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Overview

In the past year, Peru State College continued its tradition of ongoing self-assessment and improvement.
Institutional self-study and strategic planning processes enhanced the College’s usual institutional assessment
procedures, increasing engagement of the campus community and producing a variety of changes. This report
summarizes the findings of each of the major assessment methods employed by the College, notes
developments informed by these findings, and discusses implications for future consideration. The table below
highlights some of the findings in connection with the institutional goals:

OVERVIEW OF 2010-2011 ASSESSMENT FINDINGS
RELATED TO INSTITUTIONAL GOALS

Goal: Provision of affordable education

e Quantitative Findings: Tuition and fees were increased, but the NSCS Advantage and the One
Rate Any State programs were retained.

e Quadlitative Findings: Of seniors surveyed on exit, 54% referenced affordability as a reason for
choosing PSC.

Goal: Provision of high quality education

e Quantitative Findings: In both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies of student CAAP
performance, seniors performed better than freshmen in all subject areas
except mathematics. Senior gains increased over prior years in writing,
exceeding the national senior score mean.

e Quadlitative Findings: Senior and alumni surveys show high ratings regarding the overall quality
of education at PSC. On the NSSE, 71% of senior respondents rated their
overall experience at PSC as good or excellent, and 82% said they would
choose Peru State College again if they had the choice to make again. On
the Senior Exit Survey, 69% rated the quality of faculty instruction as
above average or excellent, and 63% of those who had taken general
education course work through PSC rated the quality of instruction in
these courses as above average or excellent. On graduate employment
surveys, 96% of respondents agreed that they had received a quality
education at Peru State College. On the ACT Alumni Survey, 80% of
respondents indicated they would definitely or probably choose PSC again
if they had the choice to make again.

Goal: Major field of study content knowledge

e Qualitative Findings: Program reviews suggest that instruction within majors produces
satisfactory outcomes.

Goal: Development of foundation for life-long learning

e Qualitative Findings: On the Senior Exit Survey, 27% indicated they planned to enroll in
graduate school or pursue additional undergraduate coursework. On the
ACT Alumni Survey, 45% of respondents had pursued continuing education
and another 17% planned to do so, with 65% saying the college had
prepared them more than adequately or exceptionally well for continuing
education. Respondents rated the ability to learn on their own as the top
contribution the college had made to their personal growth (out of 24
items).
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e Quantitative Findings:

e Qualitative Findings:

e Quantitative Findings:

e Qualitative Findings:

e Quantitative Findings:

e Qualitative Findings:

e Qualitative Findings:

e Qualitative Findings:

lives

e Qualitative Findings:

Goal: Development of effective communication skills

Upperclassmen scored better than underclassmen on CAAP Reading and
Writing tests and scored above the national mean on the Writing test.

Seniors responding to the Exit Survey rated as above average or excellent
the College’s contribution to their communication skills as follows: formal
written communication 69%, individual and small group communication
74%, formal oral presentation 53%. On the ACT Alumni Survey, writing
effectively and speaking effectively ranked 8" and 9", respectively, out of
24 items regarding the College’s contribution to personal growth.

Goal: Development of computer and information literacy

All students graduating with bachelor’'s degrees meet computer
competency requirements through CMIS 101 and/or online course
success.

Exit survey results suggest that most seniors perceive themselves to be
highly computer and information literate, with 75% rating the College’s
contribution to this skill as above average or excellent.

Goal: Development of critical thinking skills

Upperclassmen scored better than underclassmen on CAAP Critical
Thinking tests, and longitudinal CAAP studies show statistically significant
proficiency gains.

A cross-sectional analysis of student responses on the NSSE shows among
seniors compared to freshmen statistically significant increases in
perception of educational gains in the thinking skills analysis, application,
and synthesis, but not evaluation.

Goal: Development of capacity for change

On the NSSE, 67% of seniors said they had often or very often learned
something that changed the way they understood an issue or a concept.
Exit survey results suggest that most seniors perceive themselves to be
highly capable of changing their views or approaches when warranted,
with 77% rating the College’s contribution to this skill as excellent or
above average.

Goal: Development of ability to assume leadership roles

On the Senior Exit Survey, 69% of respondents rated the College’s
contribution to their ability to assume leadership roles as above average
or excellent. On the ACT Alumni Survey, leading and guiding others ranked
10" on the College’s perceived contribution to personal growth.

Goal: Development of ability to pursue intellectually, ethically, aesthetically, and physically rewarding

On the Senior Exit Survey, 77% rated the College’s contribution to their
ability to meet this goal as above average or excellent.
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ACT Alumni Survey

One hundred three alumni of the 2005-2006 baccalaureate class responded to the 2011 ACT Alumni Survey,
representing a response rate of 35%.

Eighty-nine percent of respondents had been in-state students. Of respondents, 44.7% have pursued post-
graduate or professional degrees (7.8% planning to obtain doctorates). Compared to college alumni nationally,
the PSC alumni rated their education highly in terms of how well it prepared them for continuing their
education. In addition, over 80% of respondents indicated that they would choose Peru State College in a do-
over. Again, Peru State College compares well to the national norm. These comparisons are shown below.

2011 ACT Alumni Survey Question: 2011 ACT Alumni Survey Question: If
How well did this college prepare you you could start college over, would you
for your continuing education? choose to attend this college?
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When asked to compare Peru State College to other colleges in terms of quality, 41.6% of those who responded
marked “Better,” 38.6% marked “About the same,” and 19.8% marked “Unable to judge.” No one rated Peru
State College as worse than other colleges.

The primary reasons respondents gave for selecting Peru State College were location (27%), cost (20%), and
types of programs available (19%).

Respondents ranked their primary funding sources as student loans, scholarships, personal savings, and
educational grants, respectively.

Asked if they felt their college education had improved their quality of life, 89.1% responded affirmatively
(65.3% saying definitely yes).

The first table on the following page ranks (from highest to lowest) the ways in which respondents felt the
College had contributed to their personal growth. Following that table are two graphs showing the five top
ranking and the five bottom ranking items in this list as the Peru State College responses compare to national
norms.
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2011 ACT Alumni Survey: Ranking of College Contributions by the Class of 2006
1. Learning onyour own 14. Understanding different philosophies and
2. Planning and carrying out projects cultures
3. Persisting at difficult tasks 15. Following directions
4. Organizing your time effectively 16. Understanding graphic information
5. Working independently 17. Understanding and applying scientific
6. Working cooperatively in a group principles and methods
7. Defining and solving problems 18. Understanding and applying mathematics in
8. Writing effectively your daily activities
9. Speaking effectively 19. Understanding consumer issues
10. Leading/guiding others 20. Using the library
11. Understanding written information 21. Managing personal/family finances
12. Recognizing assumptions, making logical 22. Understanding and appreciating the arts
inferences, and reaching correct 23. Caring for your own physical and mental
conclusions health
13. Understanding the interaction of people 24. Recognizing your rights, responsibilities, and
and their environment privileges as a citizen
2011 ACT Alumni Survey: Top 5 PSC 2011 ACT Alumni Survey: Bottom 5 PSC
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It is worth noting that the top seven characteristics above are closely related to development of the potential for
life-long learning, one of the College’s stated goals.

The employment rate among respondents was 91.8%, with approximately 90% being in full-time situations. The
main problems respondents had encountered in obtaining their first job were low pay levels, location, and
desirability of job type. Nonetheless, 48.4% indicated they had obtained a job prior to leaving college, and
37.4% had found employment within six months of their graduation. The median income range for the first job
was $30,000 - $39,999. The mean number of full-time positions held since graduation was 1.6.

Peru State College Assessment Report 2011 6



Current Employment Reporting from PSC Class of 2006 National Comparison

B Employed Full-time or
Part-time

Self-employed

M Serving in the Armed
Forces

B Continuing Education &
Employed

m Unemployed/Cont.
Ed./Caretaking/Other

Current employment numbers were highest in the fields of business/management and education (31.8% in
each). The median income range for current employment was $40,000 - $49,999, and 91.3% of respondents felt
that college had prepared them adequately (56.5%) or very well (34.8%) for their present employment.
Normative data for current annual salary was not available from ACT.

Two additional questions included by the College received the following responses:

Where do you work?
7.8% | am not employed.

66% In the state of Nebraska.
10.7% In a state that shares a border with Nebraska.

7.8% In another state that does not share a border with Nebraska.

0% Outside of the U.S.A.
How do you think most people in your community perceive the quality of Peru State College?

17.5% Excellent
39.8% Good
17.5% Average

2.9% Poor

14.6% Unaware of Peru State College

These last responses appear to confirm that Peru State College is in fact supporting workforce development in the state/
region and that Peru State College needs to work on improving its visibility as well as its institutional image.

Annual Faculty Evaluations

As a personnel matter, the annual evaluation of each full-time faculty member is a confidential process.
However, full-time faculty members continue to undergo annual performance evaluation in accordance with the
provisions of the State College Education Association’s (SCEA’s) negotiated agreement. Evidence of teaching
effectiveness is collected for each faculty member as part of his or her annual review. This review is conducted
by the deans of each school in consultation with the vice president for academic affairs. As a part of the review
process, each faculty member completes a Professional Activities Report and Development Plan, which allows
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the faculty member to present evidence of effective teaching as well as plans for future improvements to
teaching. For 2010, the form was enhanced to focus faculty on instructional enhancement with the addition of
two items of interest generated from the self-study process:

e Self-Characterization of Teaching Evaluations (e.g., strengths & development opportunities)
e List specific activities completed for the purpose of improving the quality of your classroom instruction
and student engagement in the learning experience

Rank promotion and tenure procedures involve peer review and require demonstration of having met minimum
standards for educational and service criteria. Consistent with other Peru State College shared governance
procedures, the peer review committee serves as a recommending body, and the Peru State College
administration retains final decision-making authority.

The College continues to provide full-time faculty with professional development funding and on-campus
opportunities. One full-time faculty member was granted a sabbatical in the fall of 2011. For the third
consecutive year, a faculty member from Peru State College was awarded the NSCS Teaching Excellence
Award. Many faculty accomplishments were acknowledged in press releases and/or campus e-newsletters
throughout the year.

Adjunct faculty evaluation is conducted primarily through course evaluation surveys returned by students and
online course shell review by deans. The degree to which adjunct faculty members are supervised by deans
and/or mentored by full-time faculty continues to vary according to need.

Capstone and Program Review

The Assessment Committee created a form to be used by the faculty for structuring the annual capstone and
program reviews. The intent was to establish a degree of uniformity in the types of information obtained
through this critical assessment process and still leave sufficient flexibility to accommodate the analytical
processes of significantly differing programs. In prior years, some reports had focused on the capstone
experience itself with little analysis of how that experience tied in with the program and what implications it
might have for programmatic change. To encourage a broader analysis, the new Annual Capstone and Program
Review form calls for a more comprehensive program review and includes analysis of the capstone experience
as a key component of program assessment.

