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Introduction: 

 This is the first school wide assessment report for NSME.  Because of this, I provide a 

detailed summary of the assessment efforts of each department & program to date.  My hope 

is that this summary will prove useful not only to provide a picture of where we are now, but 

to provide a baseline for future reports.  Certainly, modifications to the overall report 

structure will occur as we learn from this process.  The Excel document provided as an 

appendix includes a complete listing of the learning outcomes of each department, by 

program, and the history of assessment in each of the learning cycles beginning with the 

2013-14 cycle through the 2017-18 cycle, which has just begun. 

With this in mind, I have broken the report into 3 basic areas for each department:  1) an 

overview of the assessment of departmental program learning outcomes to date (2013-

present), as reflected by Taskstream entries.  2) a brief summary of the most recent 

completed assessment cycle, 2015-16; 3) A progress report on the current assessment cycle, 

2016-17.  Before going into individual departmental details, I begin with an overall summary 

and some goals for assessment from the broader school-level. 

Overall summary: 

The Taskstream/assessment learning curve is clearly moving in the right direction for 

most of the departments.  However, there are some structural issues, primarily, I think, 

related to the upkeep of Taskstream, that may obscure this fact from a cursory examination of 

our Taskstream structure.  I believe that this is largely due to the fact that Taskstream is not a 

user-friendly system and, in particular, it is difficult to clearly represent changes in the 

Learning outcomes etc. when decisions are made to change the assessment structure of a 

department – deleting/making obsolete previous learning outcomes can be problematic, and 

the ease of copying and pasting assessment plans from one year to the next encourages the 

inclusion of redundant learning outcomes as well as outcomes that are not actually assessed 

in any given cycle.  I have concerns about the upcoming WSCUC accreditation related to the 

confusion that may result because of these structural inefficiencies.  

In going through the assessment by department I have discovered several holes in the 

higher-level assessment regime that we need to work on plugging.  In particular, the 

Taskstream reports that the University provides to the assessment coordinators are woefully 

inadequate to the task we are being asked to undertake.  For example, there are numerous 

cases throughout the assessment in which human examination of Taskstream shows that 

findings have not been entered, but this seems to get “checked off” by the program currently 

in use if even one finding is completed in the cycle, regardless of how many findings are 

missing in a particular cycle.  This does not serve the departments well as it generates the 

appearance in several instances that the department is not completing planned assessments 

when in fact they may be doing high quality assessment. 



 

 

Some of the departments appear to be have large numbers of learning outcomes with 

low levels of assessment, but closer inspection of those learning outcomes shows rather large 

amounts of redundancy in them, and learning outcomes could profitably be collapsed to 

enhance the organization of assessment efforts, as well as reduce redundancy in reporting 

assessment findings.  It is uncertain at this point whether these structural problems are 

choices made by these departments, or due to the simple lack of user-friendliness in 

Taskstream, especially in regard to fixing errors or restructuring Taskstream after updating 

assessment procedures.  In several cases, issues that appear in early assessment cycles have 

clearly been remedied, while in others, departments have simply left the previous issues in 

place and moved on to better structures.   

Assessment coordination goals for 2017-18: 

1. Work with departments to help them clean up the structural redundancies and the 

appearance of incomplete assessment efforts that the structural problems with 

Taskstream engender.  

2. Work with the School Assessment Coordinator Committee to try to improve 

efforts to inform the individual schools and departments of these issues in the 

future, so as to prevent them creeping in again after we clean up the current 

issues. 

3. Continue in the historical assessment coordinator role as a constant irritation to 

departments to keep up with assessment and get results entered into Taskstream in 

a timely fashion. 

This work has already begun, based on the initial draft of this report.  The final report 

thus includes many changes made in response to the initial findings identified in the 

summary above.  There is still work to do, but we are in a significantly better place at this 

point than when work on the initial draft of the report began. 

