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I.

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

A. Description of the College
Lebanon Valley College (LVC) is a private, co-educational college founded in 1866 and
located on a 340 acre campus in Annville, Pennsylvania. The College was founded by
contributions from four private citizens, all of whom were members of the United
Brethren Church. Our mission today is based on the principle that “education, to be
effective, must be thorough and practical.” (General Curricular and First Annual
Catalogue, 1866– 1867) From its beginnings, the College was coeducational and
incorporated liberal learning and vocationally-based courses of instruction.
The College offers thirty-five academic majors, five baccalaureate degrees, three parttime master degree programs, and a full-time doctoral program. At the start of the
current academic year, the College enrolled 1,984 full and part-time undergraduate and
graduate students. Of the total enrollment, 1,618 students are full-time undergraduates.
There are 1,290 students who live in 27 residential units and 328 who are commuting
students. There were 3,200 applicants for the undergraduate class entering in the fall of
2012. Approximately 86% of full-time undergraduates are retained between freshmen
and sophomore year. Seventy percent of our undergraduates earn their baccalaureate
degree in four years. There are 103 full-time faculty members, 89% of whom have a
doctorate or terminal degree in their field.
Lebanon Valley College has been accredited by the Middle States Commission on
Higher Education since 1922. We are approved by the Pennsylvania Department of
Education, and the following programs have been granted specialized accreditation: the
Doctor of Physical Therapy degree program by the Commission on Accreditation in
Physical Therapy Education; accounting, business, and economics programs by the
Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs; music programs by the
National Association of Schools of Music; and chemistry programs by the American
Chemical Society.
B. Context for the Monitoring Report
In their June 29, 2012 letter to then-President Stephen C. MacDonald, the Middle States
Commission on Higher Education placed Lebanon Valley College on warning “because
of insufficient evidence that the institution is currently in compliance with Standard 7
(Institutional Assessment) and Standard 14 (Assessment of Student Learning).” In its
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March report to campus, the Evaluation Team noted requirements related to each of the
standards. For Standard 7, the report stated that,
The College needs to develop an institution-wide, systematic, organized, and
documented assessment process which is used to inform strategic planning,
resource allocation, and decision-making at all levels of the institution. This
should serve as a mechanism for advancing as well as monitoring institutional
effectiveness.
For Standard 14, the report emphasizes that in addition to the development of an
overall, institutional plan for assessment,
The College must reevaluate its approach to student learning assessment,
changing the focus from one of accountability and compliance to one that
enables the faculty to identify the strengths and weaknesses in terms of
what students learn and use this information in a systematic renewal and
improvement of students’ learning experiences both within and outside of the
classroom.
We will demonstrate in this report and more directly during the Small Team Visit on
April 11–12, that Lebanon Valley College has addressed all of the issues cited by the
Evaluation Team. Indeed, we have gone significantly beyond the issues to develop an
organized, systematic, and sustainable assessment process and a culture of assessment
on the campus.
There have been several significant changes at the College since June 29, 2012. The most
important is that Dr. Lewis Evitts Thayne began his tenure on August 1, 2012 as our
18th president. Dr. Thayne was formerly the vice president for advancement at Franklin
& Marshall College. The scheduled visit by Dr. Debra Klinman, our liaison officer at
MSCHE, occurred on August 2, 2012. Dr. Klinman met with President Thayne, faculty
members and administrative staff and delivered a serious but constructive message.
Despite the excellence of many programs at Lebanon Valley, the College has not
demonstrated an effective and sustainable assessment program. Among the key
elements cited by Dr. Klinman were the following: General Education goals were too
numerous to be assessed adequately; committees on assessment had vague or
overlapping responsibilities; there was no systematic way of collecting and reporting
out data to then drive decision-making; strategic and divisional goals were not written
in such a way that they could be measured and assessed; and the resource allocation
process did not appear to be fully aligned with decision-making or strategic goals. In
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effect, there was no clear answer to the question: where does Institutional Effectiveness
live at Lebanon Valley College?
In response to the Commission’s actions and Dr. Klinman’s visit, President Thayne
appointed a Middle States Response Task Force (MSRTF). The charge for the MSRTF is
to address the Commission’s warning, facilitate the monitoring report process, and
implement steps to develop an effective and sustainable assessment program at
Lebanon Valley College. The task force represents a significant expansion of the
leadership conversation on campus beyond the general officers. The MSRTF was
instrumental in implementing a culture of assessment at Lebanon Valley College. The
task force is chaired by the president and includes the general officers of the College,
chair of the Executive Committee of the Faculty, and senior administrators in
Institutional Research, Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, Information Technology,
Enrollment, Finance, and Marketing and Communications. A list of members and a
comprehensive timeline for the Middle States Response Task Force may be found in
Appendix 1.
The MSCHE Evaluation Team identified the need to develop a comprehensive
institutional effectiveness plan that clearly outlines assessment processes and
methodologies. Their recommendation—“outline how assessment results and evidence
[can] be used in the strategic planning, resource allocation, and decision making process
as well as how the results are to be communicated to the appropriate constituencies”—
resulted in the development of an Institutional Effectiveness Plan. An initial draft of the
comprehensive Institutional Effectiveness Plan was completed in fall 2012 and is included
in Appendix 2. A final draft will be completed by April 2013. The key to the plan is that
the President authorizes and oversees the results of the institutional assessment process.
Everything flows from the Strategic Plan and Presidential Priorities and then rolls back
up through assessment processes and resource allocation back to the President.
The Trustees of the College authorized a significant investment in resources and
professional development to strengthen efforts to engage in meaningful, sustainable
assessment following the April Evaluation visit. A full-time director of institutional
research, Mr. Lynold McGhee, was hired in July 2012; prior to July, this was a part-time
position. In August 2012, members of the faculty and administrative staffs in Academic
Affairs and Student Affairs attended an assessment conference sponsored by the
Association for Independent Colleges and Universities in Pennsylvania. The vice
presidents of Academic Affairs and Finance attended a workshop given by Michael
Middaugh on institutional effectiveness. President Lewis Thayne attended the MSCHE
Conference in December. Student Affairs administrators participated in workshops and
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presentations pertaining to assessment at the Third Annual Student Affairs Assessment
Conference at Emory University.
In addition, the College contracted in August for the services of two consultants of
national repute: Linda Suskie and Professor Gavin Henning. Linda Suskie worked with
faculty members and others in the campus community, including trustees, on essential
elements for effective assessment programs focusing on Standard 7 and 14. She
counseled academic departments on ways to be more consistent in mapping
curriculum, consolidating General Education goals, and making assessment committees
more efficient and effective per MSCHE expectations. Dr. Gavin Henning focused his
consulting work in Student Affairs. With Dr. Henning’s guidance, the Student Affairs
Division implemented a comprehensive student outcomes assessment process for our
co-curricular programs. This program has been integrated with academic department
assessments, General Education goals, and our Strategic Plan 2009-2016.
Other significant investments included the acquisition and implementation of a
comprehensive web-based planning and assessment management system (TracDat).
The College was cited in our MSCHE Team Report as having done an exemplary job of
collecting data, but we did not have an adequate system for reporting data or for
conducting in-depth analysis. The TracDat system gives us a powerful tool for
reporting and analyzing data for assessment. The implementation of the system will
have the further effect of helping faculty members see what “success” looks like in their
reports.
Finally and most importantly, the faculty made assessment of student learning their top
priority throughout the entire fall semester and into the spring. An enormous amount
of progress was made in this period, due to the leadership of the Executive Committee
of the Faculty chaired by Dr. Deanna Dodson, the Academic Assessment Committee
and the General Education Advisory Committee. Foremost among the accomplishments
was the intensive and successful consolidation of committees involved in assessment,
general education, and curriculum review.
C. Resources Dedicated to Implementing & Sustaining Institutional Assessments
1. Personnel Resources
The Evaluation Team report recommended that the College should have a “clear
statement concerning the role and responsibilities of all faculty members in the
assessment of overall student learning.” At the February 7, 2013 Business Meeting of
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the Faculty, the following language was approved for inclusion in the Faculty Policies
Manual that more clearly articulates assessment expectations: “The faculty is
responsible for all matters pertaining to curriculum, academic policies, academic
standards, and the assessment of student learning. Assessing student learning is not
limited to the academic program or major, but extends to general education, cocurricular and high impact experiences. Faculty are responsible for articulating student
learning goals, both at the institutional and program level; for providing students with
ample and consistent opportunities to develop the attributes inherent in these learning
goals; for assessing students’ progress in achieving these learning goals, using both
direct and indirect measures; and for instituting pedagogical and curricular
improvements based on assessment results.”
The responsibility for assessing institutional effectiveness and strategic goals is shared
among staff members from all divisions of the College. General officers and department
directors have responsibility for division and department goal-setting and assessment,
respectively. Literally, every job description at Lebanon Valley College at the director
level and above now delineates the role and responsibility that each employee plays in
annual program evaluation, assessment, and effectiveness.
Resource allocation requests, planning, decision-making, and program administration
are primarily based on assessment processes, but are also informed by new goals and
essential functions (e.g., unfunded mandates, health/safety, operational requirements).
LVC is committed to providing the administrative support to sustain effective
assessment processes and to building a strong and pervasive culture of assessment.
The following chart indicates personnel who are primarily responsible for assessment
initiatives and indicates specific responsibilities by position. There are several new
positions and new employees listed. Of particular note, the director of curriculum is a
newly created position that becomes effective on June 1, 2013. The VPAA/Dean of the
Faculty has appointed Dr. Deanna Dodson, Professor of Psychology, to fill this new
role. One of the key responsibilities of this position will be the oversight of assessment
initiatives for our General Education program. The director of the Center for Excellence
in Teaching, Learning & Educational Technology was a part-time position held by a
faculty member with one course release. The position was upgraded to full-time and,
after a national search, a director was appointed in November 2012. Dr. Megan
Potteiger will assume the position in April 2013 following the completion of her current
contract at the University of Pennsylvania. And a new Associate Dean for Graduates
Studies and Continuing Education, Dr. Gregory Buckley, was hired and will begin his
responsibilities on June 1, 2013. Dr. Buckley comes to the position from Roosevelt
University in Chicago where he was Interim Dean of the College for Professional
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Studies. His strong assessment background will help facilitate additional assessment
initiatives and improvement for this important unit of the College.
Position
Associate Dean for Academic
Affairs

Associate Dean for Graduate
Studies & Continuing Education
(GS&CE)
Associate Dean for Student
Affairs

Graduate program
directors/coordinators
Department Chairs/Program
Directors and Faculty

Administrative Program
Directors

Responsibilities Related to Assessment
Oversight of academic affairs assessment processes
and initiatives, specifically regarding student
outcomes assessment for academic programs;
chaired the Academic Assessment Committee and
served on Academic Evaluation & Policies
Committee and the General Education Advisory
Committee; will serve on the Curriculum and
Assessment Committee and co-chair the
Institutional Effectiveness Committee.
Oversight of the GS&CE operations; monitors and
assures that a comprehensive assessment process
informs decision-making and resource allocation for
the area.
Oversight of student affairs assessment processes
and initiatives, including student learning
assessments; chairs Student Affairs Assessment
Committee; will co-chair Institutional Effectiveness
Committee.
Responsible for administering and reporting
assessments of student learning in graduate
programs.
Responsible for assessing student learning at the
program-level and in general education and
documenting/sharing results in an annual report;
responsible for providing solutions to areas of
concern that were highlighted through the
assessment reporting process (i.e. “closing the
loop”); responsible for periodic program review;
responsible for making decisions and requesting
resources based on assessment findings.
Responsible for establishing program goals
consonant with strategic and divisional goals; if
appropriate, responsible for identifying student
learning goals; responsible for measuring goals and
submitting an annual assessment report to
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Director of Institutional Research

Director of the Center for
Excellence in Teaching, Learning
& Educational Technology

Director of Curriculum

respective General Officer for review and feedback;
responsible for responding to feedback and
providing solutions to areas of concern that were
highlighted through the assessment process;
responsible for making decisions and requesting
resources based on assessment findings.
Coordinator of institution research and nonacademic assessment. Supports assessment efforts
of all divisions at the College; compiles and
monitors institutional data; manages the assessment
management system (TracDat), utilizes institutional
data and the results of assessment/research to
improve performance towards goals.
Will oversee teaching and learning initiatives and
provide faculty development programming to
enhance the quality of student learning in and
outside of the classroom; will work closely with the
Associate Dean of Academic Affairs and the
Director of Curriculum to develop faculty
programming based on assessment findings.
Will have oversight of the General Education
Program, including the assessment of skills,
competencies and attitudes throughout the
curriculum (undergraduate programs as well as
general education); will serve on the newly created
Curriculum and Assessment Committee to ensure
that assessment connects to curricular
modifications.