Because Peru State College has been engaged in a self-study, during the 2010-2011 academic year, the faculty
was asked to prepare comprehensive program reviews following a separate organizational structure, in which
they were to address the following:

Program mission and goals (and any necessary updates in these)

Evidence of demand and efficiency from 2005 through 2010

Faculty perspective regarding the above in relation to institutional assessment processes
Program strengths and weaknesses

Recommendations for program enhancement

Because of its similarity to the new layout for the Annual Capstone and Program Review, this self-study
program assessment more or less eclipsed the annual capstone review process for 2010-2011. (Only two
Annual Capstone and Program Review forms were submitted in addition to the self-study program assessment.)
However, with the exception of particular attention given to the capstone experience, the reporting produced
essentially what would have been obtained had the faculty implemented the new Annual Capstone and Program
Review form.
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Some of the most commonly noted strengths and weaknesses can be summarized as follows:

Strengths Weaknesses

e Instructional approaches effective and in e Need for additional full-time faculty (noted in
keeping with ‘best practice’ standards almost every report)

e Qualified and dedicated faculty who can and e Need for technology and equipment upgrades
do teach across broad subject distributions and, in some cases, improvements in facilities

within their disciplines

e High faculty engagement in professional field e Under-preparedness of entering students and
contributions, campus activities, and related retention problems
community service

Additional concerns in low-enrollment programs included:

e Need for more online course offerings to reach broader population
o Need for greater flexibility in course scheduling and additional course offerings
e Need for targeted recruitment efforts

Also remarkable is the extent to which faculty suggestions for program improvement included the types of
activities that the NSSE terms “enriching educational experiences” For example:

Development of discipline-related student clubs and organizations

Professional staffing of a writing center

Development of an artists-in-residence program

Promotion of research and consultant activities involving faculty-student collaboration
Development of new internships

Establishment of collaborative programming between disciplines

Related to the process of program review is the effort the faculty makes to enhance existing courses. For several
years, the Assessment Committee has collected Course Enhancement forms from instructors who have made
significant instructional changes. Faculty participation is voluntary. In prior years, the Assessment Committee
called for emphasis on writing across the curriculum. In the past year, the Assessment Committee added to that
call one for critical thinking applications. The Vice President of Academic Affairs supported this call by
purchasing booklets for faculty and students on critical thinking as a topic. Two course enhancement forms
were submitted in 2010-2011, and both emphasized critical thinking. It is known anecdotally that other course
enhancements were made in a variety of areas but not formally documented for assessment purposes.

Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP)

In an attempt to motivate students to put forth their best effort on the CAAP tests, Peru State College has
implemented cut scores with consequences for poor CAAP test performance. Freshman cut scores were
implemented in the fall of 2010, set at 1.96 standard deviations below the national 3-year mean for freshmen at
4-year public colleges. Freshman testing took place during fall semester only, in conjunction with the revised
COLL 101 Introduction to Collegiate Education course, and students scoring below the cut scores were placed
on academic probation for the following semester.

Three-hundred ninety-four students took the tests during the 2010-2011 academic year: 244 freshmen and 150

seniors. Thirty-one freshmen missed the cut scores on 36 tests, representing 12.7% of the on-campus freshman
class and 3% of the freshman tests (as each student took five tests).
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Senior cut scores are set at 1.96 standard deviations below the 3-year mean for seniors at public and private
institutions (because norms are not available based on public institutions alone) and are in effect for those
completing their first baccalaureate degrees after January 1, 2012. To encourage effort on the tests by seniors
completing their degrees prior to 2012, all seniors passing the 2012 cut scores in the 2010-2011 academic year
gained an entry in a random drawing for an iPad. Nonetheless, 15 seniors missed the 2012 cut scores on 22
tests, representing 10% of the seniors tested and 2.9% of the senior tests. Three of these seniors who are subject
to the 2012 cut scores will be required to complete modules in the College’s new Senior Competency Seminar,
designed to redress the related knowledge and skills, before they will be eligible to graduate. Two of these
missed the Critical Thinking cut score, and one missed the Mathematics cut score.

ACT prints certificates of achievement to students who score above the

national mean for sophomores, and Peru State College issues those STUde”tAS 'f]’flming C?_APzg%tiIilcates of
certificates to the students when score reports and explanations are chievementin 822
distributed. Faculty advisors present test results to freshmen, and senior Freshmen  Seniors
results are now mailed directly to the students. The proportions of | \riting 28% 59%
students earning certificates of achievement in 2010-11 are shown in Math?matics 28% 27%
the table to the right. Interestingly, the national mean for seniors on the | Reading 19% 46%
Mathematics test is slightly lower than the national mean for | Critical Thinking 21% 50%
sophomores, and the difference between the national means for Science [ S¢'®n¢ 22% 34%

is relatively small, though positive.

The proportion of seniors tested is expected to increase during the coming year due to changes in the CAAP
testing policy. A transitional policy implemented for those completing their baccalaureate programs in the
spring or summer of 2011 allowed exemptions for students with associate’s degrees (AA or AS) and for
students living outside 60-mile radii from the two testing sites (Peru and the Annex). The radius determining
whether a senior must sit for the CAAP tests is now is 100 miles, and students outside the radius are no longer
exempt, but are permitted to substitute a suitable alternative assessment, such as a standardized exam used for
admission to a graduate or professional program or the entire PSC Senior Competency Seminar. Students with
associate’s degrees are no longer exempt from the senior CAAP testing requirement because the College has an
interest in ensuring that all students who graduate with baccalaureate degrees from Peru State College are able
to demonstrate a minimum level of competency in the areas targeted by the General Education program.

Self-reported Effort Ratings, CAAP 2010-11 On all five subjects, freshman effort levels

Freshmen and Seniors increased to a statistically significant extent

- Wi compareq to pr.ior years. However, mean
Deaina scores did not increase corre§pondlngly. In

(] Science fact, the mean score for Reading was lower

compared to the mean over all prior years by
1.062 points, a statistically significant drop
200 corresponding to about 4.5 percentile points.
The combination of higher effort ratings and
equivalent or lower test scores suggests any of
several possibilities: It could be that the
freshmen tested in fall of 2010 tended to
inflate their effort ratings more than freshmen
of prior years, but this seems counter-intuitive,
given that the consequences were tied to
scores, not effort ratings. It could be that this
00 latest class was less academically prepared
hirclsenen EiLeve pperclasenen than previous classes. And/or, it could be that

v the skill deficiencies that would have

Mean

1.009
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discouraged effort in the past are not overcome by putting forth greater effort. This last explanation would seem
to challenge the hypothesis that low testing motivation has been a significant factor in the below-average score
means of students entering Peru State College.

Senior effort ratings actually dropped, to a statistically significant extent, for the Mathematics, Reading, and
Science tests. Clearly, one factor is the policy change that made the CAAP testing a stand-alone graduation
requirement for which students no longer gained any points toward a course grade. Apparently, even the
drawing for the iPad was insufficient to overcome the perception of imposition. It remains to be seen whether
the enforcement of cut score consequences will serve to improve overall senior effort levels. The following
graphs show the mean effort ratings by freshmen and seniors over time for each of the five CAAP tests. The
light blue bar at the right of each cluster represents the past year’s effort ratings, with the left-hand cluster
representing freshman ratings over time and the right-hand cluster representing senior ratings over time. Gaps or
missing colors occur because not all tests were administered to both classes every year. Three represents “Gave
my best effort,” zero “Gave no effort.”

CAAP Effort Ratings by Subject, Education Level, and Year

Writing Mathematics
| Academic | Academic
3 Year 3 Y ear
Beginning Beginning
Wz002 W2002
H2003 2003
Ozo04 2004
M2005 M2005
[CJz006 [J2008
W z007 W2007
Dzo008 H2008
2] Oz009 o 2008
= @z010 @ao10
£ £
= =
= =
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c Ll
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Underclassmen Upperclassmen Underclassmen Upperclassmen
EdLevel EdLevel
Reading Critical Thinking
i Academic ] Academic
3 ear 3 Year
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Moo M2005
[CJz004 [J2008
W05 W2007
[CJzo06 [Ez008
Wz007 2008
Hzo0s 2010

COzo09
Mao10

Mean Reading
Mean Crit. Thkg.

Underclassmen Upperclassmen Underclassmen Upperclassmen
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Science While none of the trends represented here is

N egiemic statistically significant in terms of linear progression,
Bedning the impact of the changes surrounding the 2010-11
55832 freshman testing are notable across all subjects.
m - oo
2009
N | N B Which change had greater influence, the revision of the

COLL 101 course that provides the context for the
testing or the implementation of score expectations, is
not clear. Likely, the two produced a combined effect.
. With the exception of online-only freshmen, who are
not required to take the CAAP tests, the COLL 101
students now meet in face-to-face classroom settings
and benefit from direct interaction with the faculty,
0 who communicate to students the importance of the

EdLevel testing and its value to the institution. Behavior during
freshman testing sessions has improved dramatically.

Mean Science

Senior Mathematics scores experienced a statistically significant drop, corresponding to about five percentile
points. However, the mean Mathematics score for seniors remained slightly higher than that for freshmen. As
has been noted in previous assessment reports, the failure to achieve a statistically significant gain between
freshman and senior Mathematics score means appears to be a national phenomenon. As has also been noted
previously, disuse is a likely factor, considering that most of the students complete their general studies
mathematics coursework during their freshman and sophomore years. Plainly, having students increase their
mathematics facility and retain that increase through the years would be preferable. However, there is reason to
believe that were students not to take college mathematics courses, the loss associated with disuse would be
even greater. An independent-samples t-test comparing the mean Mathematics scores of freshmen who were 23
years of age or older to those of traditionally aged freshmen tested at Peru State College since 2002 shows a
statistically significant difference, with the non-traditionally aged testers (5.5% of the freshman population)
scoring lower by an average of 2.21 points (t = -5.576, df 1785, p < .001). Referencing the 2009 CAAP norms
for freshmen at 4-year public institutions, this difference equates to roughly 18 percentile points.

A cross-sectional analysis of the 2010-11 freshman and senior CAAP scores found the seniors continuing to
outperform the freshmen on all subjects except for Mathematics. As noted above, while the senior mean for
Mathematics was slightly higher than the freshman mean, the difference is not statistically significant. The
tables on the next page show the mean comparisons and t-test outcomes, with the statistically significant
differences emphasized in bold font. For context, the mean scores from the current norm reference groups
(freshmen at 4-year public colleges and seniors at public and private colleges) and the differences between the
two, are shown to the right of the Peru State College mean comparisons. All score means represent scaled
scores ranging from 40 to 80.

Peru State College’s freshmen scored below national averages on every subject. PSC’s seniors scored above the
national average for Writing and, in cross-sectional comparison to PSC freshmen, showed greater positive
differences relative to the national differences in every area except Science.