  



 

 

Departmental summaries.  Please see the Excel file “Appendix 1” for details on each 

department’s specific learning outcomes and assessment progress by program and assessment 

cycle.  Assessment activities from 2013-14 to 2017-18 (if available) are included in the 

following summaries. 

Biology 

BA in Human Biology: 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Two of five learning outcomes have been assessed, while a third is currently 

being planned.  Freshman level literacy has been addressed several times as the 

department was not satisfied with the assessment tool.  This repetition has helped 

the department to learn more about the assessment process and will hopefully 

increase the efficiency of future assessments and the department is moving on to a 

new assessment this cycle. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Findings and the assessment plan for this cycle followed those of the BS in 

Biology. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Again, this cycle followed that of the BS in Biology. 

BS in Biology 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

One of eight learning outcomes has been assessed, while a second is currently 

planned.  Freshman level literacy has been addressed several times as the 

department was not satisfied with the initial assessment tool.  This repetition has 

helped the department to learn more about the assessment process and will 

hopefully increase the efficiency of future assessments, and the department is 

moving on to a new assessment in the 2017-18 cycle. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

This cycle’s assessment was of retention of freshman level content by seniors 

in the senior seminar course.  They found differences based on where students had 

taken their freshman-level coursework, with CSUB students generally 

outperforming transfer students, particularly in botany-related topics.   

To further delve into this topic, the department planned to conduct an ongoing 

assessment of student content retention using a pre-post design.  The assessment 

instrument will be administered to beginning Biology students in the 2000-level 

courses, followed by a repeat of administration of the assessment in the senior 

seminar course.  This is a multi-year goal, as the hope is to catch the same 

students at different stages in their academic careers, allowing for a more 

powerful paired-samples statistical analysis of the data.  They began this process 

in the Fall of 2015 and plan to begin administering the instrument in the senior 

seminar courses in Spring 2017 



 

 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

The department was unhappy with the assessment instrument developed & 

used in 2015, and it has been reworked.  The original plan is still being followed 

up on, but with a delay due to the redesign of the assessment instrument.  

Findings for this cycle have not yet been uploaded to Taskstream. 

MS in Biology 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Three of the eight learning outcomes have been assessed, with two more 

planned for the 2017-18 assessment cycle. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

The assessment of research proposal development in 2013-14 showed 

unsatisfactory progress by the students.  Changes were made in the teaching of the 

topic in response to those assessment results, which was repeated in the 2015-16 

assessment cycle.  The re-assessment showed significant improvement in 

student’s research proposal writing as a result of these changes. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Assessment of student knowledge of the scientific method, using a 20-

question quiz, will be conducted in BIOL 5100, which is required of all Graduate 

students.  Findings for this assessment have not yet been entered into Taskstream.  

Chemistry 

BS in Biochemistry 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Nine of 45 learning outcomes have been assessed; however, there is some lack 

of clarity here because some of the assessments may be meant to apply to multiple 

entries.  This is not clear.  No plan for 2017-18 is in Taskstream at this point. 

As can be seen by the number of learning outcomes, Chemistry has set up an 

ambitious assessment agenda in the Biochemistry program.  However, the list also 

has a lot of redundancy, making it difficult to interpret their assessment efforts.  

For example, they have four separate learning outcomes associated with research 

projects, and it is not clear whether their assessment of research projects targets 

all four of these areas, just one, or some subset of them: as provided in 

Taskstream, just one of the outcomes appears to be targeted, but I suspect that 

broader coverage was envisioned in the assessment.  Unless this level of 

redundancy is required by ACS certification, I encourage the Chemistry 

Department to review their list of outcomes to eliminate redundancies and 

simplify/restructure their assessment if possible. 

