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This paper provides a quantitative and qualitative analysis of 53 department or academic program assessment reports that narrate and summarize program assessment activity during the 07-08 year and were submitted to the Office of Academic Affairs on or around July 1, 2008. 

Divided into two sections, the paper first presents a content analysis of the reports with regard to elements in the assessment cycle. The second section provides a discussion of the findings with a set of questions or issues that emerged from a careful reading of all of the reports. The intent is to describe assessment activity campus wide and then try to pinpoint potentially fruitful areas for discussion as a means for organizational learning and improvement.

SECTION ONE: ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENT OF THE REPORTS

The 2006-2007 report collection represented approximately 75% of the departments within the seven Colleges. As of this analysis, the 2007-2008 collection includes all departments except two. The increase in representation vis a vis reports submitted indicates a change in the priority of local assessment work for the institution and offers the campus community a rich data set from which to glean insights. The fact that for all practical purposes 100% of the departments prepared reports argues for a renewed commitment to tell our assessment stories and to improve curriculum and instruction.

One change in the reporting process that appears to have made a difference in our increased number of submissions for 07-08 derives from a change in the role of the Deans. In previous years, department chairs and/or program coordinators submitted annual reports directly to Academic Affairs with no required pathway through the Dean’s office. This year, department chairs and/or program coordinators carried out and reported on assessment work under the direct supervision of the College Dean. 

The increase in submissions is important because it affords broader and deeper looks into our developing capacity to assess student learning and to use the findings for quality improvement. The 2007-2008 set of reports reflects considerable organizational learning and improvement with respect to program assessment, a claim this report will elaborate, and suggests a number of avenues for future development. Although as a campus we have not yet reached the place where we can answer big questions of student learning like ‘How well do Sac State students do on measures of critical thinking?’ we can show evidence that our academic programs, which were characterized as “uneven” in the summer of 2007, are approaching even as we head into 2009. We can also show evidence that we have a number of highly evolved, well functioning academic program assessment systems that have yielded learning dividends for our students.
As the basis for the description of campus assessment activity, each program report was examined to answer the following questions:

1. What student learning outcomes were assessed during the 07-08 academic year?

2. What methods did programs use to assess these outcomes?

3. Did the reports provide a summary of how the faculty analyzed, discussed, and interpreted the findings?

4. What curricular and/or instructional actions clearly linked to assessment evidence did programs plan to take in response to their interpretations?

5. Did the programs plan to monitor the effects of these actions?

The findings with respect to each question are discussed below.

1.  What student learning outcomes were assessed during the 07-08 academic year? 

Last year’s Office of Academic Program Assessment summary report was done to determine whether programs assessed a knowledge-based outcome, a skill or set of skills, or a value. The following excerpt expresses the findings from last year (06-07):

Taken as a whole the reports indicate that most programs have a well-organized set of appropriate outcomes that communicate the key knowledge, skills, and values students learn in the program. The intention to assess a skill or a set of skills was stated as a focus in 75% of the reports. Intention to assess knowledge was stated in 67% of the program reports while intention to assess values was stated in 50%. Approximately 40% of the programs (e.g., Art Education, American Sign Language, Civil Engineering) set out to assess the complete set of the program learning outcomes; some programs set out to assess one or a few outcomes (e.g., Humanities and Religious Studies); two programs (Exercise Science, Ethnic Studies) stated explicitly that they had not assessed any student learning outcomes during the year for a variety of reasons.
This year’s analysis was done to determine whether programs are assessing the six baccalaureate learning goals as established and adopted by the Faculty Senate in 1999-2000. These goal domains are as follows: competence in the discipline, analysis and problem solving, communication, information skills, cultural legacies, and values and pluralism. 

Note that the intention of this analysis was not to point fingers at programs where particular outcomes were not assessed nor to pressure any department or College into doing assessment work local faculty believe to be unproductive or inappropriate. In fact, the campus leadership, both administrative and faculty, is currently discussing how to use the baccalaureate learning goals as part of a campus assessment plan.  The Faculty Senate could decide to re-adopt them, revise them, or change them completely as part of the assessment restructuring we are undergoing. 

Analyzing the 07-08 reports through the lens of the baccalaureate learning goals was done to provide a basis for reflective discussions leading to organizational learning.

