (i.e. alignment of outcomes, practice, and assessment) - % of syllabi that include all elements of grid 

increased from 52% in spring 2013 to 58% in spring 2014 to 60% in spring 2015 to 72% in spring 2016.
• Link to University Policies: www.marshall.edu/academic-affairs/policies/ - presence of link increased from 75% in spring 

2015 to 92% in spring 2016.
• Reason for requesting course description from catalog – inclusion of course description from catalog increased from 72% 

in spring 2015 to 87% in spring 2016.
• Reasons for requesting course location and days/times courses meet

– Send electronic copies of BOG Syllabus Policy and Marshall’s Syllabus Template with current 
links to important university policies to all faculty.

– Send individual feedback to all faculty whose syllabi were assessed using the syllabus check 
sheet. 

– Consult with Faculty as needed. 

• Ongoing
– University Assessment Committee will continue to review syllabi in the spring semester of 

each academic year.  For spring 2016 we will evaluate faculty who did not upload or had 
missing elements in the last evaluation and add syllabi for new faculty members. – It appears 
that spring 2015 feedback resulted in positive changes in spring 2016 syllabi.

– University Assessment Committee also will review syllabi for dual credit courses in spring 
2017.

– If needed, the Center for Teaching and Learning may provide faculty development concerning 
syllabus construction.  Emphasis will be placed on helping faculty design learning experiences 
within the course that will allow students to practice each course learning outcome.  Then, 
faculty will determine how to authentically assess student achievement of each outcome 
following sufficient practice. – Inclusion of the assessment grid continues to improve each 
year.

http://www.marshall.edu/academic-affairs/policies/