2. Fiscal Resources
a. President’s Innovation Fund
President Thayne created an initiatives fund in November 2012 to accomplish three
distinct objectives. The first is to encourage pilot projects that have long-term, widereaching potential for fostering transformative learning on and off campus. The pilot
projects could include all aspects of the student experience. The second category of
funding would be dedicated to collaborative projects or courses wherein through
collaboration existing courses or programs could be made more effective. The third
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category of funding is committed for program improvement based on assessment
results. The president wanted to provide a resource for programs that identified their
weaknesses and needed additional funding to address them.
Three categories of funding are outlined below:
Innovative Programs: Funded at $50,000, this category provides support for
innovative programming that enhances the educational experience of our students
or develops new programs. Proposals should demonstrate the potential for
transformational learning (for both students and faculty) through distinctive,
innovative pedagogical practices or curricular/co-curricular programming that
enhance student learning.
Collaborative Programs: Funded at $25,000, this category supports innovative and
collaborative teaching and learning experiences between disciplines and programs.
This could include collaborative projects between academic and student affairs,
team-taught courses or external community partnerships.
Program Improvement: Funded at $25,000, these funds support program improvement
and initiatives based on assessment results. As an example, a department/program
analyzed the results of a recent assessment process and decides that actions steps are
needed to improve written communication skills in the major. The department
might request funds to bring in a consultant from another institution to work with
the department on improving this department goal. The department might also ask
for funds to have representative faculty attend a workshop at a disciplinary
conference covering this topic.
As of this writing, nineteen proposals were submitted and are being reviewed by the
President, VPAA, and VPSA for approval. Five of these proposals are for program
improvement funds. The pending proposals are listed in Appendix 3.
b. Institutional Effectiveness Funding
A new budget unit, Institutional Effectiveness, was created in the unit structure of the
College to address ongoing needs of assessment. Expenditures thus far have included
consultant fees (Suskie and Henning), conferences and workshops to develop skills in
assessment (internal and external), TracDat and written and electronic resources.
The Director of Institutional Research has an ongoing budget line for assessment
initiatives related to the operations of that office. Funding is used to support the
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implementations of internal and external surveys and reports.
The Associate Dean of Academic Affairs has an ongoing budget line for assessment
initiatives in the Academic Affairs Division. Expenditures thus far have included
faculty stipends to participate in large-scale assessments, faculty share sessions,
conference fees, publications, and a consultant for the Office of Disability Services.
The MSRTF tasked a sub-group with the evaluation of planning and assessment
management software to meet the needs of the College. Based on the sub-group
recommendation, the College purchased Nuventive TracDat to streamline and organize
the collection and management of institutional, divisional, departmental, program, and
course-level planning and assessment data. This software system was installed in
November 2012, and is configured for all academic departments and for strategic plan
assessment. Implementation will continue until all academic and administrative units
are part of the system.
In the Enrollment Office, a retention management program called MapWorks analyzes
student survey data and collates it with academic data to identify students who are atrisk of failure or attrition. College staff members are connected to appropriate students’
MapWorks files. The program is an effective indicator for at-risk students and a
communication tool. Personal interaction is provided to students identified as high or
moderate risk. LVC purchased MapWorks as one of several initiatives to achieve the
goal of 88% freshman-sophomore year retention as established in the Strategic Plan.
The system was first implemented in the 2011–12 academic year with first-time, fulltime freshmen. We are currently in the second cycle.
3. Informational Resources
The Office of Institutional Research and other departments participate in a wide array
of surveys in order to benchmark the College against its peers and in order to measure
institutional progress against goals established in the Strategic Plan 2009–2016.
Institutional surveys and data reports provide one source of information about how
well the College is achieving its mission and goals. Appendix 4 lists tools and resources
used. The Appendix aligns the resources with specific strategic goals of the College.
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D. Modifications Made to Infrastructure to Sustain Institutional Assessments
1. Faculty Committees
The MSCHE Evaluation Team commented on the need for greater coordination among
various committees at the College with assessment responsibilities 1. The Evaluation
Team Report suggested that LVC “review the faculty committee structure, the
relationship of committees to each other, and address possible redundancies.” After
intensive discussion, the College faculty determined that the current committee
structure needed to facilitate more effective communication among committees
responsible for assessment and allow for a more efficient approach to assessment of
student learning and program effectiveness.
In fall 2012, the Executive Committee of the Faculty (ECF), in consultation with the Vice
President of Academic Affairs, developed a proposal for a new committee structure that
would strengthen and focus assessment practices. This proposal was reviewed by the
full faculty through forums, surveys, and at departmental and committee meetings.
After considerable discussion in all venues, the proposal was approved by the full
faculty in November 2012 and will be implemented in 2013–2014. Appendix 5 provides
a summary comparing the new structure with the current one. Two critical features of
the new committee structure directly involve assessment:
• A Curriculum and Assessment Committee unites the Academic Assessment
Committee and the Curriculum Committee and connects student learning
outcomes with curriculum planning and development. Additional academic
resources will be used to provide course releases for faculty serving on this
committee for the 2013–14 year given the heavy workload.
• A Faculty Steering Committee replaces the Executive Committee of the Faculty to
facilitate better communication among policy committees and to strengthen
faculty participation in College governance.
2. Student Affairs Assessment Committee (SAAC)
The Student Affairs Assessment Committee was created to articulate and systematically
assess student learning and program effectiveness in student affairs operations. From

Academic Assessment Committee (AAC), Academic Evaluation and Policies Committee (AEPC),
Faculty Standards and Policy Committee (FSPC), Curriculum Committee (CC)

1
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the outset, the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Vice President for Academic
Affairs agreed that the committee should reflect a highly integrated and collaborative
model of assessment. SAAC consists of members of the Student Affairs staff, directors
of Study Abroad and Institutional Research, and a member of the faculty. The
committee provides direction and constructive review of division-wide assessment
efforts. Appendix 6 includes the charge and members of SAAC.
3. Planning and Resource Allocation Committee (PRAC)
The Planning and Resource Allocation Committee integrates the budget development
process with strategic and programmatic priorities and plays the key role in the
College’s annual planning and resource-allocation process. PRAC gives a formal
structure to an existing budget and resource allocation cycle, adds two additional
administrators, and articulates clear processes and procedures for its work. The
committee consists of the president, general officers, two senior staff, and members of
the faculty. The principal charge for the committee is to advise the president on
institutional priorities, enrollment goals, affordability, revenue streams including
pricing, and resource allocation. PRAC oversees the process of decision-making related
to resource allocation based on institutional priorities, assessment results, and the
improvement of student learning outcomes and institutional services. The Committee
further assists the President in keeping the campus informed about the status of the
annual planning and resource allocation process through regular communication with
key constituents (e.g., faculty, academic department chairs and administrative budget
directors). Appendix 7 provides the charge and membership of this committee.
4. Institutional Effectiveness Committee (IEC)
The Institutional Effectiveness Committee is a newly-created committee responsible for
reviewing the institution’s assessment processes and procedures. In effect, the IEC
monitors the degree to which we are achieving our mission and goals and the lens by
which we are measuring our progress and effectiveness. This committee has oversight
of the Institutional Effectiveness Plan (Appendix 2) which will be brought to the Board of
Trustees for their endorsement at the May meeting. In addition to the plan oversight,
the IEC reports to the president in early October on the degree to which the data
collection, analysis, and assessment shows evidence that we are achieving our mission
and goals. Further, IEC determines how successfully we make use of data and evidence
from assessment findings. Determinations on the types of reports, research and
assessments needed to demonstrate institutional effectiveness are included in the IEC’s
responsibilities. The IEC was appointed by the president in January of 2013 and will
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take effect in May of 2013. Appendix 8 provides the charge and membership of this
committee.
E. Index of Responses to the Commission’s Request
The chart below aligns the concerns expressed in the Commission letter with the
location of evidence found within this document.
Commission Letter
Steps taken to promote an
institution-wide culture of
assessment and evidence, with
appropriate collaboration
among faculty and
administration

Where issues are addressed
-

-

An organized and sustainable
assessment process, including
direct measures that clearly and
purposefully relate to the goals
they are assessing, to evaluate
and improve institutional
effectiveness with evidence that
assessment information is used
to gain efficiencies in programs,
services, and processes

-

-

-

Faculty Committee Restructuring (A-5; pgs. 10, 31)
Creation of Institutional Effectiveness Committee (A-8;
pgs. 11-12)
Creation of Planning and Resource Allocation
Committee (A-7; pgs. 11, 52-53).
Full-time Director of Institutional Research and Director
of CETL (pgs. 7, 32, 35, 40)
Establishment of an Assessment Web page (pgs. 37, 55)
Meetings, Conferences & Workshops (A-28; pgs. 3-4, 3132)
Consultations with Linda Suskie and Gavin Henning
(pg. 4)
Documented statements on assessment expectations for
faculty and all employees (pgs. 4-5)
Resources allocated for Assessment (A-3 & 4; pgs. 4-9)
Implement LVC Weekly Communications (A-29; pg. 55)
Annual goal setting and assessment reports for all
administrative areas of the College (A-45.1-45.7, 46.146.7, 47; pgs. 48-49)
Assessment expectations on all job descriptions (pgs. 45)
Development of an Institutional Effectiveness Plan (A-2;
pgs. 3, 42)
Budget allocation process specifically aligned with
goals and assessment as a means to prioritization(e.g.,
institutional, divisional, department/program) as a
means to prioritize funding initiatives (A-41, 46.1-46.7,
51; pgs. 46-50, 52-55)
Institutional and Divisional Key Indicators (A-49 &50;
pg. 50)
Implementation of assessment management tool –
TracDat (pgs. 8-9, 30)
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An organized and sustainable
process to assess the
achievement of student learning
goals in all programs, with
evidence that assessment
information is used to improve
teaching and learning

-

An organized, systematic, and
sustainable process to assess the
achievement of student learning
goals in relation to general
education and graduate-level
programs, consistent with the
institution’s overall plan for
assessing student learning
(Standards 11 and 12)

-

II.

-

-

-

Department goals, objectives & curriculum maps (A-20;
pgs. 25 – 27)
Course-level student learning objectives aligned with
IDEA objectives documented on all course syllabi (A-21
& 22; pg. 26)
Assessment process implemented
Academic Major (A-24 & 26; pgs. 27-32)
Support units (A-36 & 37; pgs. 34-35)
High impact experiences (A-34; pgs. 33-34)
Student Affairs (A-15; pgs. 35-36)
General education goals &curriculum map (A-9, 11&
12; pgs. 15-16)
Assessment process implemented (A-13, 14, 16.1-16.2,
17, 18 & 19; pgs. 16 – 24)
Assessment in graduate programs (A-30, 31, 32 & 33;
pgs. 32)

STANDARD 14 (11 AND 12): ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING

Since the receipt of the Evaluation Team Report and the Commission Letter, faculty and
administration from both Academic and Student Affairs have made an intensive effort
to implement assessment processes across curricular and co-curricular areas and
programs that will lead to program enhancement and improvement. We have also
gained a much deeper understanding of the importance of good assessment to inform
our effectiveness with student learning.
This section on Standard 14 (11 and 12) details our progress and evidence in the
following areas:
• Institutionalization of a culture of assessment by clearly articulating expectations
for faculty and staff regarding their roles with assessing student learning;
• Workshops and web resources to better inform faculty and staff about
assessment processes and use of assessment data to improve student learning;
• Clarification of the three main strategic goals of general education that inform
assessment processes for curricular and co-curricular programming;
• Assurance that all programs have clearly articulated goals and objectives
consonant with institutional mission and general education goals, and posting
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•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

these goals on departmental websites accessible through the College’s
homepage;
Assurance that all programs have curriculum maps showing where and to what
extent students have opportunities to achieve desired outcomes (posted on
departmental websites);
Assurance that all course syllabi have clearly articulated learning objectives;
Restructure of faculty committees to improve assessment processes, forge the
link between assessment and curriculum, and emphasize faculty’s role in
assessing student learning;
New or restructured administrative positions to better support assessment
initiatives;
Increased administrative support for faculty (e.g., CETL Director);
New resources devoted to assessment initiatives;
Implementation of an assessment management tool (TracDat) to help facilitate a
standardized and sustainable process for collecting and reporting assessment
data;
Websites used to share assessment practices and results with external and
internal constituents (e.g., assessment definitions and processes, general
education assessment reports, major program reports, graduate program reports,
co-curricular assessment reports)
Direct and indirect evidence of assessment results and analysis for general
education, major programs, co-curricular;
Evidence of action plans and resource requests based on assessment results and
analysis;
Defining vision, mission and goals for high impact experiences in both curricular
and co-curricular programs.

A. Assessment of Student Learning in General Education
The Evaluation Team endorsed the recommendation from LVC’s Self-Study to “refine
general education assessment methodologies; review the program’s structure; and
involve departmental faculty in making changes to measure and improve student
learning outcomes.” The Commission’s letter stipulated that this monitoring report
needed to provide documentation that we have implemented “an organized,
systematic, and sustainable process to assess the achievement of student learning goals
in relation to general education . . . consistent with the institution’s overall plan for
assessing student learning.” This section provides evidence that we have made
significant progress on the above recommendations and can show evidence that
assessment is informing program improvement.
14