The analysis is necessarily incomplete. As the upcoming discussion in this paper will reveal, some of our departments did not collect any new data regarding student learning during the 07-08 year—for very good reasons. The English Department, for example, asked students to put together portfolios of their course work that the faculty analyzed not to see what and how well students were learning, but to see what kinds of assignments students were getting in their courses. The Department had done assessment work during previous years that provided insight into what and how well students were learning to write and used the 07-08 year to deepen its understanding of opportunities to learn. 

Among the most mature and experienced assessment leaders on our campus, the College of Business Administration similarly did not collect new data. In accordance with a series of assessment phases as established by its accrediting body, the CBA spent the 07-08 year in the implementation phase, effectively closing the loop on assessment data that were collected several years earlier.

The Division of Criminal Justice, another program group with deep assessment experience and a demonstrated commitment to a culture of evidence and excellence, spent the 2007-2008 year wrestling with questions of validity, reliability, and usefulness of its approach to assessment. It made very good sense not to undertake a major data collection initiative when the tools that had been used for a number of years had not delivered enough in the way of insights into program improvement plans.

These examples illustrate that the presence or absence of a focus on any one or more of the baccalaureate learning goals during the 07-08 year cannot be interpreted in a black or white fashion as good or bad. Taken as a whole the reports indicate that almost all of our programs have a well-organized set of appropriate outcomes that communicate the key knowledge, skills, and values students learn in the program, that programs in general do not assess all of their learning goals during any given year, and that the baccalaureate learning goals generated by the Faculty Senate roughly ten years ago have in fact permeated the assessment landscape whether or not faculty are aware that they have integrated these goals into their work. 

Table 1

Percentage of Program Reports by College and Campus Focused on Assessing Particular BA Learning Goals

	
	Competence
	Analysis
	Communication
	Information
	Legacies
	Values

	A&L
	83
	42
	50
	25
	33
	0

	*CBA
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	CoE
	70
	30
	30
	10
	0
	20

	ECS
	100
	50
	100
	17
	0
	100

	HHS
	80
	80
	100
	40
	0
	80

	NSM
	100
	83
	100
	67
	0
	0

	SSIS
	77
	92
	77
	69
	8
	38

	Campus
	81
	60
	68
	38
	9
	32


* CBA was in an implementation phase during the 07-08 year and did not collect new data regarding student learning.

Note that the percentages in Table 1 must be viewed as approximations. Judgments had to be made about the degree to which a particular outcome under assessment fell in one or another category—or sometimes more than one category—and these judgments are subject to error. Again, indication of the presence or absence of an assessment focus on one or more of the baccalaureate learning outcomes is not intended as an evaluative comment. Table 1 is offered as a descriptive device for reference during campus discussions regarding future assessment planning. Discussion of these findings will take place in section two of this report.
2. What methods did programs use to assess these outcomes?

Each report was examined to determine how the program faculty went about the work of assessing the outcomes they stated as their intention to assess. Data collected for the purposes of this report indicated the presence or absence of a direct measure (exam, observation, written work, etc.) and an indirect measure (survey, focus group, interviews, etc.).

Last year, direct assessment measures were referenced in 77% of the reports. Indirect methods were reported in 48% of the 06-07 reports. The following Table summarizes assessment methods employed during the 07-08 year by College and by campus.

Table 2

Percentage of Program Reports by College and Campus Using Direct and Indirect Assessment Methods

	
	Direct
	Indirect

	A&L
	83
	25

	CBA
	0
	0

	CoE
	60
	30

	ECS
	100
	100

	HHS
	80
	100

	NSM
	100
	67

	SSIS
	77
	69

	Campus
	79
	57


Discussion of these findings will take place in section two of this report.
3. The following addresses the three remaining questions announced in the introduction:

* Did the reports provide a summary of how the faculty analyzed, discussed, and interpreted the findings?


* What curricular and/or instructional actions clearly linked to assessment evidence did programs plan to take in response to their interpretations? 


* Did the programs plan to monitor the effects of these actions?

These questions speak to what is often called “closing the loop.” Just as it would be a mistake to conclude that programs which did not report a focus on any particular baccalaureate learning goal does not assess that goal or doesn’t care about that goal, it would be a mistake to conclude that 07-08 reports without findings regarding student learning indicate a lack of assessment activity. 