Interestingly, the standard deviations for the senior Math and Science means, subjects for which senior effort
ratings were the lowest, are relatively small; whereas, the standard deviations for the senior Reading and
Critical Thinking means are relatively large, suggesting widely ranging reading and critical thinking proficiency
within the senior class.
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CAAP Means by Class, 2010-11 National CAAP User Norms from 2006-2009
ug_aSrS Stq. Std. Norm
Scaled | Devia- | Error Group
Ed Level N Score) | tion Mean Ed Level Mean Difference
Writing Seniors 150 | 63.49 | 4.548 | .371 Writing Seniors 63.2 0.2
Freshmen 244 | 59.93 | 4.764 | .305 Freshmen 63.0
Mathematics Seniors 150 | 55.83 | 3.325 | .271 Mathematics Seniors 57.0 -0.1
Freshmen 244 | 55.52 | 3.539 | .227 Freshmen 57.1
Reading Seniors 150 | 60.79 | 5.231 | .427 Reading Seniors 62.3 0.3
Freshmen 244 | 56.82 | 4.740 | .303 Freshmen 62.0
Critical Thinking Seniors 150 | 61.13 | 5.489 | .448 Critical Thinking Seniors 63.2 2.2
Freshmen 244 | 57.25 | 4.890 | .313 Freshmen 61.0
Science Seniors 150 | 59.37 | 3.992 | .326 Science Seniors 60.9 25
Freshmen 244 | 57.29 | 3.909 | .250 Freshmen 58.4

Independent Samples Test on Differences between Freshmen and Senior CAAP Scores, 2010-11
Levene's Test for
Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
Std. 95% Confidence
Mean Error Interval of the
Sig. | Differ- | Differ- Difference
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) | ence ence Lower Upper
Writing 032 .859| 7.333 392| .000| 3.56 486| 2.608| 4.518
Mathematics 1.445 230 883 392 378 32 359 -.389| 1.022
Reading 7.564 292 .000| 3.96 524| 2932 4.994
Critical Thinking |~ 3.496 .062| 7.297 392| .000( 3.88 532| 2.835| 4.926
Science 126 .723| 5.077 392| .000| 2.08 409| 1.272| 2.880
-tI)_hte table to éhe ”,ght pres'entslzocrlr“elatlons ACT-CAAP Correlations for 2010-11 Freshmen & Seniors
e Ween'stu ents’ mmcoming scores ACT CAAP %lile
and their CAAP scores translated to ACT Score Mean Comparisons Correlations
national  sophomore-level percentiles. gtd_- std- 5 S(Izg-
. evi- rror earson -
AIthoug_h differences between freshman Ed Level N | mean | ation | Mean ; tailed)
and senior ACT scores are to be expected ) _
(due to attrition among the least prepared English Seniors 91| 20.04) 4.786 .502 773 .000
underclassmen), the differences shown Freshmen | 214| 19.10| 5.282 361 773 .000
here are not statistically significant. The | wmath Seniors 91| 2038|4541 .476 715|  .000
correlations W'th ) CAA'? _gutcomes, Freshmen | 214| 19.44| 4.028 275 772 .000
however, are statistically significant and ) .
moderately strong. Scatter pIots (not Reading  Seniors 91| 20.89| 4.684 491 .538 .000
shown here) reveal wider variability in the Freshmen | 214] 20.20] 5.009| .342 .686] .000
CAAP scores of seniors on the low end of | Scientific ~ Seniors 91| 21.13]| 4.094 429 550 .000
the A_C”T scale (;:_ompargd to freshnr:en, Reasoning Freshmen | 214| 19.87|4.013| 274 654 000
especially in reading and science. These . , CAAP percentiles
. . Composite Seniors 91| 20.51| 3.920 411 ;
results suggest considerable success in P ggf)ﬁgrggrga;g’;i
educating underprepared students. Freshmen | 214] 19.61] 3.928 269
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The quartile analysis shown to the
right graphically demonstrates the
superior proficiency levels in the

PSC 2010-11 CAAP Score Distribution by National

Quartiles for Sophomore Level Performance

senior class as compared to the 2 70
freshman class, using sophomore- § 60
level percentile equivalents. 9 s0
E" 40 W 1st
Seventy of the seniors had taken S -
the CAAP tests as freshmen. In the 3 30 "
tables shown below, a longitudinal €20 W 3rd
analysis of their gains appears side- S 10 W 4th
by-side with corresponding data :g 0
from all students who have tested *®
as both freshmen and seniors since
the College began administering Writing | Math | Reading | Crit Thkg | Science |
the CAAP. Statistically significant
gains appear in bold font:
Scaled Score Analysis of Students Who Took the CAAP as Freshmen and Again as Seniors
2010-11 Seniors All Seniors Since 2002
Mean Mean
(40-80 | Std. Std. (40-80 | Std. Std.
Scaled | Devia- | Error Scaled | Devia- | Error
Ed Level N Score) | tion Mean N Score) | tion Mean
Writing Seniors 70| 63.67| 4.723 .565 227 | 63.50| 4.861 .323
Freshmen 70| 61.81| 5.017 .600 227 | 62.00| 5.108 .339
Mathematics Seniors 70| 56.40| 3.704 443 297 | 56.83| 3.651 212
Freshmen 70| 56.79| 4.618 .552 297 | 56.67| 4.134 .240
Reading Seniors 70| 60.34| 5.695 .681 297 | 60.85| 5.489 .318
Freshmen 70| 58.67| 5.862 .701 297 | 59.00| 5.031 .292
Critical Thinking Seniors 70| 60.56| 5.694 .681 270| 61.01| 5.355 .326
Freshmen 70| 58.13| 4.733 .566 270 | 58.48| 4.973 .303
Science Seniors 70| 59.47| 4.497 .538 267 | 59.62| 4.384 .268
Freshmen 70| 57.36| 4.198 .502 267 | 57.67| 4.034 247
Paired Samples Test of Students Who Took the CAAP as Freshmen and Again as Seniors
2010-11 Seniors All Seniors Since 2002
Paired Differences Paired Differences
95% 95%
Mean Confidence Mean Confidence
Gain | std. | std. Intgrval of the Sig. | Gain | Std. | Std. Intgrval of the Sig.
or | Devi- | Error [ Difference (- or | Devi- | Error | _Difference (-
Loss | ation | Mean | Lower | Upper t df | tailed) | Loss | ation | Mean | Lower | Upper t df | tailed)
Writing 1.86] 3.218( .385| 1.09| 2.62(4.828|69| .000| 1.50|3.140| .208| 1.09| 1.91|7.207| 226| .000
Mathematics -.3913.333| .398| -1.18 41| -.968] 69| .336 .16(3.436| .199 -.23 55| .811| 296 | .418
Reading 1.67 ] 4.484| .536 60 2.7413.119|69| .003| 1.85|4.284| .249| 1.36| 2.34|7.449| 296 | .000
Critical Thkg | 2.43| 4.912| .587| 1.26| 3.60|4.136|69| .000| 2.53|4.278| .260| 2.01| 3.04|9.702| 269 | .000
Science 2.11|3.751| .448| 1.22| 3.01|4.715|69| .000| 1.95|3.725| .228| 1.50| 2.40|8.543| 266 | .000
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Here again, the seniors’ mean Writing score exceeded the national norm for seniors, suggesting that the recent
several years’ emphasis on writing across the curriculum is paying off. Senior writing scores were up this past
year despite the low overall effort levels. The seniors’ gains in Writing, Reading, and Critical Thinking
exceeded the national gains even though the mean scores fell below the national means for seniors. In science,
statistically significant gains were seen, but the degree of gain and the mean scores fell below national averages.
In Mathematics, the loss of proficiency from the freshman year to the senior year at Peru State College, though
not statistically significant, appears to be slightly greater than that seen nationally. However, the national studies
used for comparison here are cross-sectional, not longitudinal, and though ACT representatives asserts that both
types of studies produce equivalent results, only the longitudinal analysis looks at actual individual gains.

Course Evaluation Surveys

A comparison of the mean scores attained on the undergraduate course evaluations for fall of 2010 found
differences between online and on-campus student responses on the following items:

Fall 2010 Undergraduate Course Evaluation Surveys: Online Compared to On-Campus
Mean Sig.
Difference (2-
Better Ratings for Online Courses (Scale 1-5) t df tailed)
e The course is intellectually challenging. 0.28 | 9.912 3653 .004
¢ The instructor follows the syllabus and/or explains when a deviation is A1 | 4.204 3653 .000
necessary.
e Course material/presentations/discussions clearly relate to the course .09 | 3.156 3653 .002
objectives.
Better Ratings for On-Campus Courses
e Graded assignments are returned within a reasonable time. .09 | 2423 3653 .015
e The instructor is available for individual help. .09 | 2.851 3653 .004

Only items on which statistically significant differences were found are shown.

While statistically significant, the above results say less about the instruction than about the mode of delivery:

e The course is intellectually challenging: In the absence of face-to-face instruction and explanation,
mastery of course content requires greater effort and greater reading comprehension on the part of the
student. Moreover, online courses taught in accelerated format move twice as quickly through the
material compared to full-semester courses, so students have to study more intensively and grasp the
content more quickly. Most instructors who have converted 16-week courses to 8-week courses have
likely refined and consolidated assignments and tests to arrive at a manageable workload. The work thus
omitted probably tends to be activities that would, if students had time to do them, facilitate the learning
of the course material. Without these activities, the students may actually find the material more
intellectually challenging.

e The instructor follows the syllabus and/or explains when a deviation is necessary: The structural layout
and accessibility of course materials in online courses is highly visual and directs the student’s
experience of the course. Most online courses rely on students to follow the syllabus whereas, in on-
campus courses, students tend to rely on the instructor to follow the syllabus. On-campus students
probably tend to be less aware of the syllabus in general. In addition, instructors meeting with students
face-to-face are more likely than online instructors to have course interruptions (due to weather, for
example) and/or to respond to perceived learning gaps with spontaneous course modifications.

e Course material/presentations/discussions clearly relate to the course objectives: Instructors in face-to-
face settings have opportunities to expand on the course material, something the online delivery format
does not facilitate. While asides and embellishments are generally intended to enrich the students’
understanding and promote cross-contextual application and critical thinking, students sometimes fail to
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grasp their relevance or appreciate how much they enrich the learning experience, seeing them instead as
deviations from the course objectives.

Graded assignments are returned within a reasonable time: Because online courses require of
instructors extensive reading and e-mail correspondence in addition to grading, getting assignments
graded and returned with comments detailed enough to facilitate learning can be very time consuming.
Also, with most of Peru State College’s online courses following an 8-week accelerated format, students
likely feel a greater sense of urgency about receiving feedback on their progress than they would in
sixteen-week courses. Therefore, what students in online courses consider reasonable compared to what
students in on-campus courses consider reasonable may differ considerably.

The instructor is available for individual help: Online students work on assignments and tests at
whatever time of day suits them, so when they run into problems, they may become easily frustrated at
being unable to get immediate instructor response. Most online instructors probably check their email at
least daily, if not multiple times a day, but hours may pass before an online student receives a response
via email. Students taking face-to-face courses have different expectations about instructor availability,
knowing they will see the instructor in class, can speak to the instructor before or after class, and may be

able to meet with the instructor during office hours.

Spring survey results produced patterns similar to those seen in the fall. Graduate satisfaction tended to be

higher than undergraduate satisfaction overall. The following table shows the breakout for both semesters.