The general education curriculum at LVC is a distributive model, consisting of 49 to 56
credit hours (Appendix 9). At the time of the Middle States review, the general
education program included 33 separate objectives spread across 10 distinct curricular
areas. The March 2012 Evaluation Team noted that assessment efforts focused on only
four of the 10 curriculum components, that each area was being insufficiently assessed,
and that while findings were shared with the teaching faculty, curricular
improvements did not directly result from assessment. The team’s report recommended
a review of the existing learning outcomes for general education with the stipulation
that learning outcomes should be more clearly stated.
1. Review of General Education Goals and Objectives
The General Education Advisory Committee (GEAC) launched a review in August
2012. The review resulted in a reduction in objectives and a broader clarification of the
overall general education goals. As an example, the first learning goal, originally to
“deepen students’ knowledge of human culture and the physical and natural world,”
was changed to “expand students’ knowledge.” Students are required to complete eight
liberal studies courses in six areas, a requirement that expands the breadth, not the
depth, of learning. Learning objectives are now aligned with the three goals (expand
and apply knowledge; develop practical and intellectual skills; and develop personal
and social responsibility), and the number of objectives is reduced from 33 to nine. The
18 objectives formerly from liberal studies, communications, social diversity, foreign
studies, and disciplinary perspectives became descriptive criteria for course offerings in
respective areas. Language describing the curriculum and its various components was
updated. For instance, “Foreign Studies” became “Intercultural Diversity;” “Social
Diversity” became “American Social Diversity;” and “Cross-Cultural Studies” was
renamed “Intercultural Knowledge.”
The GEAC also reviewed all course syllabi for Writing Process (WP), Social Diversity
(SDS), Foreign Studies (FS), and Disciplinary Perspectives (DSP) classes offered in 2012–
2013 and discovered that a significant number of WP courses in the fall term did not
fulfill the criteria for WP classes. Some syllabi did not specify how a course fulfilled the
DSP or SDS requirements. These discoveries were affirmed by IDEA data from 2009/10
through 2011/12. While the expectation was that 100% of Writing Process courses
would have selected skills of oral and written communication as an important or
essential objective, only an average of 86% did. It became apparent to the GEAC that
the criteria for these classes must be more accessible to faculty and that a checklist
should be sent to all faculty teaching these courses to ensure that they are informed
about what criteria must be addressed in general education courses. The ADAA sent
the criteria to all full-time and adjunct faculty prior to the Spring 2013 (Appendix 10),
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and they are included in the revised general education document. In subsequent
semesters, syllabi for General Education courses will be monitored by the Director of
Curriculum.
Finally, the GEAC aligned the goals and objectives of general education with the
institutional mission (Appendix 11) and, in order to show congruence in the
curriculum, aligned required curriculum components with the goals and objectives
(Appendix 9). Appendix 12 shows how departmental goals and objectives support the
learning goals of general education, and faculty in each department identified courses
that develop the knowledge, skills, attitudes and values of general education. (The later
documents are on file with the ADAA)
The general education curriculum, as it currently exists, allows ample opportunities for
students to achieve outcomes related to oral and written communication, critical
thinking, and information literacy. However, there need to be opportunities provided to
students to analyze issues from diverse disciplinary perspectives and develop an
understanding of and appreciation for diversity. Further, we recognized that our
curriculum was not providing adequate opportunities for students to develop ethical
reasoning abilities. Such opportunities exist, but they are not required for general
education. Moreover, alignment between the goals of academic majors with the goals of
general education showed that majors focus on developing knowledge and skills, but
only four undergraduate programs had learning objectives related to ethics.
a. Assessing Student Learning in General Education
In August 2012, the Academic Assessment Committee (AAC) and the GEAC initiated a
comprehensive, systematic process to assess student learning in general education. The
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs (ADAA) serves and provides leadership and
support for both committees.
Faculty in each academic department determined where the skills, values, and attitudes
associated with general education were being developed in the academic major and in
the courses offered by the department that are commonly taken by students for general
education credit. They identified courses in the fall 2012 and spring 2013 semesters
where one or more outcomes would be assessed, choosing courses that are offered at
the introductory-level, the intermediate-level, and the capstone-level. Finally, faculty
selected the specific assignment in each chosen course that would be used for
assessment purposes. To ensure reliability and consistency of assessment instruments,
faculty used the relevant AAC & U value rubrics, selecting only those areas and criteria
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that were applicable to the assignment. Appendix 13 aligns specific value rubrics with
the objectives they measured.
In January 2013, a group of faculty assessed the learning outcomes of effective written
communication and critical thinking. Student writing samples from ENG 111 and FYS
100, both of which are first-semester writing courses, were reviewed by readers using a
hybrid rubric that included criteria from the AAC & U value rubrics for written
communication and critical thinking (Appendix 14). This assessment served two
purposes: to see if students in a first-semester writing course were achieving milestones
in written communication and critical thinking, and to determine if there was a
significant difference between the writing abilities of students who completed ENG 111
with those who completed FYS 100.
In May 2013, learning outcomes in Intercultural Diversity and American Social
Diversity will be assessed using a customized rubric fashioned from the AAC & U value
rubrics in critical thinking and intercultural competency.
Consistent with accreditation Standard 12, the goals of general education embrace the
entire curricular and co-curricular experience. For this reason, our assessment of general
education additionally includes evidence from the academic major, high impact
experiences, and co-curricular opportunities.
The annual assessment reports submitted by each academic department in October
document learning in the major and report how well students were applying and
developing the knowledge, skills, and attitudes associated with our general education
goals. While the organized assessment of high impact learning is in its developing
phase, the evidence collected from student teaching, internships, and study abroad
further demonstrate where and how well our students are developing the goals of
general education. Indirect evidence from IDEA, NSSE and the AICUP survey of
graduates was collected, aligned with the general education learning goals, reviewed by
the AAC and GEAC, and shared with the faculty.
The Student Affairs Division aligned key programs with the general education learning
goals and objectives (Appendix 15), and seven administrative units implemented a total
of eleven assessments and collected evidence that showed how well students who
participated in certain extra or co-curricular experiences developed intellectual and
practical skills and a sense of personal and social responsibility.
The goals of general education are assessed as outlined in the table that follows:
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Goal/Objective

Expand/apply
knowledge

Where Assessed
High Impact Experiences:
Internships, Student Teaching,
Collaborative Research
Program assessments/academic
departments

How Assessed
On-site supervisors’ evaluations, portfolios,
presentations, reflective papers/journals,
surveys
Capstone experiences, course-embedded
assessments, Standardized tests, Praxis<
PAPA and PECT examinations, IDEA
survey.

High Impact Experiences:
Internships, Student Teaching,
Collaborative Research
Program assessments/academic
departments

On-site supervisors’ evaluations, portfolios,
presentations, reflective papers/journals,
surveys
Praxis and PAPA examinations, courseembedded assessments, capstone
experiences, IDEA survey
Course-embedded assignments scored by
appropriate AAC & U value rubric, IDEA
survey, NSSE, AICUP
Course assignments randomly selected,
read and scored by external readers using
customized, hybrid version of AAC & U
value rubric
Supervisors’ evaluation, self-reflection
papers, one-minute papers, on-line
educational program proficiency, pre-/posttest evaluations, random case sampling
review, departmental evaluation surveys,
focus group discussions, off-site mentor
evaluation, use/service referral tracking

General Education courses

Develop intellectual
and practical skills

Large-Scale Assessments

Student Affairs/Co-curricular
Experiences: Service &
Faith/Spiritual Life Opportunities,
Student Leadership Trainings,
Student Conduct Management,
Career Exploration
Opportunities, Athletics,
Counseling Services

Develop personal and
social responsibility

High Impact Experiences:
Internships, Student Teaching,
Study Abroad
General Education courses

On-site supervisors’ evaluations, surveys

Large-Scale Assessments

Course-embedded assignments scored by
appropriate AAC & U value rubric, IDEA
survey, NSSE, AICUP
Course assignments randomly selected,
read and scored by external readers using
customized, hybrid version of AAC & U
value rubric

Student Affairs/Co-curricular
Experiences: Service &
Faith/Spiritual Life Opportunities,

Reflection papers, one-minute papers, pre/post-test evaluations, departmental
evaluation surveys
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Student Leadership Trainings,
Leadership Retreat, Residential
Community-Living Experience

2. Findings
Direct and indirect results of student learning in general education may be found in
Appendices 16–19, which include findings from IDEA, NSSE, AICUP Surveys, and
general education competencies. These results are further posted on the Academic
Assessment Committee’s website (“Reports 2012–2013”), accessed at the MyLVC portal.
A summary of the most pertinent findings is reported in the table below.
Goal/Objective

Measure
On-site supervisors’ evaluations of
interns and student teachers
Standardized tests

Expand/apply
knowledge
IDEA survey

On-site supervisors’ evaluations of
interns and student teachers

Course-embedded assignments
scored by appropriate AAC & U
value rubric

Develop intellectual
and practical skills
Course-embedded assessments in
major

Summary of Collected Evidence
100% of Fall 2012 student teachers achieved
targets for demonstrating command of subject
matter.
LVC chemistry students rank in the top quintile
in subject knowledge and critical thinking, as
demonstrated on the ETS Major Field Test; in
2011 – 2012, accounting majors had a 40.2% pass
rate on all sections of the CPA exam, surpassing
4 of the 6 identified peer groups; average scores
earned on the Praxis examinations exceed the
average passing scores in Pennsylvania, with
strengths noted in elementary education, middle
school English, music, and English literature.
Over 70% of courses from 2009/10 – 2011/12
defined “Gaining factual knowledge” as an
important or essential learning objective; 3-year
average of students’ reporting progress towards
achieving this objective is 4.2/5.
100% of interns from 2011 – 2012 and Fall 2012
student teachers achieved targets for
communication skills, critical thinking, and
technology skills.
Evidence of growth in writing and critical
thinking; little evidence of growth in oral
communication skills; students demonstrate
stronger skills in courses in their majors than in
general education courses; quantitative and
problem-solving skills are being adequately
developed in the major, but perhaps not in
general education
Departmental assessments indicated that
students need further
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development/opportunities in oral
communication/presentation skills and research
abilities, including methodology and information
literacy
Large-scale assessments

NSSE

AICUP

Develop intellectual
and practical skills
IDEA

Student performance in ENG 111 and FYS 100 is
consistent, suggesting both courses are achieving
the same outcome: effective written
communication and critical thinking. Slightly
stronger abilities noted in FYS 100 students when
establishing a writing purpose and providing
explanations.
Survey data indicate students perceive their
coursework as rigorous and, in general, their
perceptions of how well the College contributes
to the development of skills is on par with
Carnegie peers. LVC freshmen (2007 & 2010)
report fewer opportunities to make class
presentations, and fewer LVC freshmen agree
the college contributes much to their developing
oral communication abilities.
Recent survey of the 2006 cohort indicated
general education offerings effectively developed
critical and logical thinking, communication
skills, information literacy, and integration of
diverse perspectives. <80% agreed general
education enhanced quantitative reasoning.
Over 70% of courses offered since 2009/10
selected “applying course material” as an
important or essential objective; an average of
51% of courses selected communication as an
important objective, and <35% each year selected
“learning how to find and use resources.” Liberal
Studies 1, History, includes using and assessing a
variety of sources in its description of LS 1
courses, yet the average percentage of L1courses
from 2009 – 2010 to 2011 – 2012 that selected the
information literacy IDEA objective as essential
or important was 16%. L2 course selections say
that students are prepared to communicate
information, yet only 34% of the L2 classes over
the last three years selected the IDEA objective
addressing communication. Thinking critically
about scientific issues is part of the description
for L3 classes, but only 31% of the L3 courses
selected critical thinking as an important or
essential objective.

20

Student Affairs

Departmental surveys indicate that Student
Affairs programming aids students’ knowledge
about college services and resources. Pre/post
survey of resident assistants revealed that 84% of
RAs improved their knowledge of resources and
policies following their training. 100% of athletic
captains passed post-test related to nutrition,
sportsmanship and leadership. 75% of
multicultural students who participated in the
bridge program could identify campus resources,
and 41% demonstrated time management skills.

On-site supervisors’ evaluations of
interns and student teachers

50% of internships that are systematically
assessed include “ability to work with and
respect diversity” as a criterion. In the cases
where this is evaluated, 100% of student interns
achieved target. So, too, did 100% of student
teachers (Fall 2012) achieve target.
Few opportunities to assess ethical reasoning.

Course-embedded assignments
scored by appropriate AAC & U
value rubric
IDEA

Develop personal
and social
responsibility
NSSE

AICUP

Study Abroad survey

15.5% of classes since 2009/10 selected
“Developing clearer understanding and
commitment to personal values” as an important
or essential learning objective; average rating of
progress made towards achieving this objective
as a 3.8/5.
Compared to Carnegie peers, fewer LVC
freshmen and seniors agree that the College has
done much to develop their understanding of
people of different races/ethnicities and to
develop a personal code of ethics.
67% of 2006 graduates agreed that general
education developed their understanding of
diversity
2011 – 2012 results indicate that majority of
student who studied abroad developed a greater
appreciation of and respect for different cultures;
approximately half agreed that their
assumptions about the culture & people proved
erroneous; majority reported their
understanding of region/culture changed
significantly.
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Student Affairs

100% of participants in the Women’s Leadership
Series reported gaining a better understanding of
issues impacting women leaders; 64% of
participants in service activities reported an
improved understanding of the impact of
volunteerism on local community; 92% of
student indicated that living on campus helped
them to learn to respect those who are different
from them.