As in last year’s collection of reports, program reports sometimes did not include discussion of 07-08 findings because at the time of report writing the findings were not yet available, or the faculty planned to discuss findings at a summer or fall faculty retreat.  As in last year’s reports, sometimes reports without discussions were submitted because the program faculty had concluded that there was a need to first revise and repair the assessment plan so that better findings might be the future yield. An assessment insight that has surfaced in recent faculty discussions is this: Sometimes it is better not to make action plans or to close any loop if one does not have confidence in the data collected.
Nonetheless, as Table 3 reveals, the 07-08 reports indicate clearly a very strong increase in “closing the loop” activity on campus. Last year’s reports indicated direct and indirect methods being implemented with a small amount of action planning and monitoring linked explicitly to the focus of assessment. The following excerpt from the 06-07 report speaks to this topic:

This analysis of the 06-07 reports identified two program reports in which curricular and instructional action plans explicitly linked to particular assessment data had been clearly, fully, and purposefully implemented. Said differently, 4% of the program reports included evidence that this phenomenon had occurred in a deep and meaningful way. Although several other program reports did discuss action plans that had been implemented, the level of implementation and the strength of the relationship between assessment data and implementation in these other program reports appeared categorically different from the two reports comprising the 4% group. These reports were as follows: Business Administration and Nursing.

The 07-08 reports indicate a remarkable upturn in the kinds and frequency of these activities.

Table 3

Percentage of Program Reports by College and Campus Including a Summary of Faculty Interpretations of Data, Action Plans, and Monitoring Plans

	
	Interpretation
	Action Plans
	Monitor

	A&L
	58
	75
	58

	CBA
	0
	100
	100

	CoE
	50
	60
	40

	ECS
	100
	100
	100

	HHS
	100
	100
	100

	NSM
	100
	100
	100

	SSIS
	77
	61
	77

	Campus
	73
	77
	73


SECTION TWO: DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

Last year’s report provided evidence that in recent years meaningful academic program assessment activity campus-wide had changed from a notable resistance in 2001 to an awakening in 2005-2006 to engagement in 2006-2007. The 2007-2008 reports provide evidence that all departments and colleges are not just engaged in assessment, but are using assessment findings for quality assurance and quality improvement. 

Because last year’s report was based on an annual report compliance rate of 75% of the campus, generalizations about the campus as a whole could not be made with a high confidence level. This report, however, has a compliance rate of almost 100%. Moreover, the quality of the information across the set of reports provides a more stable foundation for generalizations.

Table 1 presents a summary of the proportion of assessment work within each College aimed at finding out what and how well students are learning in terms of the baccalaureate learning goals and provides useful insights into local assessment priorities during the 07-08 year. 

A full 81% of the departments reported having assessed Competence within the Discipline with little variance across the Colleges. Analysis was assessed more heavily in ECS, HHS, NSM, and SSIS than in the CoE and Arts and Letters, a pattern duplicated in Communication. 

During the 07-08 year Information Literacy was assessed more heavily in NSM and SSIS than in other Colleges. Across the Colleges the goals of Cultural Legacies and Values and Pluralism were not an assessment priority. Again, this analysis is intended as descriptive rather than evaluative, and the distribution likely will shift next year particularly given that some departments and programs are assessing learning outcomes one or a few per year, and these outcomes rotate across a multi-year cycle.

Table 2 presents a look at the types of measurements faculty are using, and once again this year the faculty are implementing more direct measures than indirect measures, though the percentage of indirect measures has risen from 48% in 06-07 to 57% in 07-08. Last year’s report discussed the varied types of direct measures in detail, e.g. capstones, portfolios, exams, presentations, projects, and the like, and that discussion applies to this year’s collection of reports and will not be repeated here.  Indirect measures tend to be satisfaction surveys, but several programs are using exit interviews and focus groups to learn about conditions of learning for their students.

The numbers are of particular interest in light of the Faculty Senate’s guidelines for assessment plans drafted in 2004 wherein assessment plans are expected to have at least one direct measure and two indirect measures. The Senate’s Curriculum Policy Committee may want to revisit these guidelines in light of what the numbers in Table 2 reveal the Colleges actually to be doing. It may be worth exploring campus wide strategies for collecting indirect data in ways that will afford individual programs access to relevant data, a strategy that could easily add an indirect measure to every departmental assessment system.