Student Satisfaction Percentages on Course Evaluation Surveys, 2010-2011
Fall 2010 Spring 2011
(2] n
e] e] > T e] e] > T
O c|lag S | g c|a¢
= [=) ] [=2) o = o ] o =2}
T 5 | 2 |23|8s8| © 5 | 2 |253|85
: 2 = S |E2|c2| 2 = S | 2|2
Survey Question ¢ 5 6 |65|05)| © ) 6 |053|0>
e The instructor clearly communicates course
objectives and how they relate to the program’s 89.2 | 88.6 | 946 | 89.8 | 87.7 | 85.7 | 89.5 | 925 | 90.5 | 88.3
goals and mission at the beginning of the course.
* The instructor follows the syllabus and/or explains | g5 5 | g9 g | 963 | 92.6 | 87.8 | 91.2 | 90.9 | 94.3 | 92.6 | 89.0
when a deviation is necessary.
e Course matenal/preser_ltat!ons/ discussions clearly 892 | 886 | 955 | 911 | 867 | 898 | 894 | 938 | 913 | 873
relate to the course objectives.
* Course material/presentations/ discussions are 84.1 | 834 | 90.8 | 84.4 | 82.6 | 84.8 | 84.6 | 875 | 86.8 | 82.0
well organized and clearly presented.
* Exams/assignments clearly relate to the course | gq5 | g91 | 953 | 89.9 | 87.5 | 89.4 | 89.1 | 925 | 90.2 | 87.8
objectives.
* Bxams/assignments are well organized and 842 | 83.8 | 88.2 | 84.0 | 836 | 842 | 842 | 844 | 852 | 83.0
clearly presented.
e Grading criteria are clear. 85.8 | 852 | 920 | 86.4 | 84.3 | 85.0 | 84.7 | 87.8 | 86.3 | 82.9
* Graded assignments are returned within a 83.0 | 81.8 | 94.2 | 81.6 | 820 | 83.8 | 82.9 | 925 | 82.7 | 83.2
reasonable time.
o Appropriate feedback is provided on graded 841 | 832 | 936 | 831|833 | 8301 823 906 | 81.7 | 830
material. . . . . . . . . . .
¢ The instructor responds effectively to questions. 86.5 | 859 | 925 | 855 | 86.3 | 850 | 84.7 | 88.3 | 83.2 | 86.4
¢ The instructor is available for individual help. 82.6 | 81.8 | 90.8 | 78.8 | 84.2 | 815 | 81.1 | 86.2 | 77.0 | 85.7
¢ The course is intellectually challenging. 86.2 | 857 | 91.8 | 91.3 | 81.1 | 87.1 | 86.8 | 89.8 | 90.6 | 825
¢ The instructor teaches this course effectively. 84.6 | 83.8 | 925 | 84.4 | 83.3 | 853 | 84.8 | 90.4 | 85.0 | 84.6
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Overall ratings suggest that students see the courses as being well organized and on point but consider access to
instructors to be somewhat less than optimal.

Graduate Employment Survey

In 2009, the Peru State College assessment plan was modified to eliminate the Graduate Employment Survey in
favor of annual participation in the ACT Alumni Survey. However, due to interest in obtaining data on alumni
employment for recent graduates, the Graduate Employment Survey was continued, albeit through e-mail
recruitment to the web form only. Seventy-eight of the 219 alumni from the baccalaureate class of 2010 for
whom working email addresses could be obtained have responded to date, making the response rate 36%.

The mean rating for agreement with the statement “I believe I received a high quality education at Peru State
College was 3.5 on a scale of 0 to 4 where 0 = Strongly Disagree and 4 = Strongly Agree. Ninety-six percent of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed.

The employment rate among respondents was 92.3%. Of these, 72% reported salaries, with a median salary of
$33,000. The table below shows these first-year alumni salary averages by school:

Income Levels for Class of 2009-10 Graduate Employment Survey Respondents
Number

Percent Reporting Median Mean Standard

Employed Salary Salary Salary Deviation
School of Arts and Sciences 100% 5 $33,000 $29,325 $8,519
School of Education 84% 12 $30,150 $29,719 $4,449
School of Professional Studies 94% 35 $40,000 $47,262 $28,165
Peru State College 92% 52 $33,000 $41,489 $24,673

Data collected during the summer of 2011

Eighty-one percent of the employed worked within the state of Nebraska and 8% in neighboring states. Sixty-
eight percent of the employed were working within a field related to their bachelor’s degree, and 71% said a
bachelor’s degree was required for the position.

Twenty-four percent of all respondents said they were still looking for work, but 79% of these were employed.
Two of the 5 respondents who were unemployed were not actively seeking employment.

The primary means of finding employment were:
1. Advertisements (43%)
2. Prior work, student teaching, or internship experience (29%)

3. Friend or relative’s recommendation (21%)

Twenty-nine percent of respondents indicated that they were enrolled in graduate programs, 19% within the
state of Nebraska, and 11.5% at Peru State College.
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NSSE

During the spring of 2011, Peru State College participated for its third consecutive year in the National Survey
of Student Engagement (NSSE). The survey is administered during the spring semester by the Indiana
University Center for Postsecondary Research and involves a random sampling of freshmen and seniors. Three
hundred fifty students responded, but only 317 of the responses were counted in the NSSE reports because of
sampling error involving students whose transfer credits had not yet been loaded into PeopleSoft during it’s
early implementation. The response rate was only 46.79% even though the number of valid responses was
considerably more than in either prior year, due to a more inclusiveness in the population file query. The high
response rate, in itself, suggests a high level of student engagement in institutional assessment processes.

A clear picture of Peru State College’s student experience, as reflected in the five NSSE benchmarks begins to
emerge, as shown in the graphs that follow:

NSSE Benchmark Scaled Score Means for Peru State College, 2009-2011
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A supportive campus environment and a high level of academic challenge are consistently perceived as
strengths of Peru State College. However, students seem to be less involved in enriching educational
experiences than one might hope. Although responses on questions related to this benchmark are influenced by
whether respondents are online-only or are taking courses on campus, the difference between these two groups
on the enriching educational experiences composite was not statistically significant. However, differences in
the perceived levels of academic challenge and student-faculty interaction were statistically significant, both
rated lower by online-only students. The mean differences were -6.26 for online-only academic challenge
(t=2.226, 300 df, p<0.05) and -7.63 for online-only student-faculty interaction (t=2.013, 334 df, p<0.05). Only
8% of respondents were online-only. Interestingly, the academic challenge ratings here favor on-campus
courses whereas in the course evaluation surveys ratings for “intellectually challenging” favored online courses.

The College applied the same criteria in 2011 as in 2010 for selection of peer comparison groups Plains Public,
Public 5K BacDiv, and Private 5K NeEBS. The selection criteria are explained and the institutions meeting the
criteria listed in the table on the next page.
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Peru State College’s Selected Peer Comparison Groups for the NSSE, 2011
Plains Public Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS
Public alternatives in marketing region, Public Baccalaureate Division Institutions with Private Institutions with < 5000 Students, in
aspirational in terms of what can be < 5000 Students — Most direct peers in terms Nebraska & Eastern Bordering States —
accomplished in well-resourced institutions. of funding, size, and Carnegie classification Aspirational peers: private non-profit but
similar in size and marketing region

Institution Name State | Institution Name State | Institution Name State
Bemidji State University MN Chadron State College NE Augustana College SD
Chadron State College NE Dickinson State University ND Briar Cliff University 1A
Dickinson State University ND Elizabeth City State University NC Central Methodist University MO
Emporia State University KS Fort Valley State University GA Doane College NE
Fort Hays State University KS Glenville State College wv Friends University KS
Harris-Stowe State University MO Harris-Stowe State University MO Graceland University-Lamoni 1A
lowa State University 1A Indiana University East IN Grinnell College 1A
Mayville State University ND Lake Superior State University Ml Hastings College NE
Metropolitan State University MN Lewis-Clark State College ID lowa Wesleyan College 1A
Minnesota State University Moorhead MN Lyndon State College VT Kansas City Art Institute MO
Minnesota State University-Mankato MN Mayville State University ND Kansas Wesleyan University KS
Minot State University ND Montana State University-Northern MT Loras College 1A
Missouri Southern State University MO Nevada State College at Henderson NV Luther College 1A
Missouri Western State University MO Penn State Altoona PA Maryville University of Saint Louis MO
North Dakota State University ND Penn State Berks PA MidAmerica Nazarene University KS
Pittsburg State University KS Penn State Brandywine PA Midland University NE
Southwest Minnesota State Univ. MN Penn State Worthington Scranton PA Morningside College 1A
St. Cloud State University MN Penn State York PA Mount Marty College SD
University of lowa 1A SUNY Maritime College NY Nebraska Wesleyan University NE
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities MN U.S. Merchant Marine Academy NY Ottawa University KS
University of Missouri-St. Louis MO University of Hawai‘i-West O‘ahu HI Rockhurst University MO
University of North Dakota ND University of Maine at Farmington ME Saint Luke's College MO
University of Northern lowa 1A University of Maine at Fort Kent ME Tabor College KS
Valley City State University ND University of Maine at Presque Isle ME Westminster College MO
Washburn University KS University of Pittsburgh-Bradford PA William Jewell College MO
Wichita State University KS University of Pittsburgh-Johnstown PA
Winona State University MN University of South Carolina-Beaufort SC

University of the Virgin Islands VI

Valley City State University ND

On the following pages are the five resultant benchmark comparisons. Asterisks in the Means Comparisons
sections indicate statistically significant differences. Effect size is the mean difference divided by the pooled
standard deviation and is an indication of the practical significance of the difference. Box and whiskers charts
provide a visual display of the score dispersions from freshmen (left) and seniors (right) for Peru State College
side by side with those from each of the above comparison groups. Each box represents the range from the 25™
percentile to the 75" percentile, with the 50" percentile (median) represented by the bar that divides the box.
The dot within the box represents the arithmetic mean. The top of the T (whisker) above the box represents the
95" percentile, and the bottom of the inverted T (whisker) below the box represents the 5™ percentile.
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NSSE 2011: Level of Academic Challenge

Mean Comparisons Peru State College compared with:
PSC Plains Public Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS
. . gig Effect; , gl'g Efft’CE ] Eig Effect
Class Mean Mean Size Mean Size Mean Size ©
First-Year 52.4 52.3 .00 52.6 -.02 56.2 *x -.29
Senior 58.0 55.5 * .18 57.5 .04 594 -.10

 Weighted by gender and enrollment status (and by institution size for comparison groups).
b x p<.05 ** p<.01 ***p<.001 (2-tailed).
 Mean difference divided by the pooled standard deviation.

Distributions of Student Benchmark Scores for Level of Academic Challenge

100 First-Year 100 Senior
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As seen above, on questions assessing students’ perceived level of academic challenge, Peru State College was
rated lower than its aspirational, privately funded peers (Private 5K NeEBS) by freshmen but not significantly
so by seniors. Compared to publicly funded institutions in the Great Plains (Plains Public), senior ratings were
high. The College’s academic challenge ratings appear to be comparable to those of its closest peers, publicly
funded 4-year colleges of similar size (Public 5K BacDiv). The comparisons seen here are very similar to those
obtained with the 2010 survey.

Because the populations served by the different comparison groups have notable dissimilarities, one cannot
necessarily conclude that Peru State College’s senior courses are more academically rigorous than those of the
Plains Public institutions. However, one might reasonably conclude that students who persist at Peru State
College perceive the overall level of academic challenges to be relatively high compared to students who persist
at the Plains Public institutions.

The items comprising Level of Academic Challenge on which Peru State College rated highest in comparison to
its peers were:

e “Worked harder than you thought you could to meet an instructor’s standards or Expectations”
e “Number of written papers or reports of fewer than 5 pages” (seniors)
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The items comprising Level of Academic Challenge on which Peru State College rated lowest in comparison to
its peers were:

e “Number of assigned textbooks, books, or book-length packs of course readings”
e “Number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 pages”

NSSE 2011: Active and Collaborative Learning

Mean Comparisons Peru State College compared with:
PSC Plains Public Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS
Effect Sig Effect Effect
Class Mean® Mean® sig® size © Mean® ° size © Mean® sig® Size ©
First-Year 42.0 41.7 .02 44.0 -11 48.2 *EE 239
Senior 49.1 48.5 .04 52.7 *¥* 19 55.5 rEE .38

? Weighted by gender and enrollment status (and by institution size for comparison groups).
® % p<.05 ** p<.01 ***p<.001 (2-tailed).
¢ Mean difference divided by the pooled standard deviation.