3. Analysis of Findings
Results from assessments of student learning in general education (both direct and
indirect) were reviewed and analyzed by the GEAC and AAC in early January 2013 and
presented to the full faculty at the opening Professional Meeting on January 17, 2013.
The findings were highly instructive and confirmed the value and strength of the
assessment process. On the direct assessments of general education competencies
(Appendices 16.1 and 16.2), the expectation was that students would achieve the
milestones indicated on the AAC & U value rubrics for each level and we would
observe growth from introductory-level courses through the capstone-level. The fall
2012 assessment results indicate that our students are achieving the expected
milestones, and both direct and indirect evidence suggests we are adequately
developing writers and critical thinkers throughout the undergraduate experience.
Assessments of oral communication skills indicate that we may need to do more to
develop this competency. The oral communication assessments scored by the AAC & U
value rubric do not show growth from the beginning-level to the capstone. NSSE
findings suggest we are providing fewer opportunities to freshmen to make class
presentations (Appendix 17), and departmental assessment reports from biology,
biochemistry/molecular biology, physics, political science, and chemistry indicated a
need for improved oral presentation skills.
Findings also present the possibility that our general education offerings may need to
consider further ways of developing students’ quantitative skills or problem-solving
abilities. While the results are inconclusive as of this writing, the fact that quantitative
reasoning was assessed in only beginning-level courses that award general education
credit and not in intermediate or capstone level courses might indicate that we need to
provide students with more opportunities to develop this competency throughout the
curriculum. The 2012 AICUP survey findings (Appendix 18) show that a smaller
percentage of graduates from the 2006 cohort agree that the College contributed much
to developing quantitative reasoning when compared with the results for critical and
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logical thinking, communication skills, information literacy, and integrated learning.
The results do indicate that this competency is being developed in the academic major,
but the question remains about general education offerings.
Departmental assessments in religion, philosophy, and international studies indicate
that research skills, including methodology, is a possible area we should address, and
the biology assessment report documents students’ weaknesses in locating source
materials and distinguishing between primary and secondary sources. The information
literacy assessments scored using the AAC & U rubric do not indicate that this may be
an area of weakness, but IDEA data suggest the possibility that we are not emphasizing
information literacy sufficiently in general education courses. For example, the
descriptive criteria for Liberal Studies 1, History, include using and assessing a variety
of sources, yet the average percentage of L1courses from 2009– 2010 to 2011– 2012 that
selected the information literacy IDEA objective as essential or important was 16%
(Appendix 19).
Evidence suggests that the objectives aligned with the personal and social responsibility
goal—namely, to understand and interpret cultural differences and demonstrate the
ability to apply and evaluate ethical perspectives—may not be adequately developed
throughout the curriculum. There is little evidence that shows student learning in
ethical reasoning. The intercultural competence assessments scored according to the
AAC & U value rubric came from a few departments only—Religion, International
Studies, Political Science, Music and Languages. There are no assessments of
intercultural competency at the capstone-level, and indirect evidence consistently
indicates that we are not contributing much to students’ understanding of diverse
cultures or to their developing a personal code of ethics. NSSE data from 2007 and 2010
show a smaller percentage of LVC freshmen and seniors agreeing that the College
contributed quite a bit/much to their understanding of people of different
races/ethnicities when compared to our Carnegie peers (Appendix 17). In 2010, 56% of
LVC freshmen agreed the College contributed quite a bit/much to their developing a
personal code of ethics, compared to 64% of our Carnegie peers, while 55% of seniors
agreed with this statement, compared to 66% of Carnegie peers. These values, inherent
in our mission, may not be adequately valued in our curriculum.
Indirect, qualitative assessments from Student Affairs units indicate that students who
participated in certain co-curricular experiences (athletics, residence life, Women’s
Leadership Symposium, Multicultural Student Bridge Program, and counseling
programs) perceived their communication and problem-solving abilities were enhanced
by these experiences; appreciation for community engagement and diversity improved;
and understanding of gender issues developed.
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4. Implemented and Planned Actions
In the spring 2013 semester, the GEAC began addressing areas where the current
general education program requires strengthening or modification, based on a review
of the curriculum and an analysis of direct and indirect assessments of student learning.
Specific plans include
• Further clarification of learning goals and objectives;
• Refining the list of intellectual and practical skills in order to articulate the precise
skills that characterize an LVC graduate;
• Recommendations of new and alternate models to infuse personal and social
responsibility throughout the entire curriculum so that students are developing
the desired outcomes articulated in the College mission regarding ethical
reasoning and intercultural competence;
• Consideration of possibly shaping the curriculum around core competencies,
consistent with the 2009– 2016 Strategic Planning goal to create a demonstrably
superior academic and co-curricular experience for students that develops the
competencies graduates will need to compete in the national and international
marketplace.
A progress report will be completed by June 2013 and forwarded to the newly
appointed Director of Curriculum. An ad hoc committee of the Curriculum and
Assessment Committee (CAC) will be assembled to act on the GEAC’s
recommendations and continue curricular refinements. In the interest of continuity,
some members of the GEAC will serve on this ad hoc committee.
Faculty will continue to assess the skills, attitudes and values of general education in
the spring 2013 semester, using the AAC & U value rubrics and following the
methodology used in the fall semester. However, these rubrics need to be customized.
Therefore, in the spring/summer 2013, faculty will identify what they want to assess in
2013–2014 and 2014–2015, and where and how they will assess the learning. Faculty
instructing those courses will work together to customize the scoring rubrics. Much of
these efforts will be guided by the Director of Curriculum.

B. Assessment of Student Learning: Academic Majors, Graduate-Level Programs,
High Impact Experiences, Academic Support Units and Student Affairs
Programming/Co-Curricular Experiences.
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The Commission’s June 29, 2012 letter further mandated that the monitoring report
show evidence we have implemented an “organized and sustainable process to assess
the achievement of student learning goals in all programs, with evidence that
assessment information is used to improve teaching and learning.” This section
presents evidence of student learning assessment in the academic major, graduate-level
programs, high impact experiences, academic support units and Student Affairs
programming/co-curricular activities.
1. The Academic Major

a. Missions, Goals, and Objectives
Academic majors and programs at Lebanon Valley College have missions that are
congruent with the institution’s mission. Specifically, academic programs support the
College’s aim to educate students who will integrate learning from diverse perspectives
and be informed decision-makers, committed to life-long learning and service to others.
Academic majors and programs have articulated student learning goals and objectives.
As per the March 2012 visiting team’s report, all academic departments reviewed their
current goals and objectives and, where warranted, revised them to reflect more
accurately their desired outcomes for student learning and aligned them with the
institutional learning goals in order to demonstrate curricula coherence (Appendix 12).
Two interdisciplinary programs, Psychobiology and Biochemistry/Molecular Biology,
established goals and objectives where previously they had none. Departments that
have accreditation from an external agency (e.g. Physical Therapy, Music, Chemistry,
and Business Administration) have goals and objectives congruent with the agencies’
standards.
Following a review of their goals and objectives, faculty in each academic department
updated—or, in some cases, designed for the first time—curriculum maps that indicate
where and to what extent each required course addresses which learning objective.
This was done to assess whether or not students have sufficient opportunities to
develop the knowledge, skills, competencies, and values of the discipline and to create a
roadmap for direct assessments of student learning. A sample of a curriculum map
from the Psychology Department may be found in Appendix 20.
Whereas previously departmental goals and objectives were not publicly accessible, in
October and November 2012, program goals, learning objectives and curriculum maps
were posted to departmental websites and may be accessed through the College’s
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homepage. Goals and objectives will be published in the Undergraduate and Graduate
Catalog, beginning in 2013–2014.
Two programs currently lack learning goals and objectives: Historical Communications
and Health Sciences. Historical Communications is a small interdisciplinary program,
averaging five majors per year since 2010–2011. The history faculty are currently
discussing the possibility of either changing historical communications to a public
history program or combining historical communications with public history. The goal
would be to develop a program that prepares students for a variety of possible careers
in growth areas, such as archive and records management, historic site and museum
management, and historic preservation. As of this writing, discussions about this new
possibility are in the preliminary stages.
Health Sciences is something of a “default” major. In general, a degree in Health
Sciences is awarded to students who have completed the pre-requisites for admission
into a graduate program in physical therapy, but who cannot progress into this
professional program at LVC, either because they were not accepted into the program at
the time of their admission into the College, or because they failed to meet the
requirements. In fall 2012, Physical Therapy faculty drafted a proposal for an
independent Health Science major (as opposed to a pre-requisite major) and the
chairperson has initiated efforts to study the feasibility of such a venture.
Prior to August 2012, not all course syllabi included specific learning objectives, though
faculty were instructed to incorporate them by the ADAA, who forwarded to all full
and part-time faculty a resource identifying the required elements of course syllabi
(Appendix 21). In preparation for the fall 2012 semester, syllabi templates were
designed by two faculty members and disbursed to all full-time and part-time faculty
members in an effort to clarify expectations and demonstrate how one should include
learning objectives and corresponding IDEA objectives in a syllabus (Appendix 22).
Information on how to write measureable objectives was likewise distributed
(Appendix 23). Before the start of both the fall and spring semesters, the Associate Dean
for Academic Affairs (ADAA) reviewed all course syllabi, and any that lacked
objectives (including IDEA objectives) were returned to individual faculty and their
respective department chairs for revision. She also assisted faculty members who
requested support during this process. Syllabi for writing process, disciplinary
perspectives, social diversity, and foreign studies courses were additionally reviewed
by the General Education Advisory Committee.
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Syllabi will continue to be reviewed every semester, either by the ADAA or department
chair, to make certain each syllabus states expected learning outcomes and shows
where and how these outcomes will be developed and assessed at the course-level.
2. Assessing Student Learning in the Academic Major/Program
Each department has a faculty member designated as a coordinator of assessment. This
is typically, but not always, the department chairperson. All academic programs,
undergraduate and graduate, disciplinary and interdisciplinary, are required to submit
a written assessment report and plan to the ADAA each October that details the
assessments implemented in the previous academic year. Faculty in each department
determine what goals and objectives will be assessed, how they will be assessed (direct
and indirect measures), where in the curriculum they will be assessed, and which
population of student will be assessed. Further, faculty report and analyze assessment
results, outline action plans based on these results, and articulate an assessment plan for
the current academic year. The outline for the assessment report/plan may be found in
Appendix 24 and on the AAC website under “Forms.”
The annual assessment report additionally asks faculty to identify students who have
engaged in specific high impact experiences during the previous academic year: study
abroad, student teaching, collaborative research, internships, conference presentations,
scholarly publications, and community-engaged learning. This is the only systematic
way we have of identifying which students are engaged in what kinds of academic high
impact experiences.
Consistent with what was practiced in the previous five years, the ADAA shares the
annual assessment reports with the Academic Assessment Committee (AAC), a body
comprised of faculty member from the three academic divisions. The AAC reviews each
report and plan, and the ADAA drafts the committee’s response and forwards it to all
faculty members in the department. Reviewed reports and committee responses are
posted on the AAC website to ensure transparency and allow for sharing of ideas or
expectations across departments. When warranted, progress or follow-up reports are
required from individual departments. To measure the effectiveness of assessment
practices at the departmental level, the ADAA scores each report, using the K.H.
Fulcher and Javarro A. Russell’s “Assessment Progress Template Evaluation Rubric”
(James Madison University, 2010). This is an internal tool used solely for administrative
purposes that quantifies what is said in the committee’s responses and identifies where
our practices are strong and where we need to invest additional time and resources. A
copy of this rubric may be found in Appendix 25.
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3. Analysis of Findings
In 2012 – 2013, 100% of all academic departments and programs submitted an
assessment report. The quality of these reports remains uneven. The desired target
was that for 2012 – 2013, 90% of all departments would perform at the good or
exemplary level as described in the Fulcher and Russell rubric when it comes to
articulating clear, specific, and measureable objectives; using valid and multiple
measures to assess these objectives; presenting logical results and
interpretations/analyses; and using results to refine curriculum, pedagogy, course
content, or assessment instruments and request resources. The results of the 2011 –
2012 assessment reports, reported in the following table, indicate what percentage of
departments is at what performance level. The evidence indicates that the desired
target has not yet been achieved.
Beginning
Clarity/specificity of objectives
Relationship between measures & objectives
Types of Measures
Presentation of results
Interpretation of results
Program improvements

15%
15%
5%
15%
10%
29%

Developing

29%
29%
14%
29%
52%
10%

Good

38%
38%
48%
48%
29%
48%

Exemplary

19%
19%
33%
10%
10%
14%

Note: Totals may exceed 100% due to rounding

The results show that the greatest challenge is interpreting assessment findings: 62% of
departments did not achieve the desired target in this category, and the average score
on the Fulcher and Russell rubric for interpreting results was 2.4. The difficulty with
interpreting assessment results is probably best explained by the fact that most
departments lack targets or benchmarks. Minus a target or benchmark, it is difficult to
determine with any degree of specificity or confidence how well students have achieved
learning outcomes. Further, without targets or benchmarks, “closing the loop” becomes
problematic. The analysis of departmental assessment reports, based on the Fulcher
and Russell rubric, indicates that 39% of departments did not achieve the target when it
came to “closing the loop.” Nonetheless, the assessment reports do demonstrate that
findings are used to inform change and improvements: 32% percent of assessments
were used to improve course content; 20% to modify curriculum or requirements; 32%
used to modify assessment instruments or methods.
A summary of assessment results from academic departments is reported in Appendix
26. This template identifies what was assessed, summarizes the findings, and reports
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any improvements or modifications based on assessment results. More detailed
assessment reports may be found on the AAC website under “Reports, 2011–12.”
While some departments, such as chemistry and business administration, have used
standardized tests as part of their assessments of student learning, but the majority of
assessments at the program-level have been course-embedded, usually a project, paper,
presentation, portfolio, or exam questions scored according to a locally designed rubric.
The strength is that these assessments are generally meaningful to students. Further,
these assessments are direct measures of learning, and most departments conduct them
at various stages in the curriculum, including at the capstone level.
The limits of using only course-embedded assessments are that a few departments have
used only one measure per objective, and the assessment may be more relevant at the
course-level than the program-level. Some departments rely on a summative grade as
evidence of student learning, and while this practice is not without merit, provided
there is a descriptive rubric that explains what the grade might mean, it limits an
understanding of where improvements may be needed. The AAC has requested that
faculty analyze results on individual rubric criterion in order to determine more
distinctly students’ strengths and weaknesses. Those departments that have done so
achieved specific results whose usefulness was immediately apparent.
Historically, academic departments have made little, if any, use of current data, such as
the Praxis I Pre-Professional Skills Test, the Praxis II subject tests, IDEA survey results,
on-site supervisors’ assessments in student teaching and internships, and NSSE data.
Other indirect measures—program-completion rates, acceptances into graduate or
professional schools, cumulative grade point averages, departmental enrollments,
employment rates, and satisfaction surveys—have been used at minimum. Part of the
problem has been that faculty did not have access to several of these data sources. The
lack of a full-time director of institutional research limited the amount of data that
might be shared with faculty as part of their assessments. Another reason faculty did
not make use of existing data sources was the additional burden involved in collecting,
calculating and tabulating the data. Faculty tended to use some of the existing data,
such as graduate/professional school acceptances, employment rates, and IDEA survey,
when they completed their seven-year program review only, but not on an annual basis
to measure trends.
In general, research skills (methodologies, theoretical understandings, use of
authoritative texts, ability to distinguish between a primary and secondary text) appear
to be one area where faculty across the disciplines indicate students require additional
instruction and learning opportunities. Direct and indirect evidence gathered at the
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departmental level further suggest that students’ oral communication skills may be an
identified weakness. In particular, on oral presentations scored by rubric, faculty note
that students have good to excellent presentation skills, but are less effective when
communicating the content of their presentation and answering questions on the
material. This was found especially in science majors.
Action Plans
The reporting process will be altered, starting in 2013–2014, as part of the College’s
efforts to strengthen assessment practices while enhancing their sustainability, making
them less burdensome and labor-intensive, and institutionalizing them further by
integrating them in the governance system and securing the infrastructure to support
them.
In the fall 2012, the College implemented TracDat, a comprehensive web-based
planning and assessment management tool. The system has already been configured for
academic departments, and assessment reports from 2011–2012 have been entered in
the system. A sample of a departmental assessment report from TracDat may be found
in Appendix 27. (PDFs of all 2011–12 department assessment reports will be made
available to the visiting team.) The advantages to using TracDat are as follows:
• Provides a tool to establish and manage a common sustainable assessment
process which is easy to use throughout the College community;
• Allows each unit/department a common method to define and align objectives of
each unit/department to LVC’s Strategic Goals and General Education Goals;
• Allows users to develop, document, review, and revise action plans and
assessment results from any Web browser anywhere;
• Provides easy access to supporting documents and evidence (can store any
electronic artifact including spreadsheets, rubrics, word documents, etc.)
• Provides robust reporting—real-time visibility and documentation;
• Documents how results are used to improve programs and learning;
• Tracks assessment plans and results over time;
• Reduces clerical burden demanded of faculty (the system retains goals,
objectives, means of assessments, and generates formatted reports from user
inputs);
• Stores data in a single location for security and accessibility.
Faculty using TracDat will be assisted by the Director of Institutional Research and,
where necessary, supported by the ADAA. This training is being initiated in the Spring
2013 semester and continues into early fall 2013, prior to the deadline for submitting
assessment reports.
30