The 2013-2014 Assessment refers the reader to the BS in Chemistry 

assessment as the Chemistry and Biochemistry assessments were combined, 

which is perfectly reasonable given the strong overlap between the programs, 

particularly in basic chemistry.  However, the BS in Chemistry learning outcomes 

do not match -- or even clearly parallel -- the BS in Biochemistry learning 



 

 

outcomes that were assessed, making it difficult to determine which, if any, 

outcomes in the BS in Biochemistry were actually assessed.  Combining 

assessments has not been apparent since this early effort, and I encourage the 

department to either keep these assessments separate in the future, or if combining 

assessments, to clarify which outcomes in each program are included in the 

assessment activities. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Assessment in this cycle focused on enzyme kinetics understanding in a 

course.  Weaknesses in student performance were revealed and the department 

plans to address this by increasing the emphasis on kinetics in prerequisite 

courses.  

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Student understanding of buffers & hydrogen bonds will be assessed, with a 

planned tracking of these two topic for the next 6 years:  Buffers will be 

addressed using responses to homework assignments, and Hydrogen bonding will 

be assessed by identifying & drawing aspects of hydrogen bonding on an exam.   

In addition, two outcomes in the food science concentration -- “Students will 

know the composition & important reactions of food at a molecular level” and 

“Students will understand how to make nutritious, safe, cost-effective and 

sustainable food products” -- will be assessed using the final exam in the concepts 

of food science course.  Findings have not yet been added to Taskstream. 

BS in Chemistry 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

The Chemistry department originally opted for a very fine-grained approach 

to designing their learning outcomes, with 99 outcomes provided, though there 

was a lot of redundancy in these.  Please see summary of Biochemistry 

Assessment, as many of the comments there apply to the older outcome set as 

well.  They revised their learning outcomes in 2016 to include a simplified 

approach (16 outcomes), which should provide them with a better structure 

moving forward.   

Of their initial learning outcomes, five of the 99 listed have been assessed.  Of 

the new outcomes, one of the 16 has so far been assessed.  They have also taken 

the extra step of showing where the new learning outcomes were assessed as part 

of the older assessment system from 2014-2016.   

The department has done a good job of returning to re-assess those areas 

where targets have not been met.  For those areas with repeated quantitative 

measures, it would be interesting to see trends across years of the same 

assessment: this would give an idea of whether the changes to courses/curriculum 

described in the action plan are moving students in the desired direction.  I 

encourage the department to make use of these multi-year data sets when the 

assessment instrument is quantitative and similar enough from year to be year to 



 

 

make valid comparisons (e.g. scores on the ACS Organic Chemistry exam), 

assuming sample sizes are large enough to be informative.  This information 

could be very helpful in determining effectiveness of changes in the program in 

response to assessment.  In particular, as pointed out in the 2016-17 cycle, 

competency requirements have recently been introduced, which makes the 

historical ACS exam results particularly useful as a baseline with which to judge 

the effect of changes in the program intended to increase organic chemistry 

competence. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Student performance on the ACS Organic chemistry exam was assessed by 

giving this exam as the final exam in CHEM 333.  The target of an average score 

≥ the 50th percentile and all students ≥25th percentile was not met.  The 

department plans on implementing competency exams earlier in the curriculum to 

improve the preparation of students entering CHEM 333. 

The department also administered exit surveys to graduating seniors (part of 

the “old” learning objectives).  Low student response rates made analysis of this 

data unreliable, but they do note that most students responding mentioned access 

to upper division courses as a significant problem and will try to increase 

offerings to alleviate this issue for their students.  They are also considering tying 

future iterations of the survey to course credit to increase student response rates, 

and thus the utility of the survey. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Chemistry repeated the ACS exam assessment from the previous cycle.  

Again, students did not reach the target of an average score ≥50th percentile & all 

students ≥25th percentile).    Competency exams, as recommended in the previous 

cycle, have been implemented, but their effect will cannot be assessed until at 

least the following year, due to the lag between implementation of requirements 

and students “grandfathered” in not being required to satisfy the new requirement. 

Computer Engineering  

 BS in Computer Engineering 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Eleven of 11 learning outcomes have been assessed, and all eleven are 

planned for assessment in the 2017-18 cycle.  Computer engineering’s assessment 

structure is extremely robust, with most outcomes assessed with multiple 

measures.   