Distributions of Student Benchmark Scores for Active and Collaborative Learning
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The items comprising Active and Collaborative Learning on which Peru State College rated highest in
comparison to its peers were:

e “Asked questions in class and contributed to class discussions”
e “Worked with other students on projects during class”

The items comprising Active and Collaborative Learning on which Peru State College rated lowest in
comparison to its peers were:

o “Worked with classmates outside of class to prepare assignments”
e “Participated in community based projects (e.g., service learning) as part of a regular course”
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NSSE 2011: Student-Faculty Interaction

Mean Comparisons Peru State College compared with:
PSC Plains Public Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS
Effect Effect Effect
Class Mean® Mean® sig® size®  Mean®  Sig” size  Mean®  Sig° size ©
First-Year 38.6 33.2 ok 30 364 A1 393 -.04
Senior 40.3 38.9 .07 44,9  **x* -22  47.6  *x* -.35

 Weighted by gender and enrollment status (and by institution size for comparison groups).
® % p<.05 ** p<.01 ***p<.001 (2-tailed).
 Mean difference divided by the pooled standard deviation.

Distributions of Student Benchmark Scores for Student-Faculty Interaction
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The items comprising Student-Faculty Interaction on which Peru State College rated highest in comparison to
its peers were:

e “Used e-mail to communicate with an instructor” (related, but not factored by NSSE on this benchmark)
e “Discussed grades or assignments with an instructor”
e “Received prompt written or oral feedback from faculty on your academic performance”

The items comprising Student-Faculty Interaction on which Peru State College rated lowest in comparison to its
peers were:

e “Work on a research project with a faculty member outside of course or program requirements”
e “Discussed ideas from your readings or classes with faculty members outside of class” (seniors)
e “Talked about career plans with a faculty member or advisor” (seniors)
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NSSE 2011: Enriching Educational Experiences

Mean Comparisons Peru State College compared with:
PSC Plains Public Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS
Effect Effect Effect
Class Mean® Mean® sig® size®  Mean® sig® size © Mean® sig° size ©
First-Year 24.6 26.1 -12 255 -.06 29.3 ok -.37
Senior 32.9 37.4 ok -.27 385 o -.32 45.3 ok -.66

* Weighted by gender and enrollment status (and by institution size for comparison groups).
b x p<.05 ** p<.01 ***p<.001 (2-tailed).
¢ Mean difference divided by the pooled standard deviation.

Distributions of Student Benchmark Scores for Enriching Educational Experiences
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Enriching Educational Experiences continues to be the benchmark reflecting the greatest disparities between
Peru State College and its selected comparison groups, particularly with regard to senior ratings. The title tends
to make people think of student programming, but this benchmark actually has little to do with recreation and a
lot to do with academic programming.

The NSSE does ask questions pertaining to student programming, but these are not factored into the benchmark
calculations. Peru State College rated higher than the Plains Public and Public 5K BacDiv groups but lower
than Private 5K NeEBS on the following non-benchmark items:

e “Attended an art exhibit, play, dance, music, theater or other performance”
e “Attending campus events and activities (special speakers, cultural performances, athletic events, etc.)”

The items comprising Enriching Educational Experiences on which Peru State College rated highest in
comparison to its peers were:

e “Used an electronic medium (listserv, chat group, Internet, instant messaging, etc.) to discuss or

complete an assignment” (seniors)
e “Practicum, internship, field experience, co-op experience, or clinical assignment” (seniors)
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The items comprising Enriching Educational Experiences on which Peru State College rated lowest in

comparison to its peers were:

“Foreign language course work”

“Study abroad”

“Independent study or self-designed major”
“Community service or volunteer work™ (seniors)

or more classes together”

“Participate in a learning community or some other formal program where groups of students take two

e “Culminating senior experience (capstone course, senior project or thesis, comprehensive exam, etc.)”

Foreign language study has consistently been Peru State College’s lowest rating item on the NSSE in
comparison to peer institutions. The last time Peru State College offered Spanish (other than as an Early Entry
course) was in the fall of 2009, so it is likely that some of the PSC student reporting having taken foreign
language course work (6% of freshmen and 6% of seniors) did so through other institutions. Below are the
statistics from the 2011 comparisons. Again, effect size indicates the practical significance of the difference
between the means (calculated by dividing the mean difference by the pooled standard deviation).

responding "Done" among all valid respondents.)

PSC Plains Public
Effect
Mean | Mean Sig Size
Foreign language  FY .06 .19 ok -.34
coursework
SR .06 34 ok -.59

Peru State College NSSE, 2011: Greatest Peer Comparison Discrepancy

Which of the following have you done or do you plan to do before you graduate from your institution?
(Recoded: O=Have not decided, Do not plan to do, Plan to do; 1=Done. Thus, the mean is the proportion

Public 5K BacDiv
Effect
Mean  Sig Size
.14 ok -.24
.29 ok -.50

Private 5K NeEBS
Effect
Mean  Sig Size
.22 ok -.40
.40 ok -.70

*¥%p< 001 (2-tailed)

NSSE 2011 national results are not yet available, but in 2010 across all types of institutions, the proportions of
freshmen and seniors who said they had taken foreign language courses were 21% and 41%, respectively.
Within the baccalaureate division, the rates were 16% of freshmen and 33% of seniors. At the ‘“Top 10%’
institutions, 35% of freshmen and 77% of seniors reported having taken foreign language coursework.

NSSE 2011: Supportive Campus Environment

Mean Comparisons

Peru State College compared with:

PSC Plains Public Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS
Effect Sig Effect Effect

Class Mean® Mean® Sig ° size © Mean® ° Size € Mean® Sig Size €
First-Year 67.5 61.8 *E 31 62.5 *k .25 67.8 -.02
Senior 61.1 56.7 *E .24 60.6 .02 64.8 * -.20
* Weighted by gender and enrollment status (and by institution size for comparison groups).
®* p<.05 ** p<.01 ***p<.001 (2-tailed).
 Mean difference divided by the pooled standard deviation.
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Distributions of Student Benchmark Scores for Supportive Campus Environment

100 First-Year 100 Senior
75 I [ 75 I X X
——1 —o ——
——
50 ‘ ‘ ‘ 50 ‘
25 25 ‘
0 0
PSC Plains Public ~ Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS PSC Plains Public ~ Public 5K BacDiv Private 5K NeEBS

With the exception of the senior comparison at privately funded peer institutions, Peru State College was rated
highly overall for Supportive Campus Environment. This aspect of the student experience at Peru State College
has been consistently strong on the NSSE surveys from the past three years. However, the College has not yet
met its aspirational goal of equaling or exceeding the supportiveness of its privately funded peers.

The items comprising Supportive Campus Environment on which Peru State College rated highest in
comparison to its peers were:

e “Relationships with administrative personnel and offices”
e “Relationships with faculty members”
e “Relationships with other students” (freshmen)

The item comprising Supportive Campus Environment on which Peru State College rated lowest in comparison
to its peers was “Providing the support you need to help you succeed academically,” but on this item, the rating
was low for seniors in comparison to their private college peers only.

The Student Experience in Brief, a report that highlights percentages from some of the
key NSSE items, is included as an appendix to this report. Still pending are reports
from NSSE on the top and bottom benchmark comparisons (the Executive Snapshot)

CIP Social Sciences
Anthropology

and comparisons between major fields (Major Field Reports). The recoding done by Efﬁ:ﬁ?{f;ies
NSSE to produce the Major Field Reports follows the U.S. Department of Education’s Geography
2000 Classification of Instructional programs (CIP), which is considered to represent Political science
the grouping at most higher education institutions across the nation. Peru State Psychology
College is somewhat unconventional in its placement of Psychology and Sociology in | < .1 work

a department separate from Social Sciences. Therefore, the report for Social Sciences Sociology

(which includes the disciplines shown in the table to the right) crosses over between
the School of Arts and Sciences and the School of Professional Studies. Otherwise, the
reports are largely applicable. All of the NSSE materials are posted for faculty access
on a secure institutional research web page.
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Review of Tuition and Fees

The College’s review of tuition and fees took into consideration the state appropriation level for Fiscal Year
2011-12 as well as the impact of significant increases anticipated in operational expenses. To cover the
increases anticipated in “core needs,” the Board of Trustees implemented tuition increases as follows:

Peru State College Tuition Rates, 2010-2012

Impact

with 15

2010-11 | 2011-12 | Credits

Undergraduate, resident $128.75 | $135.25 | $97.50
Graduate, resident $163.50 | $171.75 | $123.75
Undergraduate, non-resident $257.50 | $270.50 | $195.00
Undergraduate, non-resident on site  $258.50 | $136.25 | $97.50
Graduate, non-resident $327.00 | $343.50 | $247.50
Undergraduate, online $190.00 | $200.00 | $150.00
Graduate, online $237.50 | $250.00 | $187.50

The Board of Trustees approved continuation of the NSCS Advantage program, which gives first-time freshman
Pell Grant recipients remissions for any tuition not covered by the Pell Grant for up to 16 credits of enrollment.
The program continues for as long as the student remains enrolled in the Nebraska State College System and
receives Pell Grants for each semester.

The Board of Trustees also approved continuation of the Peru State College One-Rate-Any-State program,
which essentially offers in-state tuition rates to out-of-state undergraduate students. Out-of-state rates are set at
$1 per credit hour above in-state rates, and students are granted a tuition remission for the difference.