The processes for assessing student learning and program effectiveness will be
streamlined as well. Historically, reports of student learning assessments were
reviewed by the AAC on an annual basis, while program review was coordinated by
the Academic Evaluation and Policies Committee (AEPC) on a seven-year rotating
basis. The two processes were disconnected, and little collaboration occurred between
the AAC and the AEPC. Further, the AAC originated first as a special purpose
committee and then became as a college-wide committee that remained outside the
established governance system, functioning as more of an ad hoc committee that
reported to the chief academic officer. The AEPC, on the other hand, was a policy
committee, one of three faculty committees responsible for governance. The committee
restructuring, which becomes effective in 2013–2014, links student learning assessment
with program assessment and strengthens the connection between assessment and
curriculum. Since CAC is a policy committee, this restructuring gives faculty greater
responsibility for assessment leadership.
The current AAC and AEPC are collaborating on a revised assessment process for all
academic departments to be implemented in 2013– 2014. This plan will articulate
policies pertaining to student learning assessments and program review. Specifically,
the plan will clarify how departments will engage in program review, what will be the
fundamental elements of a program review, what sort of institutional data faculty will
need to create a fuller “assessment story” for each unit, and who will be the person or
office responsible for providing these data. Finally, a cycle for assessments of student
learning will be established to ensure that each department is assessing its programlevel goals every two or three years. TracDat will make it easier to monitor a cyclical
assessment of program-level learning outcomes.
Given the value of existing data sources and their importance when it comes to
triangulating assessment results, the ADAA initiated administrative support to faculty
in 2010– 2011 to collect and calculate Praxis sores and internship supervisors’
assessments. This support expanded in 2012–2013 to include three-year summaries of
IDEA survey data, pre-student teaching/student teacher assessments, and additional
internship evaluations. Results were shared with faculty and are starting to be used in
the annual assessment reports. The Director of Institutional Research has assisted and
will continue to support faculty with the dissemination of institutional data.
Faculty share sessions are scheduled for the Spring 2013 semester. Topics were
determined by the AAC based on their review of departmental assessment reports and
what was revealed as areas of weakness by using the Fulcher and Russell rubric.
Sessions focused primarily on interpreting and using assessment findings. Those who
have done noteworthy work in assessment or who have the expertise in specific areas
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relevant to assessment converse with other faculty and share ideas. A schedule of these
sessions, as well as a description of each, may be found in Appendix 28, and copies of
the presentations (e.g., power point slides) have been posted on the assessment website.
The reinstitution of the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, including the
recent hire of a full-time director for this operation, provides another opportunity for
improved faculty development in assessment-related areas.
On-going reflections about pedagogy and effective assessment practices have also
occurred through Academic Affairs Weekly. This blog has served as an opportunity for
faculty to share ideas about cultivating students’ intellectual and creative development
and engaging them in their communities, and it has provided faculty with a venue for
sharing successful assessment strategies. Blog entries may be accessed through the
College’s homepage under “Academics” and can also be found in Appendix 29.
4. Graduate Programs
All graduate programs, full-time and part-time, have missions, program and learning
goals, and curriculum maps that link courses with learning objectives. These are posted
on the programs’ websites, accessible through the College’s homepage under
“Academics.” The Doctor of Physical Therapy program is accredited by the
Commission on Accreditation in Physical Education, and the Master in Business
Administration accelerated program will be applying for accreditation from the
Accreditation Council for Business Schools and Programs in 2015.
Each graduate program has a culminating experience appropriate to the discipline, and
each submits an annual assessment report each fall to the ADAA. The 2011–2012 results
from the PT and MBA programs may be found in Appendices 30 and 31. The Master of
Music Education (MME) and Master of Science Education (MSE) programs are
relatively small. The curriculum for the MSE was revised in 2011–2012 and while
assessments of student learning have been implemented, little evidence has been
collected after one semester. The assessment plan may be found in Appendix 32.
There has been little evidence collected in the MME program to demonstrate student
learning, and what evidence has been reported is limited to anecdote, grades earned in
courses or on assignments, and program-completion rates (Appendix 33). As per the
AAC’s request, an assessment plan has been established and systematic collection of
assessment evidence will be implemented in Summer 2013. Both the MME and MSE
programs require a thesis or project.
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5. High Impact Experiences
As noted in the institutional self-study and affirmed by the March 2012 visiting team,
while criteria were established for academic high impact experiences, each needs clearly
articulated goals and student learning objectives. Progress has already been achieved
towards this end. In the fall 2012 semester, the VPAA, VPSA, ADAA, and ADSA met
and agreed upon a vision and mission statement that embraces both academic and cocurricular high impact experiences and reflects a strategic goal to increase and
strengthen high impact learning opportunities. An initial draft of the mission and goals
may be found in Appendix 34. High impact experiences were aligned with the general
education goal they support (Appendix 35), and the ADAA collaborated with members
of the faculty and the Director of Study Abroad on learning objectives for the following
high impact experiences: credit-bearing internships, study abroad experiences,
faculty/student collaboration and research, and capstone experiences, such as student
teaching. Assessment will not be limited to these experiences, but they represent a
starting point.
While we have some evidence of student learning in high impact experiences (see chart
summarizing assessment results on pages 19–22), we are not yet systematically or
consistently assessing student learning in these experiences, and neither do we have a
reliable, systematic method for identifying students who are participating in certain
high impact experiences. Credit-bearing internships are an example. At present,
assessments of student interns are done on a departmental basis. The site supervisors
report on the interns’ performance in the experiences, and faculty assess the learning
through reflective writings, papers connecting theory to practice, oral presentations, or
portfolios. These practices have merit, but there needs to be consistency in how we ask
site supervisors to evaluate interns, and so we cannot collect coherent evidence of how
successfully our students are applying their skills or integrating their learning. Current
assessments of student interns provide scattered evidence of effective communication
and problem-solving skills. We also found that only 50% of the departments ask
supervisors to assess how well our students accept diversity and use technology.
As noted in the self-study report, and affirmed by the March 2012 visiting team, we
need to establish a common set of criteria used to assess student interns that are aligned
with the institutional goals and objectives. This will not prevent departments from
asking for other kinds of pertinent information, but it will ensure that we are assessing
the very skills, competencies, values, and attitudes we articulate in our goals and
objectives for general education and emphasize in our College mission. Criteria specific
to individual departments will be consonant with the learning goals and objectives of
the respective major.
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Action Plans
A vision, mission and learning objectives have been drafted for the high impact
experiences that attract the greatest number of students, and an assessment plan for
high impact experiences will be developed in 2013–2014, informed by Jayne E. Brownell
and Lynn E. Swaner’s Five High-Impact Practices: Research on Learning Outcomes,
Completion, and Quality (AAC & U, 2010).
In October/November 2012, the ADAA drafted An Internship Guide that includes
policies and procedures governing the credit-bearing internship. Included in this guide
are common criteria for on-site supervisors to evaluate. Also included is a template for
students to assess the internship experience. This will allow us to gather both direct and
indirect evidence of student learning as well as assess the quality of the experiences
themselves.
The draft of An Internship Guide was circulated among faculty supervisors in November
2012 and will be revised based on their comments in March 2013. A final draft will be
sent to the Curriculum Committee and then the faculty-at-large for approval;
implementation is expected in fall 2013.
6. Academic Support Units
To maximize students’ opportunities for success and to promote inclusiveness on
campus where differences among students are appreciated, the College offers a number
of academic support services, primarily for its undergraduates. Peer tutoring, the
Writing Center, academic advising (including a strategic advising plan for Open
Majors), and disability services are among the support services offered through
Academic Affairs. The College’s library has partnered with faculty to educate students
in information literacy.
These support units have articulated operational program goals, though there is still
work to be done helping directors distinguish between an action step and a goal. Some
units, such as the Office for Disability Services, have assessed their operations with
respect to the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education and the
Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD) standards. In the Fall of
2012, one consultant, Dr. Gavin Henning, worked closely with Student Affairs directors
and the Director of Disability Services, and a second consultant, Dr. Edith Miller,
evaluated the effectiveness of our services for students with special learning needs and
offered recommendations for improvement, as per AHEAD standards.
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In the spring and fall 2012 semesters, directors of support units were asked to identify
where their operations helped students develop the core competencies associated with
general education (intellectual and practical skills) and to formulate student learning
goals in addition to program goals. Since these operations have historically focused
more on what their programs are achieving, as opposed to what their students are
learning, there has been an understandable learning curve, and the need to provide
more training in establishing explicit, measureable learning goals and identifying
diverse methods for measuring such learning is apparent.
The progress made in assessing student learning in academic support units is outlined
in the table that follows. The learning goals and assessment plans from College Library
(information literacy literacy) and Disability Services may be found in Appendices 36
and 37, respectively.
Support Unit

Academic
Advising (Open
Majors)
Disability Services

No. By August
2013

Assessment
Strategies
Identified
No. By August
2013

Yes

Yes

No. By May 2013

College Library
(information
literacy)
Peer Tutoring

Yes

Yes

Yes

No. By August
2013
No. By August
2013

No. By August
2013
No. By August
2013

No. By December
2013
No. By December
2013

Writing Center

Learning Goals
Articulated

Assessments
Implemented
No. By December
2013

Assessment
Results Analyzed
& Used
Report in May
2014.
Report in August
2013
Reported in
August 2012
Report in May
2014.
Report in May
2014.

While training was provided throughout the summer 2012 regarding how to establish
measureable objectives for both program effectiveness and student learning, annual
assessment reports submitted by academic support units clearly indicate the need for
additional and on-going support with assessment efforts. The Director of Institutional
Research will continue to provide training for the directors of academic support units in
the spring 2013 semester regarding measureable learning objectives, appropriate
assessment instruments, and methods of presenting and interpreting results.
7. Student Affairs Programming/Co-Curricular
The Division of Student Affairs promotes student learning, fosters a sense of
community and provides students the support and resources essential to their personal
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development and academic success. Areas within the division provide opportunities
that encourage personal growth, healthy social opportunities, academic success,
appreciation of diversity, respect for others, and a commitment to service to others. As
per the self-study and affirmed by the Evaluation Team, Student Affairs units
articulated student learning goals in fall 2012 and identified methods of assessing these
goals.
A Student Affairs Assessment Committee was formulated in August 2012 to plan and
monitor assessment processes. The division commissioned the services of Dr. Gavin
Henning, a nationally recognized expert in student affairs assessment. (A letter from Dr.
Henning may be found in Appendix 38 which articulates the work accomplished with
Student Affairs.) Members of the Student Affairs Assessment Committee attended the
AICUP Conference on assessing student learning and the Third Annual Student Affairs
Assessment Conference hosted by Emory University. The division scheduled two
planning retreats in 2013 to review assessment findings.
During September/October 2012 numerous iterations of mapping documents were
developed, at first, to identify existing opportunities for assessment, and then, to link
assessment efforts back to departmental/divisional/institutional goals. Student Affairs
revised goals and essential functions to align with two of the three general education
goals. In late November/early December, six of the ten Student Affairs administrative
units completed assessments, the results of which may be found in Appendix 39. The
remaining units have scheduled assessments for spring 2013. In addition, indirect
evidence pertaining to students’ attitudes, values, demographics, satisfaction, and
degree of engagement have been gathered from standardized instruments, namely SSI,
NSSE, and CIRP. Direct and indirect evidence have been used to inform planning.
Biweekly student affairs staff meetings include discussion of assessment, and additional
division-wide planning sessions (January-May) have been added to the professional
development cycle.
C. Sharing Assessment Results
Efforts to communicate assessment results have improved. Previously, the AAC’s
response to the departmental assessment report was posted to the committee’s site and
sent to the department chair or assessment coordinator, with the expectation that he/she
would share the information with the faculty in that department. Results were not
shared in all cases. Consequently, all information and correspondences regarding
assessment are forwarded to all members of a department, so that each is informed
about progress and recommendations. Within a short span of time, this has resulted in
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regular, productive and improved communication among faculty, the AAC, and the
ADAA.
Assessment findings are shared with faculty and administrators, either at faculty
meetings, Town Hall meetings, departmental meetings, or committee meetings.
Assessment reports, which include results, from academic departments, graduate
programs, and academic support units are available to an internal audience through the
AAC’s site. Blogs for Academic Affairs Weekly focused on issues of pedagogy in the fall
2012 semester, and in spring 2013 have been used to share assessment ideas. In March
2013, the AAC will present an analysis of their assessment of the assessment process
and reports to the full faculty at a Professional Meeting.
We have made less of a concerted effort to share these results with students, prospective
students, and other appropriate audiences. In fall 2012, the College launched a public
website dedicated to assessment, and preliminary discussions have begun among the
ADAA, Director of Institutional Research, and the Director of Web Communications
and News Media regarding what kinds of assessment results will be posted on this site
in 2013–2014. The recently formed Institutional Effectiveness Committee will continue
these discussions and recommend what kinds of assessment results should be posted,
using as a guideline the suggestions posed in Michael Middaugh’s book, Planning and
Assessment in Higher Education: Demonstrating Institutional Effectiveness (Jossey-Bass,
2010).
D. Index of Compliance with Standard 14
The chart below provides an outline of our progress as measured by the Fundamental
Elements for Standard 14.
Standard 14 Fundamental Elements
Clearly articulated statements of expected student
learning outcomes (see Standard 11: Educational
Offerings), at all levels (institution, degree/program,
course) and for all programs that aim to foster
student learning and development, that are:

Where elements are addressed
Student learning goals and objectives identified
for:
- Individual courses (A-21 & 22; pg. 26; syllabi
on file with ADAA)
- General education (A- 9, 10 & 11; General
Education site under “Academics” link on
homepage; pgs. 15-16)
- Academic majors (A-12; pgs. 25-26;
departmental web sites)
- Graduate programs (Program web sites under
“Academics” link on homepage)
- High Impact experiences-draft (A- 34 & 35;
pg. 33)
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o

appropriately integrated with one another;

o

consonant with the institution’s mission; &

o

consonant with the standards of higher
education and of the relevant disciplines;

A documented, organized, and sustained
assessment process to evaluate and improve student
learning that meets the following criteria:
 systematic, sustained, and thorough use of
multiple qualitative and/or quantitative
measures that:
o maximize the use of existing data and
information;
o clearly and purposefully relate to the goals
they are assessing;
o are of sufficient quality that results can be
used with confidence to inform decisions;
and
o include direct evidence of student learning
 support and collaboration of faculty and
administration

- Academic Support Units (A-36 & 37; pgs. 3435; departmental reports on file with VPAA and
ADAA)
-Student Affairs programs
Curriculum maps designed for all academic
programs, undergraduate & graduate (A-20;
departmental web sites; pg. 25)
General Education goals congruent with College
mission (A-11)
Program goals consonant with General
Education Goals:
- Academic Departments (A- 12)
- High Impact (A-34 & 35)
- Student Affairs/Co-Curricular (A-15)
General Education goals congruent with College
mission (A-11)
Student learning outcomes align with the
competencies indicated in reaccreditation
standard 12
Student learning objectives consonant with the
AAC & U goals of liberal learning (A-13)
Certain academic programs fulfill the standards
of an external accrediting agency (i.e. CAPTE,
NASM, ACS) (pg. 1)
Programs are in compliance with the regulations
of the Pennsylvania Department of Education
(pg. 1).

Student learning outcomes assessed annually;
results, measures, analysis and action plans
documented in annual reports (A- 24 and 26;
pgs. 24, 27).
Assessment reports reviewed by the AAC and
GEAC and evaluated in terms of measures used
and analysis of findings (A-25, pgs. 28-29).
Existing data sources being made available to
faculty for assessment purposes (pg. 31)

President’s Innovation and Program
Enhancement Funds (A-3, pgs. 7-8)
Funding for faculty development and
work/share sessions (A-28, pgs. 8-9)
Administrators’ responsibilities with assessment
initiatives (A-5; pgs. 6-7, 30-32)
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clear, realistic guidelines and timetable,
supported by appropriate investment of
institutional resources



sufficient simplicity, practicality, detail, and
ownership to be sustainable



periodic evaluation of the effectiveness and
comprehensiveness of the institution’s student
learning assessment processes

Assessment results that provide sufficient,
convincing evidence that students are achieving key
institutional and program learning outcomes

Evidence that student learning assessment
information is shared and discussed with
appropriate constituents and is used to improve
teaching and learning
Documented use of student learning assessment
information as part of institutional assessment

Report template provides guidelines (A-24)
Expectations outlined in Faculty Policy Manual
TracDat implemented and configured for 2012
2013 reporting process (A- 27; pg. 30)
AAC and AEPC collaborating to streamline
assessment processes and articulate an
institution-wide assessment cycle for academic
programs (pg. 31).
TracDat implemented and configured for 2012
2013 reporting process (Appendix 27; pg. 30)
Administrative support provided to faculty
(pgs. 6-7, 30-32)
AAC and AEPC currently collaborating to
streamline assessment processes and avoid
redundancy (pg. 31)
Assessment processes evaluated annually by
AAC (newly created CAC will continue review
of processes and oversee connections between
assessment and curriculum) (A-25; pg. 28)
GEAC evaluates assessment processes of
student learning in general education (duties to
be assumed by Director of Curriculum) (pg. 7)
IEC will monitor the overall processes of
student learning at the institutional level (pg.
11).
Annual assessment reports of student learning
(A- 26, departmental reports on AAC site, pgs.
27-30)
On-going assessment of core competencies
associated with general education (A-13, 14, 16.1
& 16.2; pg. 24)
On-site supervisors’ evaluations from
internships, student teaching, and other
experiential learning opportunities (pgs. 19-22)
Indirect evidence provided through institutional
surveys, including IDEA and NSSE (A- 17, 18, &
19; pgs. 19-22)
Documentation of how results improve
teaching/learning reported in annual reports (A24 & 26; pg. 28)
Results shared at faculty meetings and at
committee level (pgs. 36-37)
Student learning goals and objectives posted on
departmental websites and accessible to all
stakeholders (pg. 26);
Annual departmental assessment reports posted
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on AAC site, accessible to internal audience, and
document evidence of cognitive gains (A-24; pg.
27)
Assessments of skills, attitudes and values
associated with general education are conducted
by faculty and appropriate administrative units
college wide (A-15, 36 & 37; pgs. 18-19)
Student learning assessments are used to
inform curricular changes (A-26; pgs. 22-24 &
28) Student learning assessment connected to
resource allocation(A-41).

III.

SUSTAINING COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD 14

A. Faculty and Student Learning
The Self-Study and ongoing conversations on campus raised questions about the ability
of faculty to meet the curricular and co-curricular expectations for our students because
of the four-course semester load. To enhance teaching pedagogy and provide
distinctive opportunities for student learning will require more time investment in
teaching and learning initiatives and on high impact experiences with students. This
requires time beyond the four-course load, professional scholarship and service
expectations of the College. As part of the upcoming strategic planning process, it will
be essential to provide data on faculty workload (e.g., course load, advising load,
scholarship expectations and committee and service load) so that we can make
informed decisions about how to move forward. This must also be considered within
the current financial environment and means of the College and its implications on
resource allocation.
B. Summary of Planned Actions: 2012–13 and 2013–2014
1. General Education and Academic Programs
•

•

The General Education Advisory Committee (GEAC) began addressing and will
continue to address general education curricular components, Spring 2013; an ad
hoc committee of the CAC will continue to review the curriculum and
recommend curricular improvements. AY 2013-14.
Faculty, guided by the Director of Curriculum, will identify the general
education objectives to be assessed 2013-14 and 2014-15 and customize scoring
rubrics. Spring and Summer 2013.
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•

•

•

•
•

•

History faculty will determine the feasibility of the Historical Communications
major and, if warranted, develop goals, objectives and assessment methods for
this program. Spring 2013.
Physical Therapy faculty drafted a proposal for an independent Health Science
major (as opposed to a pre-requisite major) and the chairperson has initiated
efforts to study the feasibility of such a venture. AY 2013 -2014
A more systematic method of identifying student participation in high impact
experiences and measuring the learning achieved in high impact experiences will
be developed and implemented. Spring 2013; AY 2013 – 2014.
A common set of criteria reflecting the institutional learning goals will be used
by on-site supervisors to evaluate student interns. AY 2013 – 2014
The Director of Institutional Research will provide training and assistance to
academic support units in articulating clearer, measureable program goals and
goals for student learning. Spring/Summer 2013
General Education Goals will be updated for the 2013-14 College Catalog. Spring
2013.

2. Assessment Methods and Process
•
•

•

•

•
•

The assessment review process will be linked to Curriculum and Assessment
Committee made part of the College’s governance system. AY 2013 – 2014
The processes for assessing student learning and program effectiveness,
historically disconnected, will be streamlined, and an academic assessment plan
will outline requirements and expectations for all academic departments. Spring
2013.
Assessment plans and results will be reported through TracDat to help manage
the process, implement a sustainable process, and ensure improvement and
consistency in how faculty report on assessment. Spring 2013; AY 2013 – 2014
Sources of institutional data that may be useful to faculty will be identified and
provided to departments, and a cycle of program review established as part of
the annual assessment process. Spring 2013
Restructuring of Faculty Special Purposes Committees. Spring 2013.
Thorough review of Graduate Studies and Continuing Education admission’s
criteria will take place with the start of the new Associate Dean. Summer 2013.

3. Using and Sharing Results
•

A President’s Innovation Fund was established in Fall 2012 to encourage and
support pilot projects in innovation, collaboration and program enhancement
based on assessment findings.
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•
•

Assessment results will be shared to an external audience via the College’s public
assessment website. Summer/Fall 2013
Ongoing faculty development sessions will be scheduled to provide
opportunities for faculty to share ideas about effective assessment
practices. Spring 2013; AY 2013 - 2014

IV.

ASSESSING INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
(STANDARD 7)

The MSCHE Evaluation Team required that Lebanon Valley College “should develop
an overall plan that integrates the various assessment processes to ensure there is a
cohesive, comprehensive, and sustainable approach to institutional assessment. This
plan should outline how assessment results and evidence are to be used in strategic
planning, resource allocation, and decision making process as well as how the results
are to be communicated to the appropriate constituents.” The Evaluation Team
recognized that the College “employed various processes associated with sound
assessment practices over the past five years, [but that] the intentional assessment of
institutional effectiveness [was] a relatively recent occurrence.” We acknowledge the
need for developing and articulating a plan which clearly and coherently integrates the
various assessment processes across the institution in order to communicate overall
institutional effectiveness and promote greater cooperation among the various entities
involved in assessment activities.
Work on documenting institutional effectiveness began during workshops in June 2010.
Significant substantive progress has been made since that time and particularly since
June 2012. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: a) Clearly articulated
institutional and unit-level goals; b) Strategies to achieve those goals; c) Assessing the
achievement of those goals; and d) Documented use of those results to inform decisionmaking, resource allocation and program improvement.
A. Strengthening Institutional Effectiveness Processes and Assessment
An effective institution engages in continuous planning and systematic assessment at
all levels to enhance the quality of programs, services and operations and to ensure
compliance with accrediting and regulatory agencies. The guiding principle of
institutional effectiveness is how well our institution as a whole supports student
learning.
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In this section of the report, we will show evidence of our progress in the area of
institutional effectiveness including new templates, goal setting, administrative and
committee oversight, a written plan and current evidence:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Standardized templates for goal and objective setting that align with strategic
goals and mission;
Standardized templates for assessment reports at the divisional and department
level;
Institutionalized process and formalized timelines for goal setting and
assessment reports;
2012-13 goal-setting for student learning and administrative division /
department processes;
Implementation of new structures to facilitate improved institutional
effectiveness assessment processes (e.g., Institutional Effectiveness Committee,
Planning and Resource Allocation Committee);
Clear roles and responsibilities of individuals responsible for assessing
institutional effectiveness;
An Institutional Effectiveness Plan to guide all aspects of institutional
effectiveness assessment;
Evidence of goal setting, assessment, results, analysis, action/resource allocation
and future steps provided for the 2011-12 academic year;
Evidence of goal setting for 2012-13 and 2013-14.

1. Lebanon Valley College’s Mission and Strategic Goals
The mission statement is the cornerstone of our institutional effectiveness plan.
Lebanon Valley College’s mission informs our own processes for institutional
effectiveness:
Lebanon Valley is a small, private, liberal arts college. Its mission arises directly
from its historical traditions and a relationship with the United Methodist
Church. The College’s aim is to enable our students to become people of broad
vision, capable of making informed decisions, and prepared for a life of service
to others. To that end, we seek to provide an education that helps students
acquire the knowledge, skills, attitudes and values necessary to live and work in
a changing, diverse, and fragile world.
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Through curricular and co-curricular activities, we endeavor to acquaint our
students with humanity’s most significant ideas and accomplishments, to
develop their abilities to think logically and communicate clearly, to give them
practice in precise analysis and effective performance, and to enhance their
sensitivity to and appreciation of differences among human beings.
Lebanon Valley College aspires to pursue this mission within a community in
which caring and concern for others is a core value. We value strong and
nurturing faculty interacting closely with students; encourage individual student
development; and affirm the interrelatedness of liberal learning and the ideal of
vocation. We regard the cultivation of wisdom that is the capacity of judging
rightly in matters of life and conduct, and a lifelong love of learning as the
ultimate reward of the educational experience.
B. Assessing the Institutional Mission
Student learning is the center of the mission and, as such, it is addressed principally
through our general education offerings. The chart below indicates where each of the
mission components is assessed. Evidence of how well our curricula fulfill the College
mission was discussed in Standard 14 section of the report.
Elements of the Mission Statement
Broad vision
Capable of making informed decisions
Prepared for a life of service
Providing students with the knowledge,
skills, attitudes and values necessary to
live and work in a changing, diverse and
fragile world
Acquainted with humanity’s significant
ideas and accomplishments
Ability to think analytically
Ability to communicate clearly
Enhance sensitivity to and appreciation of
difference among human beings

Opportunities for Achievement
General Education, Major and Cocurricular
Curricular and Co-Curricular
Student Affairs Programming
Curricular: Community-Engaged Learning
General Education
Major Program
Co-Curricular
General Education
Major Program and Co-Curricular
General Education: Quantitative
Major Programs
General Education: FYS, ENG112, WP,
Writing Center
General Education: Social Diversity
Studies, Foreign Studies, Foreign
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Language
Create a caring, supportive community
and provide a nurturing faculty
Individual student development
Interrelatedness of liberal learning and the
ideal of vocation
Judging rightly in matters of life and
conduct
Lifelong love of learning