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Although 25 separate assessment measures covering eleven learning outcomes 

are included in the assessment plan for this cycle, only three measures, covering 

two outcomes, currently have actionable findings added.  Fourteen measures’ 

findings consist of “no report available” and eight measures specify that a report 



 

 

was submitted for a different outcome.  In addition, one learning outcome (3h) 

appears in the assessment plan but currently has no measure listed. 

For those findings described as “Report submitted was for different outcome” 

a brief description of the situation would be helpful.  Please clarify: was the 

measure determined not to be relevant to the outcome?  If so, which outcome is 

the measure relevant to? Or was the measure relevant to other outcomes as well, 

and so details are provided elsewhere?  If the latter, then it would be appreciated 

if the outcome that the report was submitted under was referenced in each of these 

items to facilitate finding the appropriate information.  In addition, assuming the 

latter case, entering whether the target was met or not would also be helpful.   

It may be best to eliminate measures with findings of “No report available” 

from the assessment plan entirely, unless there are reports in progress, but they 

have been delayed.  If this is the case, in preparation for the upcoming WSCUC 

review, please explain the delay and provide a timeline for when the report may 

be available. 

These issues are not present in the 2016/17 cycle, which shows that the system 

has improved, and these problems are not being repeated as we move forward.  

The measures are all course level, and fall into two basic categories: use of 

embedded exam questions and use of a 4-point rubric on an embedded laboratory 

assignment.  

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Eleven of eleven learning outcomes were assessed in this cycle, and findings 

for all are presented.  Most of the measures showed high levels of student 

proficiency and the exit survey reflected this, with the majority of students 

responding that they felt “prepared” or “well-prepared” in the items included on 

the survey, which covered all eleven of the department’s learning goals. 

Targets were not met, or “conditionally met” in only four of the 25 measures 

provided, and in each case the department has proposed solutions to these issues.  

Given that the measures are primarily course based, these solutions tend to focus 

at the course/prerequisite level.  For example, they plan to increase the number of 

problems on specific topics in ECE 3070 and have already added a prerequisite to 

ECE 3220 to exclude non-engineering students from the course and ensure that 

students entering the course have sufficient background to succeed in the learning 

outcome. 

Electrical Engineering  

BS in Electrical Engineering:   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Eleven of eleven current learning outcomes have been assessed.  Prior to the 

2016-17 assessment cycle, The BS in Electrical Engineering program followed 

the BS in Computer Engineering in assessment, and this is reflected in 

Taskstream as a single “outcome” that summarized all of the BS in Computer 



 

 

Engineering learning outcomes.  Beginning in 2016-17, the BS in Electrical 

engineering separated assessment from the BS in Computer Engineering.  The 

plan for the 2017-18 assessment cycle has been completed, and in the planning 

documents, a standard two-year assessment cycle has been developed & 

presented. 

2. 2015-16 assessment Cycle 

Assessment in this cycle followed that of the BS in Computer Engineering. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

All eleven learning outcomes were assessed in this cycle, with a senior survey 

covering all eleven outcomes, an assessment in the senior seminar covering eight 

outcomes, a fundamentals of engineering exam covering five outcomes, and five 

course-level assessments, each assessing a single outcome. 

Senior Survey: Students self-report that they are well prepared at above the 

programs target goal for all eleven outcomes.  Given that this is the first year of 

administration, the target for this cycle should establish a baseline for future 

measurement that will allow determination of the effects of changes in the 

program structure. 

Senior Seminar: Most of the indicators in the senior seminar course show that 

students are meeting the goals, with one being marginal.  Plans to address the 

marginal outcome (3h:  students demonstrate the broad education necessary to 

understand the impact of engineering solutions in a global economic, 

environmental, and societal context.) include generally providing a more diverse 

context for engineering problems to provide students with more opportunities to 

develop the broad perspectives necessary to meet this goal. 