As part of its development of a new strategic plan, the Peru State College President’s Cabinet gave thoughtful
consideration to balancing the goal to provide affordable access to higher education with the institution’s
growing needs for fiscal resources. In this process, the Cabinet concluded that promoting the College as low-
cost has been somewhat detrimental to the College’s public image and has not necessarily served to increase
enrollment. Maintaining fees and charges for room and board at levels far below those of peer institutions has
left the College operating on ‘bare bones’ budgets in many areas and has prohibited some types of growth now
seen as essential to improving the College’s image and reputation and enhancing services to students.
Therefore, the College sought, and the Board approved a variety of changes, as shown below:

Peru State College Non-tuition Charges, 2010-2012
2010-11 2011-12 Difference | % Change

FEES

e Event Fee (per credit hour) $1.75 $3.25 $1.50 85.71%

e Facilities Fee (per credit hour) $14.00 $16.00 $2.00 14.29%

e Health Fee (per semester) $20.00 $35.00 $15.00 75.00%

e Student Activity Fee (per credit hour) $4.00 $4.50 $0.50 12.50%

e Technology Fee (per credit hour) $3.50 $5.50 $2.00 57.14%

e Housing Deposit $100.00 $0.00 -$100.00 | -100%

e Housing Application $0.00 $50.00 $50.00 100%
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BOARD

RESIDENCE HALLS
Delzell

e Private Room

e Semi-Private Room

Morgan

Centennial Complex
o Private Room

e Semi-Private Room

e One Bedroom

e Two Bedroom

e Meal Plan - 5 Meals/5 Days
e Meal Plan - 15 Meals/7 Days + $85

e Meal Plan - No Restrictions

e Private Room (remodel no/ac)
e Semi-Private Room (remodel no/ac)
e Private Room (new construction)

o Semi-Private Room (new construction)

Oak Hill Apartments/Month

$400 $416 $16 4.00%
$1,170 $1,217 $47 4.02%
$1,350 $1,404 $54 4.00%
$1,833 $1,925 $92 5.02%
$1,222 $1,283 $61 4.99%
$1,833 $1,925 $92 5.02%
$1,222 $1,283 $61 4.99%
$2,151 $2,258 $107 4.97%
$1,434 $1,506 $72 5.02%
$2,151 $2,258 $107 4.97%
$1,434 $1,506 $72 5.02%
$359 $379 $20 5.57%
$427 $457 $30 7.03%

Even with these increases
in tuition, fees, and other
charges, the cost of
attendance at Peru State
College remains relatively
low in comparison to peer
institutions, so the trend
shown in the graph to the
right is expected to
continue. With the recent
commitment to maintaining
tuition remission for low-
income students through
the NSCS Advantage pro-
gram, Peru State College is
able to continue to meet its
goal of providing the
residents of  Southeast
Nebraska affordable access
to higher education.
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Total Price for In-State Undergraduate Students
Living On Campus

$20,000
$18,000
$16,000
$14,448 $14,710
000 $13,829 n —
$14, $12,735 /
$11,998 . $13,616
12,128 '
$11,612 $11,994 ¥
$10,000
$8,000
2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11
—n=Pery State College ~ =—e=Peer Averages
Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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Senior Exit Survey

One hundred thirty-two graduating seniors responded to the Peru State College Senior Exit Survey in the spring
of 2011. The table below presents as percentages the proportions of “Excellent” or “Above Average” responses
as opposed to “Average,” “Below Average,” and “Poor.” A number of the survey items have received high
proportions of “NA” responses, so to avoid having those items mistakenly interpreted as rating poorly, this
summary excludes “NA” responses.

2011 Senior Exit Survey Percentages for “Excellent” & “Above Average” with “NA” Omitted

Survey ltem % | Survey Item %
e Quality of General Education Courses 62.3 | e Quality of Admissions Services 53.0
o Availability of General Education Courses 55.2 | e Quality of Library Services 67.0
e Quality of Courses in Major Field 77.3 | e Quality of Financial Aid Services 59.5
o Availability of Courses in Major Field 59.1 | e Quality of Bookstore Services 58.0
e Quality of On-Line Courses 72.5 | e Quality of Business Office Services 60.7
o Availability of On-Line Courses 65.4 | e Quality of Student Records Office Services 58.3
o Quality of Faculty Instruction 68.9 | e Quality of Residence Life Experience 45.1
o Quality of Faculty Advising 34.1 | eYour ability to pursue an intellectually, ethically,  78.9
aesthetically, and physically rewarding life
o Availability of Faculty 64.9 | e Your ability to effectively communicate formally ~ 72.8
in writing
e Preparation for Career Choice 61.6 | e Your ability to effectively communicate formally ~ 77.2
with others individually and in small groups
o Classroom Facilities 43.3 | e Your ability to make a formal oral presentation 60.9
e Meaningful Course Projects 60.2 | e Your ability to use computers to research 77.6
information, solve problems and communicate
e Time, Length, and Dates of Classes 74.8 results
o Availability of Extracurricular Activities 56.3 | e Your ability to independently formulate 71.1
) questions or problems, gather and assess
* Use of Technology in Classroom 34.7 | relevant information using appropriate
« Quality of Technology on Campus 40,0 | duantitative and qual|tat|ye techniques and
come to accurate conclusions
e Quality of Center for Achievement and Transition 67.5 | e Your ability to consider different opinions and 79.5
Services (CATS) perspectives and change your views or
approaches when you believe it is warranted
e Availability of Center for Achievement and 66.3 | e Your ability to assume a leadership role in the 73.8
Transition Services (CATS) community and/or organizations

The College has been monitoring trends with this survey since 2006, and the table on the next page shows the
trends, presented as the percentages of responses marked “Excellent” or “Above Average.” Note that the reason
the 2010-11 percentages below differ from those above is that the trend data below includes “NA” responses in
the calculation of the percentages. Because some items are not applicable to transfer and online-only students,
those items appear artificially low rating. Therefore, it is the comparison across the years that is important.
Items shown above but not appearing in the table on the following page were new to the survey in 2010-2011.
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Trends In Senior Exit Survey: Percentages for “Excellent” & “Above Average” (Including “NA”)

s & 8 3 9

8 5 &8 8 32 8

R 8 ] ] K] =

N: 72 100 96 113 132
e Quality of General Education Courses 38 51 58 51 50 50
e Availability of General Education Courses 47 44 46 48 44 46
o Quality of Courses in Major Field 75 78 84 75 77 78
o Availability of Courses in Major Field 64 58 66 63 59 62
o Quality of On-Line Courses 57 65 79 75 72 71
e Availability of On-Line Courses 72 72 71 69 64 69
o Quality of Faculty Instruction 87 74 69 76
o Quality of Faculty Advising 56 51 34 46
e Availability of Faculty 67 82 63 67 64 68
e Preparation for Career Choice 54 68 62 65 58 62
e Classroom Facilities 24 30 32 30 32 30
o Meaningful Course Projects 51 64 73 67 58 63
e Time, Length, and Dates of Classes 68 73 79 70 74 73
o Availability of Extracurricular Activities 19 30 23 27 27 26
o Use of Technology in Classroom 36 38 47 40 17 35
o Quality of Technology on Campus 44 37 34 29 26 33
e Quality of Center for Achievement and Transition Services (CATS) 39 39 42 33 39 38
o Availability of Center for Achievement and Transition Services (CATS) 39 39 41 32 40 38
e Quality of Admissions Services 50 53 67 52 53 55
o Quality of Library Services 50 35 43 43 46 43
o Quality of Financial Aid Services 44 39 48 48 50 46
o Quality of Bookstore Services 49 48 44 50 44 47
o Quality of Business Office Services 53 48 58 54 54 53
e Quality of Student Records Office Services 64 59 58 56 58 59
. rgx;f(:kl)iirl]igi;z pursue an intellectually, ethically, aesthetically, and physically 2 76 82 77 77 77
e Your ability to effectively communicate formally in writing 77 80 69 75
. ZrcT)]L;r“agk;icl)ilE\é:o effectively communicate formally with others individually and in 79 78 74 77
e Your ability to make a formal oral presentation 65 65 53 60
. Zg::r:lkj:iitc\;:g IfJesSeL”ctzmputers to research information, solve problems and 84 77 79 80
e Your ability to consider different opinions and perspectives and change your views
or approaches when you believe it is warranted 84 81 77 W
e Your ability to assume a leadership role in the community and/or organizations 71 70 68 70
e Intend to pursue graduate education in the next five years 82 64 92 60 51 67
NOTE: Percentages represent portions of respondents rating items as “Excellent” or “Above Average.” Due to inclusion of “NA”
responses, the trends of items across the years are more meaningful than comparisons between different items in the table above.
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Other Assessment Notes

Graduate Programs

Peru State College offers master’s degrees in Education (with a concentration in Curriculum and Instruction)
and Organizational Management. The following graphs and tables, excerpted from program reviews, highlight
recent program assessment outcomes:

Peru State College Master’s Programs: Capstone Assessment Scores, 2008-2011

MS in Education MS in Organizational Mgt
5.0 5.0
4.5 - 45 -
4.0 - 4.0 -
3.5 3.5 -
3.0 - 3.0
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Source: Peru State College Graduate Programs Office

Peru State College Master’s Programs: Average Scores of Exit Survey for Items Related to Program Goals

To what extent (5 = Fully; 4 = Mostly; 3 = Partially; 2 = Minimally; 1 = Not at all) did PSC prepare you to :

[MS in Education 2008 2009 2010 |Organizationa| Management 2010-11 Means
09 -10 -11 Aug Dec May
e Read, discuss, and analyze current 4.3 4.3 4.6 e Understand theoretical and practical 4.3 4.3 4.6
educational and content area knowledge associated with
research/literature? innovation and organizational
e Discuss, practice, and assess the 43 43 46 change?
appropriateness of instructional e Understand quantitative and 44 48 45
methods and strategies in relation qualitative research methodologies
to students’ learning s.tyles, to conduct program evaluations?
background, and special needs? e Apply evidence based decision 44 47 45
e Research, discuss, practice and 43 43 4.6 making for profit and non-profit
asses classroom management organizations?
techniques and effective/safe .
e Research, analyze, and discuss 43 48 4.7

teaching practices in relation to

your own beliefs and values, as well
as students’ learning styles, e Understand entrepreneurship? 44 45 49

backgrounds, and special needs?

literature in your areas of interest?
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IMS in Education 2008- 2009 2010 Organizational Management 2010-11 Means
Continued 09 -10 -11 Continued Aug Dec May
e Demonstrate advanced 42 42 45 e Understand economic development? 4.4 4.3 4.2
technology skills and their d df ing of 42 43 42
application for enhancing student * Understan ma.ncmg ° ) ) ) )
. entrepreneurship and economic
learning? i
development projects?
e Demonstrate the collaborative 43 4.2 45
process of curriculum e Understand the role of technologyin 4.0 4.7 4.2
development? commerce and research?
* Discuss |d§as, concepfcs, and 45 44 45 e Understand negotiation and 47 4.8 4.7
research/literature with faculty . .
mediation as a mechanism to
and peers? . o
promote change in organizations and
e Enhance your professional skills 44 43 45 communities?
and collegial competencies
through collaboration? e Understand the role of technology in 4.0 4.7 4.2
h?
e Research, analyze, and discuss 44 44 46 commerce and researc
!iterature i.n yourareas of e Understand negotiation and 47 4.8 4.7
mte'rest, diversity issues, mediation as a mechanism to
curriculum development, and promote change in organizations and
curriculum planning? communities?
e Extend and apply your knowledge 4.2 4.2 4.5

and skills thorough an internship,
theses, action research project,
and/or additional coursework
focused on areas of interest?

e Analyze and discuss your 4.47 431 4.54
background, beliefs and values in
relation to your teaching
environment, historical and
current issues, students, and
community?

Source: Peru State College Graduate Programs Office

As suggested in the above scores and ratings, assessment outcomes in the graduate programs were positive overall and
echoed many of the findings in the undergraduate programs.

In the Master of Science in Education program, identified weaknesses included advising, instructional technology,
communicating the relevance of research to the field of education, and the need for additional endorsement options. Major
strengths included accessibility of courses to students and high quality instruction, producing students who demonstrate
high proficiency in program knowledge and skills and strong ability to apply their learning to curriculum planning and
lesson development.

In the Master of Science in Operational Management program, identified weaknesses included a need for more full-time
faculty and, because the program is relatively new, a paucity of assessment data. Nonetheless, strengths already evident
included accessibility of courses to students, flexibility within the curriculum for students to tailor their coursework to
their areas of interest, and the ability to produce graduates who have strong understanding of entrepreneurship and
economic development theory. The curriculum is structured in such a way as to emphasize entrepreneurship education
in the context of economic development and organizational change rather than focus just on classic
entrepreneurship startup issues. This broader societal perspective, along with an emphasis on advanced
management skills, is expected to foster long-term professional growth and thereby have positive economic
impact within the College’s services region.