Student Affairs Programming
Faculty Advising and Mentoring
Student Affairs Programming and Services
Co-Curricular Programming
General Education: Disciplinary
Perspective
Major Programs
Student Affairs Programming
Curricular and Co-curricular

All divisions of the College are aligned with the mission of Lebanon Valley through the
Strategic Plan, annual goal-setting, assessment and resource allocation cycle. The goal
setting and reporting mechanisms will be described later in this section.
In addition, and as indicated in the Self-Study, the mission was reviewed in 2010 by
both the faculty and administrative staff, at a faculty development session for the
former group, and an institutional effectiveness training program for the latter. Both
groups identified where the mission is realized in curricular and co-curricular
opportunities as well as programs and services. There was also a review of mission by
the Board of Trustees at the spring 2012 Board Retreat/Meeting and an additional
follow-up review by the Strategic Planning Committee of the Board. “The committee
agreed to table consideration of updating the College’s Mission Statement until a future
meeting. Some committee members recommended that work be undertaken on a vision
statement before making any revisions to the mission statement.” (Minutes from the
September 7, 2012 meeting of the Strategic Planning Committee)
C. Assessing the Strategic Goals of the College
The Strategic Plan 2009 – 2016 identifies seven strategic goals for Lebanon Valley
College. The Strategic Plan asserts: “We do not regard this list as fixed for all time; we
think that the College can change for the better and that it can acquire other admirable
characteristics in the future.” The College’s capacity to respond to external challenges
and opportunities is one of the six essential characteristics noted in the Strategic Plan.
Institutional Effectiveness is assessed through these seven strategic goals as listed:
1. To sustain the enrollment of incoming classes of the quantity and quality needed
by the College, at a financially tolerable discount rate, in the face of declining
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2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

cohorts of college-age students exhibiting changing demographic characteristics
in Pennsylvania beginning in 2009.
To create a demonstrably superior academic and co-curricular experience for our
students that prepares graduates for successful performance in the competitive
national and international market place.
To establish a price structure for a Lebanon Valley College education that is fair
and affordable and is perceived to be of high value to students and their families.
To provide financial support for: (1) current program requirements, (2) capital
maintenance projects, and (3) contributions to long-term financial viability at a
time when enrollment stops growing beyond 1,700 full-time students and
incremental annual revenue growth diminishes.
To attract the philanthropic interest of alumni and friends of the College and
sustain their financial contributions in an era of declining alumni giving
nationally in an atmosphere of fierce competition among ever more numerous
non-profit organizations.
To maintain good community relations while sustaining the College’s taxexempt status in an environment where Pennsylvania municipalities and school
districts press non-profit institutions for additional voluntary contributions.
To initiate policies and to implement practices that will establish Lebanon Valley
College as a community that strives for environmental sustainability.

The strategic goals of the College focus on financial stability, educational opportunities,
student outcomes, and institutional improvements designed to enhance the teaching
and learning process, student life, and resources. Appendix 40 shows the congruence
between elements of the mission statement, the second strategic goal on the academic
and co-curricular experience, and the itemized objectives for this goal.
1. Student Learning and Institutional Effectiveness
Assessing student learning and institutional effectiveness are top priorities that serve
two critical purposes: accountability and institutional improvement. Student learning
is a fundamental aspect of institutional effectiveness. Assessment results demonstrate
how each unit contributes to student achievement. The process of effective assessment
is cyclical—ongoing and systematic—leading to institutional renewal and
demonstrating the value of an LVC education. (This topic was addressed more
completely on page 13 under Standard 14.)
Resource allocation for curricular and co-curricular programs is part of the institutional
budget process. Appendix 41 provides examples of how goals, assessments, results,
and actions inform resource allocation.
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2. Assessing Institutional Effectiveness – Administration at the Division and Unit Level
The College began work on an Institutional Effectiveness process during a series of
training workshops in 2010. At the time of the Evaluation Team visit, goals had been
developed for 2011-12, but the loop had not been closed to tie assessment of those goals
to actions and resource allocation. Since that time, and reflecting upon the MSCHE
Evaluation Team Report and Commission Letter, the following demonstrates how we
have enhanced institutional effectiveness processes at the College.
In order to ensure that institutional effectiveness is being assessed in a consistent and
sustainable manner at the divisional and administrative department/unit level,
templates were revised for goal-setting which include:
• Goals that are clearly linked to the College’s strategic goals or the
division/department’s own goals and essential functions;
• Strategies/Objectives to meet the goals;
• Performance Indicators and Measures used to evaluated the strategies/objectives;
• Target/Desired Outcome for the goals;
• Possible Impact on Decision-making, Resource Allocation and/or Program Improvement.
Templates were revised for annual assessment reports at the divisional and
administrative unit level. The standardized components for these reports include:
• Goals being assessed;
• Assessment Measures used;
• Assessment Results and Analysis;
• Actions taken as a result of analysis:
• Resources required to meet actions;
• Implication or future for original goal.
Unit-level budget request forms were revised to include:
• Documents that provide context for resource allocation and decision-making
including: Budget Climate (Appendix 42.1); Framework for Resource Allocation
and Decision-Making (Appendix 42.2); and Instructions for Budget Request
Summaries (Appendix 42.3). Historical unit-level trends to permit departments
to better analyze past, current, and future requests.
• An imbedded calculation that requires further justification for requests that
exceed a 3% increase or $30,000 amount.
• A summary that provides an executive-level overview of request totals and
increases, which is used to prepare division-level budget priority requests.
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•
•

Instructions to incorporate justification that outlines how the requested resources
will support goals, essential functions, and / or assessment results.
Appendix 43 provides the Annual Facilities Request/Allocation Processes.

Division-level budget priorities forms were revised to provide:
•
•
•

•

A standard template to request funding for new initiatives, personnel,
equipment / technology, and facilities improvements.
Instructions to incorporate justification that outlines how the high-priority
division request supports strategic or division goals or essential functions.
Instructions to provide a description and amount of funds that might be
available through reallocations within the division, including a projection of
increased revenue if the funds requested will result in additional revenue.
Instructions to provide a description of how the division’s assessment process
contributed to the decision to submit the request.

These templates have been used and are provided as evidence in the appendices of this
document. An assessment web site has also been created for the posting of all
institutional, divisional and administrative unit-level mission, goals and assessment
reports for campus constituents.
In order to ensure that we have consistent processes for assessing institutional
effectiveness, we provide an outline for those processes and evidence of those processes
in the chart below. The development of templates and the formalizing of processes
address the Evaluation Team recommendation that “the college should develop a
mechanism for clearly documenting at all levels of institutional effectiveness using
assessing results.” TracDat will eventually be used for reporting purposes.

Assessing Institutional Effectiveness - Administration
Process
Evidence
The President develops
Appendix 44.1 provides the institutional
annual Institutional Goals that are
goals from 2012-13 and Appendix 44.2
informed from the College Mission,
provides institutional goals for 2013-14.
Strategic Plan and key priorities that have Both show alignment with mission and
surfaced through goal assessments of the
strategic goals.
past year
Note: All Goal Reports and Annual Reports
templates are standardized and consistent
across governance structures.
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The general officers develop Annual
Divisional Goals that are informed by the
President’s Annual Institutional Goals,
College Mission, Strategic Plan and other
key priorities that have surfaced through
divisional assessments. The annual
division goals are assessed and analyzed
at the end of each year and comprise
an Annual Report with proposed actions
steps that inform decision-making and
resource allocation and show alignment
with mission and strategic goals.
The annual division-level assessments and
annual reports along with the divisionlevel goals inform the resource allocation
process. The 2013-14 budget priorities
forms include instructions to divisions to
incorporate justification that outlines how
the high-priority division request supports
strategic or division goals or essential
functions as well as instructions to provide
a description of how the division’s
assessment process contributed to the
decision to submit this request.
All Administrative Department Units
produce Annual Department Unit Goals
that are informed by the President’s
Annual Institutional Goals, Division
Goals, the College Mission, and the
Strategic Planning Goals. The annual
administrative unit goals are assessed and
analyzed at the end of each year and
comprise an Annual Report with proposed
actions that demonstrate progress made
towards achieving divisional, institutional
and strategic goals, and to provide an
assessment of how well the unit is
fulfilling those goals to inform decision-

Appendix 45.1-45.7 provides the Annual
Divisional Goals from 2012-13 shows
alignment with mission and strategic
goals. (2013-14 Annual Divisional Goals
will be forthcoming.)

Appendix 46.1-46.7 provides the Annual
Divisional Report from 2011-12. These
reports show a complete cycle for
assessment process, how assessment was
used to inform decision-making, resource
allocation and program improvement.
The Advancement Division did not have a vice
president during this process, so only
departmental reports for 2011-12 are available.

Annual Unit Goals from 2012-13 and
shows alignment with mission and
strategic goals. (2013-14 are under
development). Because of the large
volume of goal reports at the
administrative unit level, these materials
will be available upon request and
available during the team visit in April.
Annual Unit Reports from 2011-12 show a
complete cycle for assessment process,
how assessment was used to inform
decision-making, resource allocation and
program improvement. Appendix 47
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making and resource allocation (due date
varies by area but all reports are
completed by October 15).
The annual administrative assessments
and annual reports along with the unitlevel goals inform the resource allocation
process. The 2013-14 budget request forms
include instructions to departments to
incorporate justification that outlines how
the requested resources will support goals,
essential functions, and / or assessment
results.

provides one example of a unit-level
report.
Because of the large volume of goal reports at
the administrative unit level, these materials
will be available upon request and available
during the team visit in April.

D. Senior Administrators (General Officers and President)
The general officers of the College develop annual goals on the basis of the president’s
annual institutional goals and ensure that units under their respective divisions 2
develop goals, assessment plans and submit assessment reports that include action
plans for improvements and resource needs on an annual basis. The president and the
general officers align their goals with the College mission and the strategic planning
goals. Each general officer develops goals and annual reports that highlight the key
priorities for their division.
E. Administrative Unit Goal Setting and Reports
Administrative units use a goal-setting process that is consistent across all divisions.
For each goal, units are expected to show: a) how the goal supports institutional,
division or essential functions of their area; b)what strategies will be used to achieve the
goal, the desired outcome or target; c)the assessment to be used to evaluate if the goal
has been achieved; d)and how resources will be impacted in order to achieve the goal.
Administrators are required to assess how effectively their units fulfill their mission and
goals through Annual Unit Reports. Where appropriate, administrators are
additionally responsible for assessing the institutional learning goals of general
education. Administrators may also indicate how effectively their individual units
fulfill the standards of their professional organizations, or other external organizations.

Divisions at Lebanon Valley College include Academic Affairs, Administration and Technology,
Advancement, Enrollment, Finance, Student Affairs, Marketing and Communications.

2
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F. Board of Trustees’ Monitoring of Institutional Effectiveness
The Board of Trustees has oversight responsibility for institutional effectiveness of the
College and monitors various other assessment roles through its committee
structure. The standing committees include: Academic and Student Affairs,
Advancement, Audit, Facilities, Finance and Investment, Strategic Planning, and
Trusteeship. In addition, an ad hoc Marketing Committee will become a standing
committee with responsibilities for oversight of Enrollment as well. The Executive
Committee has three subcommittees that oversee the areas of benefits, risk management
and presidential compensation. The Board meets as a whole three times each
year. Standing committees also typically meet three to four times per year.
Senior administration provides reports to the Board of Trustees on Institutional
Effectiveness Assessment and priorities for resource allocation and decision making.
Through the Trustees’ meetings and committee structure, the Board monitors the
progress on strategic planning goals, institutional key indicators, annual institutional
goals, division reports, and the operating budget of the College.
• Appendix 48 provides a progress report provided for the Strategic Planning
Committee of the Board on January 16, 2013.
• Appendix 49 provides the Institutional Key Indicators Dashboard that was
provided at the February 1, 2013 Board of Trustees’ Meeting.
• Appendix 44.2 provides the annual Institutional Goals for the 2013-14 academic
year.
In addition to the above, the senior staff for each of the College’s divisions are
developing divisional Key Indicator Dashboards that will be used to better inform the
Board of Trustees of institutional effectiveness at the divisional level. Appendix 50
provides an example of a draft Key Indicator Dashboard from the Student Affairs
Division. Other draft divisional dashboards will be available for review by the visiting
team in April.
G. Assessing Board Effectiveness
The Board of Trustees recently concluded a thorough self-assessment workshop,
facilitated by Dr. Rita Bornstein, a nationally recognized expert in higher education
governance. Preparation for the workshop began in December 2012, when Board
members completed a 78-question self-assessment survey designed by the
AGB. Trustees were asked to answer a wide array of questions, including Why are you
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on the Board? What is the degree of your satisfaction in Board service? What are the
greatest challenges and opportunities facing LVC in the next two years? Does the
Board regularly evaluate its performance?
Dr. Bornstein studied the results of that survey, and engaged the Board’s trusteeship
committee in a series of conversations about those results and how they could be used
in focusing discussion at the workshop. Results of the survey were also issued to the
Board in advance of the workshop. The workshop took place on February 1 and 2,
2013, in sessions held on campus. As a result of those discussions, the following
recommendations were identified as steps toward improving Board governance:
• Strengthen trust and openness among board members
•

Clarify process for developing vision, mission, strategic plan

•

Improve education and assessment of trustees and board

•

Provide ongoing orientation and education in issues facing higher education

•

Provide incentives for participating more in campus events

•

Strengthen oversight over educational quality

•

Consider committee restructuring (including Strategic Planning, Finance &
Investment, and Academic & Student Affairs Committees)