Table 3 presents rather dramatic evidence that last year’s collection of reports with the finding of minimal evidence of closing the loop no longer captures the reality of campus assessment work. Recall that in order for a loop to be considered closed in this 07-08 analysis as in last year’s analysis, the interpretation of the data, any action plans, and any plans for monitoring had to be explicitly linked to the announced focus of the assessment. Last year’s OAPA report noted that programs and departments did indeed communicate action plans, but the explicit link between the action and the assessment evidence was often tenuous. Such was not the case this year. The campus has learned something about assessment.

Taken together, Tables 1, 2, and 3 can be offered as evidence that the campus has experienced one academic year of serious, engaged assessment activity with a recognizable focus on the baccalaureate learning goals and with action plans and implementation as an endpoint. Again, because we do not have shared measures and strategies for assessing student performance across departments and Colleges, we cannot answer the big assessment questions. But we are clearly moving in the right direction.

A qualitative analysis of the 07-08 collection of reports could very easily produce a book-length manuscript. The collection tells a plethora of assessment stories interesting not just for what they say about our teaching and learning, but also for what they say about the art of academic assessment. In order to keep this report manageable and potentially more useful, the upcoming paragraphs will focus not on descriptions of what and how programs are assessing, but on interesting questions, problems, and issues that could become focuses for institutional development.

One question that surfaced was this: How good is the fit between expecting all programs to assess one or more learning outcomes with a closed loop each year and the needs of the programs?  This question was foreshadowed earlier in this report in the discussion of data reported in Table 1 where some reports did not have a learning outcome focus in 07-08—no data related to an outcome were collected because the program had already collected data or was attempting to answer a question that had been uncovered during a previous year’s assessment work.

Geography, for example, reported a summary of actions identified based on 06-07 results (in 07-08 Geography closed the loop on 06-07), a summary of assessment findings for 07-08, and a set of points for the faculty to discuss at the August 2008 retreat. In this case, a department has established a multi-year cycle that does not easily lend itself to the one-complete-assessment-cycle-per-year model. 

The Division of Criminal Justice discussed its assessment history over an eight-year period and concluded that assessment has helped improve the curriculum, but it has also “…raised a number of unanswered questions about program design, implementation and the assessment process itself.” The Criminal Justice report continued as follows:

Although we recognize that the process calls for yearly data, we view assessment as an ongoing process. Although yearly reporting may facilitate administration of the process, we do not believe that our process should essentially be built around yearly cycles.

The English Department in previous years conducted direct assessment of student work and reached conclusions and developed action plans that have been implemented. With a fairly good sense of how students in their program are doing as writers, this faculty in 07-08 did not produce a typical annual report of the type called for in current policy and practice. 

Instead, English faculty used a specialized portfolio approach in the manner of action research to figure out what kinds of opportunities to learn students experienced in the courses. Traditionally, opportunity to learn has been determined by a review of syllabi; in the case of English in 07-08, however, a much more sophisticated approach was employed, that is, a direct look at the assignments students did, not a look at the plans the instructor announced on a syllabus. 

The Anthropology Department reported on important assessment activity taking place in this department, but this work did not involve the assessment of student learning outcomes. Anthropology experienced a recent program review and had the following to say about its rationale for assessment activity during the 07-08 year:

In light of the severity of the program review committee’s critique, and the implementation of a new undergraduate major curriculum in the 2008/2009 AY, the Department decided that there was no need to collect data to assess research skills given that would have entailed assessing an obsolete major with a discredited assessment plan.

Instead, the department began the work of rebuilding its assessment plan as follows:

1. Revise Department Learning Outcomes to more closely reflect the Sacramento State Baccalaureate Expectations of Undergraduate Learning; 

2. Devise an assessment plan that both directly and indirectly measures department learning outcomes;

3. Specify the means by which assessment results will be incorporated in curricular planning;

4. Schedule assessment activities to monitor the new major as it is implemented over the two to four year course rotation cycle and prepare the Department for its next self-study in 2013.

A second issue that connects directly to the previous one was this: How can programs know whether students have the opportunity to learn and to demonstrate accomplishment of the program’s learning outcomes? The work of the English Department discussed above represents research designed to yield a curriculum map grounded in actual evidence of student work. Several programs review course syllabi for this purpose (e.g., General Education, Philosophy), but faculty are using other methods as well. The Division of Criminal Justice, for example, surveyed its faculty to find out what kinds of writing assignments students are getting. Mathematics used yet another strategy as follows:

The primary tool for assessing whether the designs of the core courses are suitable for achieving the learning goals is the collection and review of the final examinations in the courses. Each core course employs a two-hour, comprehensive, final examination. The review is designed to determine whether there are a sufficient number of questions addressing each learning goal to ensure that a student who answers most of them correctly will have met that learning goal. An individual question may address several learning goals. The exam is rated in each area as being sufficient for a passing student to meet the learning goal. Particularly good (or difficult) questions are often noted for their content.