Peru State College Assessment Report 2011 31



Placement and Proficiency Testing

Under current policy, the College uses the Accuplacer to determine appropriate placement for composition and
mathematics course for students entering without related college coursework and having either no ACT (or
SAT) scores or ACT subject scores between 17 and 19 (or concordant SAT scores). Since this policy was
implemented, effective for fall 2010 entrance, approximately 350 students have been tested. Of these, roughly
70% took the placements tests under the placement policy. The remainder placed into one or more
developmental courses due to ACT subject scores of 16 or lower and then took the placement test as a measure
of beginning proficiency. It is difficult to separate out the placement and in-class testing results with precision,
but the mean scores from the first tests taken (usually placement tests) were as follows:

Peru State College Fall 2010 - Fall 2011 Placement Score Means,
Cut Scores, and Corresponding Percentiles

Natl.
Mean %tile for
Accuplacer Component N Score Mean
Arithmetic 281 | 556 56"
Elementary Algebra 281 | 47.7 47"
Reading Comprehension | 238 70.6 aq™
Sentence Skills 238 | 77.3 39"

Cut
Score
60
44
65
75

Natl.
%tile for
Cut
60th
43rd
36th
35th

National ACT Percentiles
in the Range Associated with
Accuplacer Testing Under the

New PSC Placement Policy

ACT Score  English Mathematics

19 43 47
18 38 41
17 33 34

Initial Accuplacer scores, some taken in first week of developmental courses

The College enrolled 247 incoming freshmen
during the 2009-2010 academic year and 259
during 2010-2011. A comparison of the two
charts to the right suggests that the change in
the testing policy has notably impacted the
freshman  placement  distribution.  While
developmental English enrollment dropped
from 45% to 36%, developmental mathematics
enrollment increased from 44% to 63%.

As shown in the tables above, some differences
exists between the the national percentiles
associated with the Accuplacer cut scores and
the previously used ACT cut score of 18,
particularly in regard to the Arithmetic portion
of the Accuplacer. This disparity very likely
accounts for the increase in developmental
mathematics placement.

Accuplacer proficiency testing is now required
in the developmental courses. To earn a grade
of C or higher and advance to related college
entry-level courses, students must pass the same
cut scores that are used for initial placement.
Therefore, the appropriateness of the
Accuplacer cut scores has implications for
students’ academic advancement as well as
initial placement.
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3-year norms from 2009-2011

Placement Distribution for 2009-10 PSC Freshmen

ENG 100 Only
17%

Non-
developmental
39%

MATH 100 &
ENG 100
28%
MATH 100
Only
16%

T —

Placement Distribution for 2010-11 PSC Freshmen

ENG 100 Only Non-
15% developmental
22%

MATH 100 &
ENG 100
21%

MATH 100
Only
42%
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The model for teaching the MATH 100 Elementary Algebra course was revised to include computer-based,
individualized instruction with substantial lab participation. Implementation of similar models at other
institutions has not produced remarkable gains in course success rates but is said to have increased long-term
success rates in those students who successfully complete the courses. Preliminary observations here suggest
that a portion of incoming freshmen will not be induced under this model any more than under the old model to
put forth the effort needed to redress developmental skill deficiencies and therefore cannot pass the course.
Among those who do put forth the necessary effort, a substantial portion have such great gaps in preparation
that they are not able to progress through the full course in one semester. The PSC model therefore allows for
students with especially poor academic preparation to be identified early on (through course performance
outcomes) and placed on a ‘supplemental arithmetic track’ in which they tackle only the arithmetic review
content of the course and retain the possibility of earning a D or D+. Because the College’s placement policy
requires that students earn a grade of C or higher in the developmental course before progressing to related
courses, these students are required to repeat the course, and they are better prepared to be successful second
time through.

Plans are in place to modify the model for ENG 100 Elements of Composition to similarly include computer-
based, individualized instruction.

The table immediately below shows the grade outcomes for the past year in these two courses, and the tables
that follow present statistics on the students’ academic demographics and Accuplacer score gains.

Developmental Course Grade Outcomes, 2010-2011
ENG 100 MATH 100
N=102 N=184

Passed with C or higher 74.5% 39%

Passed with D or D+ 3% 24.5%

(will have to retake the course)

Failed 12.5% 25.5%

Withdrew 10% 11%

ENG 100 Accuplacer Data, 2010-2011
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Mean 1.92 1.86 13.88 21.33 57.51 64.76 72.29 79.51 65.89
Median 2.04 2.02 14.00 17.00 57.00 65.00 72.00 81.00 71.00
Mode 0.00 0.00 11.00 17.00 62.00 73.00 71.00 82.00 71.00
Std Dev 1.12 1.10 3.51 15.38 15.02 13.52 12.96 14.25 21.25
High 4 4 23 92 94 95 103 104 103
Low 0 0 8 9 27 40 32 21 0
Q1 1.000 1.000 11.00 14.00 49.00 54.00 66.00 74.00 62.50
Q3 2.821 2.802 16.25 20.00 67.50 74.00 80.00 89.25 77.50
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MATH 100 Accuplacer Data, 2010-2011
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Mean 1.97 1.95 16.47 52.55 42.11 75.42 67.83 29.45 28.70
Median 2.00 2.00 16 47.50 37.00 77.00 66.00 29.00 27.00
Mode 0.00 0.00 16 33.00 37.00 69.00 76.00 0.00 0.00
Std Dev 1.14 1.10 2.41 23.61 18.37 21.60 19.92 20.02 19.11
High 4 4 32 108 114 120 118 75 86
Low 0 0 13 20 21 23 27 0 0
Q1 1.000 1.000 15.00 33.00 30.00 67.00 52.75 13.50 13.00
Q3 2.875 2.778 17.00 69.00 50.00 88.50 76.25 43.50 42.50

The Assessment Committee began its review of the Accuplacer cut scores during the past year and plans to
complete that review during the 2011-2012 academic year. The purpose of the review is to determine whether
the cut scores need to be changed. The data from this past year suggests that they probably do.

Student Affairs Program Reviews

In the summer of 2011, an expectation for annual program reviews was communicated to the directors of each
area of Student Affairs: Athletics, the Bobcat Bookstore, Campus Security, the Center for Achievement and
Transitions Services, Creative Dining Services, and Student Life. Student Life was recently reorganized and
placed under the leadership of a new Dean of Student Life position. The program areas within Student Life
include residence life, student conduct, and student programming as well as coordination with contracted
agencies providing health and counseling services. Most of the Student Affairs program reviews are still in
process at the time of this writing.

The staff of the Center for Achievement and Transition Services had been reviewing its programs for several
years. For the 2010-11 review, the CATS staff also conducted a comprehensive self-assessment using the
guidelines for learning assistance programs published by the Council for Advancement of Standards in Higher
Education (CAS). Observed strengths included: student-centered programming, staff professionalism,
safeguarding confidentiality, broad provision of services with a holistic approach, and a culture of continual
assessment and improvement. Observed weaknesses included: a need to revisit the mission statement and goals,
lack of written policies and procedures for the area as a whole (though many exist within component programs),
a need for staff development related to risk-assessment and crisis management, lack of evidentiary
documentation of student gains, and insufficient staffing to adequately maintain existing programming.
Recommended changes include revision of the probationary contracting procedure (to improve the experience
for students and save time for the staff) and introduction of internship opportunities (to provide pre-professional
experience for students and relieve the staff of time-intensive, low-skilled tasks).
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Conclusions
The 2010-2011 assessment results appear to support the following conclusions:

e The College continues to meet its goals of providing high quality, affordable education with strong
major content knowledge.

e The College produces remarkable gains in student development in the areas of life-long learning,
communication skills, computer and information literacy, critical thinking, capacity for change,
leadership, and ability to pursue rewarding lives.

e Peru State College’s entering population is below national averages in academic preparation, and many
students fail to correct their skill deficiencies in time to support persistence beyond the first year.

e Exiting seniors’ rating of the quality of their general education coursework suggests the need to re-
evaluate the general studies program requirements and to better communicate to students the value of a
broad liberal arts education.

e The lack of foreign language instruction represents an unusual curricular gap for a liberal arts college.

e NSSE results suggest that student engagement could be further enhanced through collaborative learning
activities that take place outside of class and other enriching educational (program-related) experiences.

e While senior writing skills appear to be improving, NSSE results suggest that PSC students do not write
as many in-depth papers of significant length as do their peers at other institutions.

e Exiting seniors’ ratings regarding the quality of advising suggest a need for assessment and
enhancement of the College’s advising processes.

e The College is understaffed in terms of full-time faculty.

e Improvements are needed in instructional technology and equipment in many disciplines.

e Exiting senior’s ratings of the quality of their experiences with Admissions and Residence Life suggest
room for program enhancements.

e The College’s reputation and visibility within its service region are below desired levels.

Summary of Changes Made Using Assessment Data

The past year was primarily one of transition rather than change initiation. The policy changes pertaining to
CAAP testing were still being transitioned in during the 2010-2011 academic year and will not be entirely
implemented until January 1 of 2012.

The policy changes for placement testing and developmental proficiency testing were implemented in full
during the past year, but corresponding revision of the developmental English course remained under
consideration. With such significant changes already underway, the College postponed making additional
changes. However, the Assessment Committee began a review of the placement/proficiency scores and
discussed a proposal to further modify the developmental courses with increased credit hours and a
corresponding increase in workload. Related course modification proposals, expected to be forthcoming, will of
course be subject to the usual approval procedures.

The Academic and Curriculum committee undertook a study of the general education program for the purpose
of proposing a revision. This was prompted by the expected state-wide reduction of credits associated with
baccalaureate degree requirements.

The Assessment Committee called for an added emphasis on critical thinking skills in course enhancement
reporting, to supplement the existing emphasis on writing across the curriculum.

The Cabinet included in its strategic plan for the next six years objectives for increasing full-time faculty
positions and enhancing instruction through technology.
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Proposals for Future Focus
The year’s assessment results support the following proposals for future focus:

e Continue to evaluate placement procedures and developmental instruction models to increase the
effectiveness with which the college identifies and redresses the skill deficiencies of academically
underprepared students.

e Revise the General Education program to focus on enhanced learning through collaborative and
community-based activities.

e Reintroduce foreign language instruction and encourage enrollment by including it in General Studies.

e Support faculty initiatives for activities that would engage students in enriching educational (program-
related) experiences.

e Develop a more rigorous standard for writing across the curriculum to emphasize in-depth assignments
of five or more pages in length.

e Evaluate advising and develop strategies to improve students’ engagement with and advisors and
students’ perception of the value of their advising experience.

e Increase full-time faculty positions.

e Allocate resources to bring instructional technology and equipment up to date.

e Review Admissions and Residence Life programming to identify strategies for enhancing students’
perception of these aspects of their college experience.

e Take steps to improve the College’s visibility and public image through strategic advertising.
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Each year the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE)
asks students at hundreds of colleges and universities to
reflect on the time they devote to various learning activities.
The topics explored are linked to previous research on student
success in college.

Results from NSSE can provide
prospective students with insights into
how they might learn and develop at a
given college. To help in the college
exploration process, NSSE developed A
Pocket Guide to Choosing a College to
provide students and their families key
guestions to ask during campus visits.

The following responses were provided
by 317 randomly selected PSC students on the 2011 NSSE
survey.

Academic Challenge

To what degree is studying and spending time on
academic work emphasized?