In addition, it was agreed to develop ways to strengthen Board and trustee functioning
through greater diversity of membership; consideration of term limits; rotating
committee chairs; establishment of succession planning and creation of more
opportunities for strategic discussions. Time frames and committee responsibilities
were identified for each of these recommendations. Work on several of these
recommendations begins this spring and will continue into the next academic year. It is
likely that the Board will engage Dr. Bornstein for a follow-up visit at one of its
meetings in the near future (spring 2013 or fall 2013).
1. Linking Assessment to the Resource Allocation Process
The Evaluation Team Report acknowledged LVC has processes in place for the
allocation of resources, but stated that “it is less clear how the institution uses that
process to make decisions at the institutional, division, and departmental level to ensure
that the seven strategic goals are being met.” The MSRTF discussed this point at some
length and determined that resource decisions are tied back to annual institutional
priorities developed by the president and general officers, but those priorities were not
sufficiently documented and communicated in their connection to the Strategic Plan. In
our Goals and Priorities for 2012-13 and 2013-2014, the connection back to the Strategic
Plan is made explicit. As indicated below, the Planning and Resource Allocation
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Committee (PRAC) integrates the planning and assessment cycle with the tightly
managed budget cycle.
At the time of the Evaluation Team visit, divisional goals had been developed for 201112, but the loop had not been closed to tie assessment of those goals to actions and
resource allocation. The College used the 2011-12 annual assessment reports to make
revisions to 2012-13 goals, to inform 2013-14 working goals, which will then inform
resource allocation process for 2013-14. Goals and assessment data from 2011-12 were
entered into the TracDat assessment management system 3. Appendix 51 provides two
TracDat sample reports, one using Strategic Goal #1 and one using Strategic Goal #2. (A
complete set of reports for the seven Strategic Goals will be sent ahead of the April team
visit.) The sample report categorizes the data in the following manner: a.)
objective/strategy, b.) method/target/task, c.) results, and d.) actions taken, including
appropriate resource allocation and follow-up. The metrics in the report for Goal #1
show that the College is making good progress towards freshman-sophomore retention
rates. The metrics in the report for Goal #2 provide evidence that we are monitoring
and adjusting faculty positions to maintain the 16:1 student to faculty ratio. The
forthcoming reports will provide addition evidence for all seven of the strategic goals.
The process of developing the monitoring report has brought to light the need to revisit
and refine LVC’s institutional goals. As mentioned later in the Sustaining Compliance
with Standard 7 section, the Strategic Planning Committee and other key constituents
will begin to develop plans for a new strategic planning process in spring of 2013.
PRAC members will utilize the assessment information along with 2013-14 institutional
/ divisional goals and priorities to inform their review and recommendations for final
2013-14 budget allocations. The division-level budget priorities reports will be available
for the April team visit. A summary of PRAC recommendations will be available for
the April team visit.
The Board of Trustees 2013-14 recommended budget resolution will include a summary
of resource allocations that support assessment and strategic goals. A preliminary draft
of this resolution will be available for the April team visit.
The Evaluation Team Report went on to indicate a concern that “the planning and
assessment efforts that have been initiated at the institution appear to be without a clear
3

Using TracDat for both student learning assessment and institutional effectiveness assessment will
facilitate better use of data and in a way that will be sustainable for the future.
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and coherent set of priorities that are understood at all levels of the institution.” In
order to address the above concerns, the College has more formally implemented a
process, as well as a timeline, for resource allocation. The new process will more
effectively communicate the resource allocation process and encourage more
engagement with decision-making. This timeline (Appendix 52) is part of the
Institutional Effectiveness Plan that is available to all campus constituencies through
our assessment web site. At each stage of the timeline the connection to Strategic Plan
goals is made explicit and visible. Through a variety of communication vehicles, the
goals of the Strategic Plan are being recognized.
As mentioned earlier in the report, a Planning and Resource Allocation Committee was
reconstituted with new membership and a new charge to oversee these processes. The
charge of this committee will be posted to address issues of clear communication and
transparency for campus constituents. The budget and planning cycle is well planned
and managed. Nevertheless, we recognized a need to communicate more broadly and
at an earlier stage in the cycle what the president’s priorities will be and how those
priorities tie back to the Strategic Plan and look forward to budget and resource
planning at every level. By incorporating more communication channels and
transparency, senior leadership has made the process more collaborative and
coordinated. These are significant aspects contributing to institutional effectiveness.
H. Long Range Budgeting and Resource Planning
The Evaluation Team recommended that the College more intentionally “link strategic
planning with long-range financial modeling and planning.” In past years, long-range
(4-year) revenue projections were reviewed at an October planning meeting. Major
assumptions underlying these projections were discussed in detail, especially full-time
enrollment and pricing expectations. The resulting revenue streams, based on agreedupon assumptions, were reviewed from the perspective of contribution ratios (e.g. do
the assumptions show that LVC is becoming more or less dependent on tuition?) and
from the perspective of anticipated incremental income. The long-range revenue
projections have been reviewed with the Finance and Investment Committee at the
February meeting for the past several years. From these revenue projections,
discussions and decisions about longer range budgeting and resource planning are
aligned with the strategic goals of the College. These discussions occur during the
timeline for Resource Allocation process listed above. Examples of longer range budget
planning include:
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Long Range Budget Planning
Building and Renovation Projects
• Mund College Center Renovations
• Humanities Building, exterior
renovations
• Digital Communications - lab,
classroom, and offices renovations
• Annual upgrades/renovations to
residence halls

Classroom Technology Upgrade Plan (4-year)
Comprehensive Marketing Plan

Strategic Goals
Strategic Goal #2: To create a demonstrably
superior academic and co-curricular
experience for our students.
Strategic Goal #4: To provide financial support
for (1) current program requirements, (2)
capital maintenance projects, and (3)
contributions to long-term financial viability at
a time when enrollment stops growing beyond
1,700 full-time students and incremental
annual revenue growth diminishes.
Strategic Goal #2
Strategic Goal #1: To sustain the enrollment of
incoming classes of the quantity and quality
needed by the College, at a financially
tolerable discount rate, in the face of declining
cohorts of college-age students exhibiting
changing demographic characteristics in
Pennsylvania beginning in 2009.

As noted earlier, the preparation of this report has brought to light the need to revisit
and refine LVC’s institutional goals. LVC recognizes the importance of
institutionalizing a comprehensive long range budget process. As institutional goals are
refined, LVC will enhance the current process that focuses most specifically on longrange projections related to revenue streams and capital projects. The enhanced process
will allow for a more comprehensive long-range budget planning review that
incorporates both short-term goals and also longer-range priorities.
1. Transparency and Communication of Institutional Effectiveness
The College is making great strides to provide campus and external constituents with
information regarding institutional effectiveness. This includes a new College web site
that defines processes of assessment, a plan for institutional effectiveness, and provides
institutional, strategic, divisional and departmental goals and assessment reports.
Plans also include the creation of a more comprehensive data bank through the Office of
Institutional Research to better inform reporting, decision-making, and program
improvement. LVC Weekly is an electronic newsletter that is sent out to the campus to
communicate important news in higher education (e.g., from Chronicle of Higher
Education, Inside Higher Education.)
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The Self-Study raised the concern that the flow of information between committees and
the faculty was not very clear. One of the goals of the faculty committee restructuring is
to provide more consistent and timely communication about assessment results and
action steps. The creation of the Institutional Effectiveness Committee and the Planning
and Resource Allocation Committee will serve the same purpose given its membership
of faculty and administration. These committees, and senior administrators at the
College, will have the responsibility for communication of institutional effectiveness
and assessment to both internal and external constituents. An assessment of the
effectiveness of these two committee will take place in 2014-15.
I. Index of Compliance with Standard 7
In the chart below, we show the Fundamental Elements for Standard 7 and the location
in the monitoring report where we address those elements.
Standard 7 Fundamental Elements

Where elements are addressed

Documented, organized, and sustained
assessment process to evaluate and improve the
total range of programs and services;
achievement of institutional mission, goals, and
plans; and compliance with accreditation
standards that meets the following criteria:
 A foundation in the institution’s mission
and clearly articulated institutional, unitlevel, and program-level goals that
encompass all programs, services, and
initiatives and are appropriately integrated
with one another
 Systematic, sustained, and thorough use of
multiple qualitative and/or quantitative
measures that:
o maximize the use of existing data and
information;
o clearly and purposefully relate to the
goals they are assessing;
o are of sufficient quality that results can
be used with confidence to inform
decisions
Support and collaboration of faculty and
administration

- Strategic goals are aligned with
mission (A-40)
- Institution, Div., Admin.,
Goal Setting Reports (A-44.1-44.7; pgs. 4849)
- Surveys, Internal and External Reports (A4)
- Institutional Key Indicators (A-49; pg. 50)
- Division Key Indicators – example (A-50;
pg. 51)
- Division and Administrative Unit
Assessment Reports (A-45.1-45.7, A-47;
pgs. 48-49)

- Institutional Effectiveness Committee (A8; pg. 11)
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Clear realistic guidelines and a timetable,
supported by appropriate investment of
institutional resources

 Sufficient simplicity, practicality, detail, and
ownership to be sustainable
 Periodic evaluation of the effectiveness and
comprehensiveness of the institution’s
assessment process
Evidence that assessment results are shared and
discussed with appropriate constituents and
used in institutional planning, resource
allocation, and renewal and to improve and
gain efficiencies in programs, services and
processes, including activities specific to the
institution’s mission (e.g., service, outreach,
research);
Written institutional (strategic) plan(s) that
reflect(s) consideration of assessment results

- Planning and Resource Allocation
Committee (A-7; pg. 11)
- Transparency of Information
Web Site: external/internal, Meetings,
Committee Structures (A-5, A-6; pgs. 1012, 41, 54)
- Resources dedicated to assessment
Initiatives (e.g., admin. support,
TracDat, Innovation Funds, and other
IE resources) (pgs. 4-12)
- Decision-Making and Resource
Allocation Process and Timeline (A-52, A41, A-42.1-3; pg. 52-54)
- Resources dedicated to assessment
Initiatives (pgs. 4-12)
- Processes and Decision-Making
Committee Structures (A-52)
- Institutional Effectiveness Committee (A-8;
pg. 11)
- Transparency of Information
 Assessment web site
 External/internal posting of
assessment reports
 Meetings of faculty, staff,
administration, student
government, committees, Board of
Trustees
(pgs. 10-12, 41, 50-54)
- Strategic Plan Report (A-48; pg. 50)
- Institutional Effectiveness Plan (A-2; pg.
11)
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V. SUSTAINING COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD 7
A. Assessment Measures and Processes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fully implement and begin utilizing TracDat for administrative assessment
collection and reporting. Spring and Summer 2013.
Training sessions for administrators on using TracDat. Spring-Summer 2013.
Refining processes for goal setting and reports for administrative areas. SpringSummer 2013.
Continuation of the goal setting/assessment process/annual reporting process to
be completed annually in October 2013.
Finalize Institutional Effectiveness Plan (April 2013)and seek endorsement from the
Board of Trustees. May 2013 Board meeting.
Implement Planning and Resource Allocation Committee (PRAC). March 2013.
Continue to align goals and use assessment in the budget request process.
Implement Institutional Effectiveness Committee. May 2013.
Complete Divisional Dashboards – Key Indicators. May 2013.
Develop plan for assessing effectiveness of new committees (e.g., PRAC, IE,
Curriculum and Assessment). AY2013-14.
Reviewing Board of Trustees Committees (specifically, the role of the Strategic
Planning Committee). Spring-Summer 2013.
Strategic Planning Committee will begin addressing plans for the next Strategic
Plan and processes for its development. Spring-Summer 2013.
External Program reviews (Residential Life & Health Service SP’13) two
departments annually

B. Using and Sharing Results
•
•
•
•

Continue to post relevant information for Institutional Effectiveness on external
and internal web sites (as appropriate). Spring 2013.
Report on Institutional Effectiveness Assessment once per semester at Town Hall
Meetings, Business Meetings and via emails.
Sharing budget information with campus via emails, Town Hall Meetings and
Business Meetings.
Reviewing assessment updates/key indicators with appropriate Board of
Trustees Committees.
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VI.

CONCLUSION

In the narrative of previous pages and most especially in our appendices, we hope we
have demonstrated that Lebanon Valley College has addressed or made substantial
progress in addressing the requirements of the Middle States Commission on Higher
Education in order to be in compliance with Standard 7 and Standard 14. We are very
proud of the work that has been done in so many areas in a relatively short period of
time. We are also acutely aware of the areas where we need to continue our progress.
We know we have more work to do to build the process itself. Indeed, one of the
principal products of our work over the past seven months has been the discovery of
what is clearly working and what is not, what existing process or committee should be
maintained and which should not be maintained. We are convinced that the discovery
process will be ongoing. A healthy assessment process will inevitably uncover new
areas for intensive study and work in addition to those we have already identified.
Our work on Standard 14 has yielded the greatest amount of satisfaction and discovery.
There was no way to anticipate the number of “Eureka!” moments that have come out
of the academic assessment process. There is also the quieter, but ultimately more
powerful sense of satisfaction in knowing that in the areas of student‐learning, we now
know, beyond a doubt, we are delivering on the promise we make to our students as
they enter the College and even as they enroll in a course. There is also a greater and
more accessible potential in the curriculum for interdisciplinary work, consolidation or
development of major requirements, and a more integrated review process for the
curriculum itself.
We believe that we have put processes and structures in place that will measurably
improve our institutional effectiveness. The Planning and Resource Allocation
Committee is a platform for making better decisions on use of resources, but it is also a
strong platform for shared governance as it includes faculty representatives and
broader administrative representation. The Institutional Effectiveness Plan and the
Committee that oversees institutional assessment is an entirely new concept at Lebanon
Valley College and one whose benefit—short and long‐term—we recognize fully.
Nevertheless, we know we have more to do in regard to Standard 7, particularly in our
resource allocation process and our reporting on Institutional Effectiveness. Creative,
flexible management and shared governance of the institution in the coming years will
depend on disciplined, organized assessment and collaborative decision‐making. To
some degree, the writing of a new strategic plan for the institution will be the next, very
significant stage in the transition from our previous model of resource allocation to the
future model that we are working toward.

The Monitoring Report is being submitted on deadline, but the work continues.
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