Physics used an approach similar to Mathematics in that the assessment committee requested copies of final exams from the instructors of three upper-division courses. The instructors removed student names and provided three exams from each course representing excellent, satisfactory, and poor achievement. The following explains what the Physics committee then did:

The Committee reviewed each of the exams to ensure they accurately reflected the required course content, and that the exams were neither too simple nor too difficult for the level of the course. The Committee looked at the scores assigned to the students of the three examples to ensure that grading was fair and represented a real evaluation of the abilities of the students. The Committee was satisfied in both regards (level of exam and level of the grading) and established that the exams provided useful information on the students’ level of physics knowledge. Since final course grades are largely based on exam performance and homework score, the course grade distributions will accurately reflect [student learning]. 

A third issue that arose was this: How can we as a campus provide a consistent, stable set of technological tools to support large-scale assessment work? This question emerged from the annual reports and has come up repeatedly in the context of consultation between the Office of Academic Program Assessment and program assessment coordinators. As a preliminary step to answer it, during the summer of 2007 a group of administrative and faculty leaders observed presentations of technological assessment tools given by large commercial vendors. After much discussion the conclusion was that Sacramento State would build its own technology tools for assessment that will serve data collection, storage, analysis, and reporting needs. Work has begun to build a prototype technological assessment platform starting with the College of Education.

The College of Education, for example, is required by law to implement a performance-based assessment of teacher credential candidates that must be warranted as valid and reliable as a condition of accreditation. The formal assessments required for recommendation of a candidate for a teaching credential involve students in uploading a portfolio of text and image files produced in response to a handbook; they involve faculty in applying rubrics, uploading numerical ratings, and writing qualitative comments; they involve program coordinators in conducting reliability and validity studies; and they involve program faculty in discussions about quality improvement based on findings. A variety of informal assessments are also required that call for electronic tools.

The following excerpt from the “Overview” of all of the annual reports from the College of Education illustrates the need of this College for technology: “…[W]hile the majority of our programs have collected robust sets of data on learner outcomes, our overall data collection and analysis system is still almost entirely manual and therefore somewhat primitive.” The College has set as a goal for 2008-2009 the following: “designing and implementing an efficient, non-obtrusive electronic data management system for all of our programs.”

The College of Business Administration has developed its own technology tools to facilitate some of the assessment work it has undertaken over the past four years. Past work focused on making common instructional materials designed specifically in response to measured program weaknesses accessible to all instructors, and these materials are housed on a College server. In fall of 2008 this College has been directed by its accrediting agency to implement an electronic data collection system that goes well beyond making materials available to instructors. The need now is similar to the need in the College of Education: Student work products from across the business curriculum must be systematically collected and analyzed.

The following excerpt from the College of Business Administration’s 07-08 report described the College’s plans: “The determination is that there will be a portfolio approach in collecting measurement data from this program. This approach would entail the collection of learning outcome materials from the courses taken by each cohort. More specifics will be available in the Fall of 2008.” Like the College of Education, the College of Business must engage in data warehousing of artifacts of student work together with means for scoring this work as well as analyzing the scores and reporting on assessment activities across the assessment cycle.

The 07-08 reports also provide examples of smaller-scale assessment practices badly in need of technology. The following excerpt from the 07-08 annual report discussed the situation in Geology:

The rubric is useful both in assessing and improving students’ writing. At least one instructor provided students an opportunity to revise papers already graded using the rubric. The rubric provided information to the students on what to work on in a revision. …The analysis has led directly to revision of our instruction. Students are now given opportunities to practice writing abstracts. We are now assembling a student guide to technical writing for students to be used in all courses with writing assignments to ensure consistency in our approach to improving student writing skills. The primary weakness of the assessment method is in tracking. Someone needs to remind instructors to make copies of the completed rubric forms before they are returned to students. Someone needs to oversee the entry of rubric data into a database. We are still regularizing the implementation of data collection and analysis.