80% of FY students felt that this institution placed substantial
emphasis on academics.”

Do faculty hold students to high standards?
71% of FY students frequently worked harder than they
thought they could to meet faculty expectations.2

How much time do students spend on homework each
week?

27% of FY students spent more than 15 hours per week
preparing for class. 22% spent 5 hours or less.

What types of thinking do assignments require?
First-year students reported substantial emphasis on the
following activities:

Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods: 69%

Analyzing basic elements of an idea or theory: 73%

Synthesizing and organizing ideas: 70%

Making judgments about value of information: 75%

Applying theories or concepts: 73%

How much writing is expected?

1% of FY students wrote more than 10 papers between 5 and
19 pages and 19% wrote at least one paper more than 20
pages in length.

How much reading is expected during the school year?
16% of FY students read more than 10 assigned books and
packs of course readings. 33% read fewer than 5.

Do exams require students to do their best work?
58% of FY students reported that their exams strongly
challenged them to do their best work.?

Peru State College Assessment Report 2011

Appendix A:

The Student Experience in Brief:
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Active Learning

How often are topics from class discussed outside of the
classroom?

57% of FY students frequently discussed readings or ideas
from coursework outside of class.

Do students work together on projects —inside and
outside of class?

49% of FY students frequently worked with other students on
projects in class, 39% worked with peers on assignments
outside of class.

How often do students make class presentations?
39% of FY students reported that they made frequent
presentations in class.

How many students participate in community-based
projects in regular courses?

8% of FY students frequently participated in service-learning or
community-based projects during a given year. 68% never
took part in such activities.

How many students apply their classroom learning to real
life through internships or off-campus field experiences?
By their senior year, 58% of students participated in some form
of practicum, internship, field experience, co-op, or clinical
assignment.

Do students have opportunities to tutor or teach other
students?

20% of seniors frequently assisted their fellow students by
tutoring or teaching.

Student-Faculty Interaction

Are faculty members accessible and supportive?
66% of FY students said their faculty were available, helpful
and sympathetic.

How many students work on research projects with
faculty?

By their senior year, 10% of students had done research with a
faculty member.

Do students receive prompt feedback on academic
performance?

69% of FY students indicated that they frequently received
prompt verbal or written feedback from faculty members.

Note: FY= First-year
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How often do students talk with advisors or faculty
members about their career plans?

85% of seniors at least occasionally discussed career plans
with faculty.* 15% never talked with faculty members about
career plans.

Do students and faculty members work together on
committees and projects outside of course work?
55% of FY students at least occasionally spent time with
faculty members on activities other than coursework.

A0 R Seire Colleoe

Enriching Educational Experiences

What types of honors courses, learning communities, and
other distinctive programs are offered?

During their first year, 7% of students participated in a learning
community. By their senior year, 8% of students had taken an
independent study class.

How often do students interact with peers with different
social, political, or religious views?

45% of FY students said they frequently had serious
conversations with students who are different from themselves
in terms of their religious, political, or

personal beliefs.

How often do students interact with peers from different
racial or ethnic backgrounds?

45% of FY students frequently had serious conversations with
those of a different race.

How many students study in other countries?
By their senior year, 3% of students had studied abroad.

Do students participate in activities that enhance their
spirituality?

20% of FY students frequently engaged in spiritually enhancing

activities such as worship, meditation, or prayer.

What percentage of students participate in community
service?

By the time they were seniors, 43% of students had
participated in community service or volunteer work.

Peru State College Assessment Report

Supportive Campus Environment

How well do students get along with other students?
68% of FY students reported that their peers were friendly,
supportive, and helped them feel as if they belonged.

Are students satisfied with their overall educational
experience?

91% of FY students reported a favorable image of this
institution; 82% of seniors would have chosen this school again
if they could start their college career over.

How much time do students devote to co-curricular
activities?

12% of FY students spent more than 15 hours a week
participating in co-curricular activities. 31% spent no time
participating in co-curricular activities.

How well do students get along with administrators and
staff?

58% of FY students found the administrative personnel and
offices helpful, considerate, and flexible.

To what extent does the school help students deal with
their academic and social needs?

83% of FY students felt that this institution had a substantial
commitment to their academic success.

54% felt well-supported by the institution regarding their social
needs.

A Pocket Guide to Choosing a College is available at
nsse.iub.edu/html/pocket_guide.cfm

Notes:

1. "Substantial' emphasis is defined by combining the
responses of "Very much" and "Quite a bit."

2. "Frequently" is defined by combining the responses of "Very
often" and "Often."

3. "Strongly challenge" is defined by combining responses of
"6" and "7" on a one-to-seven point scale where 1 is “Very
little” and 7 is “Very much.”

4. "Occasionally" is defined by combining the responses of
"Very often," "Often," and "Sometimes."

Data source: National Survey of Student Engagement 2011

NSSE

national survey of

== student engagement

Indiana University Center for Postsecondary Research
1900 East Tenth Street, Suite 419
Bloomington, IN 47406-7512

Phone: 812-856-5824
Fax: 812-856-5150
E-mail: nsse@indiana.edu
Web: www.nsse.iub.edu

IPEDS=181534
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Peru State College

The following goals and derived from the College's Mission, Purpose, and Educational Goal Statements.
Statistics regarding all measures will be tracked over time and trends monitored and reported.*

GOALS

TO BE —AASFS’E;i)“:EI:IT MEASURES —RE;:_?T%SI ACTIONS
ASSESSED - -
™ Review of Tuition and Cost relative to peer institutions; | VPAF Annual reports to campus and Board of
§ Fees Economic trends; Demographics Trustees; Budgetary revisions; Setting
T of service area tuition and fees, Providing programs to
a% assist students in financing college
w;:i Regional Surveys Variable-format survey items VPAF Perception analysis; Recommendations to
s S developed internally the Board of Trustees
:g § ACT Alumni Surveys** Norm-referenced categorical and | Dir. SASS’ Summary report to Cabinet; Strategic
§ § Likert-scale items planning; Budgetary allocations;
Qa w Reassessment of institutional mission

Freshman and Senior Norm-referenced score means; Dir. SASS Assessment Team analysis, reports, and

Collegiate Assessment Quartile analyses; Factor recommendations; Semester-end All-
of Academic Proficiency | analyses Faculty Assessment discussion; Course
(CAAP) enhancements; w/wo curriculum revision
Course Evaluation Internally developed Likert-scale VPAA3; Deans Summary reports to course faculty;
Surveys and open-ended items Professional development planning
< Senior Exit Surveys Internally developed Likert-scale | VPAA Summary report to faculty and staff;
'3 and open-ended items Professional development
S " N
8 ACT Alumni Surveys Norm-referenced categorical and | Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff;
',3 Likert-scale items; Internally Assessment Team review; w/wo
) developed categorical, Likert- curriculum and/or program revision
§ scale, and open-ended items
Q Graduate Employment Internally developed categorical Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff; w/wo
_'§, Surveys and open-ended items curriculum and/or program revision
u:g, National Survey of Norm-referenced categorical and | Dir. SASS Summary report to campus; Assessment
P Student Engagement Likert-scale items; Peer group Team review; Semester-end All-Faculty
-g (NSSE) comparisons; Factor analyses Assessment discussion; Initiative planning
§ Annual Faculty Classroom observation; Deans Recognition; Recommendations;
Q Evaluations Professional Activities Record Professional development planning
Portfolios Average measures of criterion- Faculty Annual program review; w/wo curriculum
s ‘Qé; based achievement and/or program revision
% t 3 Program-specific Average scores related to Faculty Annual program review: w/wo curriculum
"'E 8 3 Objective Assessments program objectives and/or program revision
-g. 'g % Senior Capstone Objective and subjective Faculty Annual program review; w/wo curriculum
S & § Experiences measures of achievement and/or program revision
DEVELOPMENT OF:
Senior Exit Surveys Likert-scale and open-ended VPAA Summary report to faculty and staff;
> items Assessment Team reports and
E recommendations; w/wo curriculum
N
&, § and/or program revision
_5 ; ACT Alumni Surveys Norm-referenced multiple-choice | Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff;
-~
3 s items Assessment Team reports and
S E recommendations; w/wo curriculum
€ 3 and/or program revision
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CAAP Reading and Average Score; Group Percentile Dir. SASS Assessment Team analysis, reports, and
Writing Tests (Objective | Performance recommendations; Review in semester-
Writing substituted by end All-Faculty Assessment discussion;
_§ Essay every 3 years) Course enhancements; w/wo curriculum
'é' and/or program revision
% § Communication in Average senior-level Faculty Annual program review; Course
i E %’ Capstone Experiences communication skill enhancements; w/wo curriculum and/or
& S 5 program revision
§ Successful completion Course performance; Graduation | Registrar Transcript evaluation;
] of CMIS 101 or any outcomes Graduation check and approvals
T 5 online course
S
{i g Research and Other Average senior-level technical Faculty Annual program review; Course
'g é Assignments in proficiency enhancements; w/wo curriculum and/or
o £ Capstone Experiences program revision
“ CAAP Critical Thinking Average Scores; Group Percentile | Dir. SASS Assessment Team analysis, reports, and
E and Scientific Reasoning | Performance recommendations; Review in semester-
:, Tests end All-Faculty Assessment discussion;
'E Course enhancements; w/wo curriculum
'E and/or program revision
E Assignments in Average senior-level critical Faculty Annual program review; Course
§ Capstone Experiences thinking skill enhancements; w/wo curriculum and/or
S program revision
Senior Exit Surveys Likert-scale item VPAA Summary report to faculty and staff;
3 Assessment Team reports and
S recommendations; w/wo curriculum
§ and/or program revision
'~°; ACT Alumni Surveys Indicative Likert-scale items Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff;
= Assessment Team reports and
S_ recommendations; w/wo curriculum
] and/or program revision
Senior Exit Surveys Selected Self-Reported Lists of VPAA Curriculum Revision; Campus wide Faculty
Leadership Roles Items Assessment Meeting; Assessment Team
Meetings; Student Exit Interviews
administered at the completion of fall and
spring semesters
g § ACT Alumni Surveys Likert-scale item Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff;
5 'g Assessment Team reports and
< o recommendations; w/wo curriculum
g g and/or program revision
ZE S Graduate Employment Internally developed categorical Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff; w/wo
< 3 Surveys and open-ended items curriculum and/or program revision
=>‘~ > Senior Exit Surveys Likert-scale item VPAA Summary report to faculty and staff;
S S Assessment Team reports and
o § E § recommendations; w/wo curriculum
§ =>: ;: é and/or program revision
% S S a ACT Alumni Surveys Indicative Likert-scale items Dir. SASS Summary report to faculty and staff;
Iy '5 b § Assessment Team reports and
== < S
E § ‘5 é § recommendations; w/wo curriculum
IS EgaS and/or program revision

* Note: This matrix establishes ways to assess the goals of the college. Results of surveys, assessment of student learning and satisfaction, and other measures
are to be reported to the faculty and administration, whose collective responsibility is to use the results for improvement and to track their efforts over time.

**Prior to 2010, the ACT Alumni Survey was administered every 5 years to the five most recent graduating classes. It is now administered annually to the class that

graduated five years prior.

'Vice President for Administration and Finance

*Director of Student Assessment and Success Services

3Vice President for Academic Affairs

Peru State College Assessment Report

2011

40