A fourth issue that arose was this: What is our perspective on reliability and consistency of data? As the 07-08 summary report on our General Education program has documented, although it is possible to make some assertions about student learning in regard to particular courses doing particular assessments, it is impossible currently to make assertions about student learning outcomes in their GE courses taken as a program, i.e., taken as a coherent set of academic experiences over a two-year period. Even within courses, assessments depend upon course grade distributions that reveal considerable variability within and across courses. The issue of reliability and validity has implications for smaller programs as well.

Environmental Studies, for example, agreed on assessment values before beginning its assessment work in 07-08. With regard to the question of reliability, the faculty agreed that it was important to allow faculty to use discretion in deciding what rubrics or even what questions to use in their assessments. Faculty discretion is also valued in assigning scores to student performances. The following excerpt from the 07-08 report captured what the faculty in this program were thinking:

We insisted on embedding our assessment into assignments (exams/essays/presentations) rather than doing artificial pre- and post-tests of specific tasks, so that students would give their best effort and not shrug off what might be considered pointless busywork. Finally, we considered it important to assess multiple objectives in multiple classes, over time, in order to get a complete picture of how the program is doing. There are disadvantages to this approach, the principal one of which is that the data may be inconsistent from year to year and course to course because different faculty, with slightly different rubrics, may be doing the assessment….


Other programs with a different set of agreements regarding reliability and validity dating back several years face a different kind of problem. Faculty in these programs have insisted not on faculty discretion, but on faculty consistency, an assessment attribute that has been hard to come by. Social Science reported on the question of reliability as follows in the 07-08 report:

At this point we do not plan any program changes because we first want to focus attention on improving the reliability and consistency of assessment data. To this end, we will make refinements in (1) the directions for student analysis papers included in the portfolio; (2) early student advising; and (3) developing specific rubrics for each of the stated learning objectives.

Like Social Science, Sociology has agreed to a particular stance with regard to faculty discretion vs. faculty consistency and is working toward greater reliability and consistency as follows:

In terms of how well our students actually performed (a direct 
measurement of learning objectives) we recently began to 
implement an exit exam. We are currently assessing its validity and 
reliability in measuring the department learning objectives, so each 
semester adjustments are made, either by modifying wording of 
questions or replacing them altogether (or potentially adding new 
ones). The exam will measure more directly the knowledge gained 
by our students, reflecting nine of our eleven learning objectives 

(the only two it does not assess are the use of critical thinking 
skills… 

The issue of faculty discretion vs. faculty consistent is important because it turns on perspectives with regard to academic freedom and academic responsibility. Veering too far in the direction of faculty discretion risks instructional and curricular chaos for students in that courses are whatever the instructor-of-record wants them to be. Veering too far in the direction of faculty consistency risks instructional and curricular resistance, lethargy, and apathy. Clearly, our faulty need to come to campus-level agreements with regard to this question.

Although additional issues could be articulated based on the analysis of the 07-08 collection, the four issues noted above appear to be fruitful areas for organizational learning. Here they are in summary form:


How good is the fit between expecting all programs to assess one or more learning outcomes with a closed loop each year and the needs of the programs?


How can programs know whether students have the opportunity to 
learn and to demonstrate accomplishment of the program’s learning outcomes?


How can we as a campus provide a consistent, stable set of 
technological tools to support large-scale assessment work?


What is our perspective on reliability and consistency of data?

The 07-08 collection provides evidence of a noteworthy increase in serious, meaningful assessment activity across the campus. The faculty, the programs, the Departments, the Colleges, and the Deans have responded to the challenges and the opportunities of our accreditation requirements with thoughtful and practical measures that hold great promise for future development. 

It will be important to sustain and extend the infrastructure for assessment that is emerging for the Faculty Senate, Academic Affairs, and the Deans to continue to collaborate in crafting policies and practices that will help us steer a path between academic chaos in the name of freedom and academic rigidity in the name of reliability. It will be important for the Office of Academic Program Assessment to continue to provide hands-on consultation with all of the programs, small and large, to keep assessment activities efficient, non-obtrusive, and useful. 

It will also be important to approach the upcoming discussions leading to policy decisions with an eye toward the long term of the institution. Development of internal assessment systems that promote quality assurance as well as quality improvement is a long-term proposition, and the ultimate success of any assessment system depends upon the quality of local agreements. Unwise policies engender cynicism, resistance, and assessment fatigue. The dominant impression that is left after all of the reports for 07-08 are read is this: Sacramento State has made remarkable forward progress in assessment and is poised for even more progress.
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