Fundamentals of Engineering exam: The department points out that only a 

small number of students have so far taken this exam, so results from this area 

are, at present, very preliminary.  That said, students met the target scores on four 

of the five outcomes covered by this assessment.  For the one target not met, the 

department plans to spend more time on the very narrow definition of professional 

ethics that the exam focuses on, despite their belief that their students have a 

broader understanding of professional ethics than this particular assessment 

measures. 

Course-level assessments:  Targets were met for three of the five course-level 

assessments.  For the two areas where targets were not meant, the department is 

considering several interventions, including increasing prerequisite requirements 

(both number of courses and grade prerequisite from D to C-), administering 

quizzes in prerequisite courses to assess knowledge gained in those courses, and 

employing student tutors to help students meet these goals.  

  



 

 

Computer Science 

BS in Computer science.   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Eleven of 89 learning outcomes have been assessed.  However, there appear to 

be at least 12 measures that are listed as learning outcomes, artificially inflating 

the numbers here (11 of 79 if these are removed).  No plan for 2017-18 is in 

Taskstream at this point. 

In the 2013-14 & 2014-15 Assessment cycles a number of measures are 

presented in the assessment plan with no findings added for these measures.  No 

findings have yet been included for the 2015-16 Assessment cycle or later.  No 

assessment plan has been input for 2016-17 or 2017-18. 

In addition, there is an entire section, the ACM core topics outcome set, that is 

not addressed in the assessment – Given the extensive yearly assessment done by 

the Computer Science department, it is odd to see this vacuum.  Possibly this is an 

earlier assessment set that needs to be marked as obsolete? 

The CSUB assessment structure does not require departments to assess every 

outcome in each cycle, so the missing findings in this case are probably not a 

major issue, since several learning outcomes have been assessed each cycle.  

However, clarity in what is planned and what is actually assessed would facilitate 

review of the department’s assessment activities as well as eliminate the 

appearance that the department is not following through with its assessment plans.  

If no findings for a particular measure are included, please remove them from the 

assessment plan to prevent more repetition of irrelevant information than the 

Taskstream system already requires inherently. 

While I find the irony here amusing, I also apologize for the redundancy here 

between the Computer Engineering and Computer Science programs.  These are 

currently listed as separate majors in separate departments in Taskstream, so the 

structure of this report forces the redundancy.  If, as I suspect, the Taskstream 

structure does not accurately reflect the structure of the department(s), this is 

something that should be dealt with, as a better alignment between Taskstream’s 

structure and the departmental structure could reduce such redundancies.   

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Although 23 separate assessment measures are included in the assessment 

plan for this cycle, none of them have findings added as yet.  These assessments 

are all course level, and fall into two basic categories:  use of embedded exam 

questions and use of a 4 point rubric on an embedded laboratory assignment.  

According to the previous assessment coordinator, this department is typically a 

bit late in getting things entered because they are aligned with external 

certification timelines, so this is hopefully not a major issue, but given that we are 

currently at the end of 2017, this needs to be remedied soon. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

No plan or findings for the 2016-17 assessment cycle have been entered. 



 

 

Engineering Science 

BS in Engineering Science 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Eleven of eleven learning outcomes have been assessed, and their Taskstream 

site for the 2016-17 assessment cycle is up to date.  Engineering Sciences is an 

exemplar for use of Taskstream to document their assessment activities as well as 

their overall use of assessment.  They have a reasonable number of broadly 

defined learning outcomes with outside assessments of most, and their findings 

are up to date: all measures included in the findings section have findings.  Their 

Taskstream site is well-organized and lacking the redundancies and obvious 

artifacts of the Taskstream learning curve of some of the other departments.  I 

encourage other departments to look at the overall structure of their assessment 

effort and compliance activities. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Engineering science assessed seven of their learning outcomes in this cycle, 

using at least two measures for six of those seven outcomes.  Based on these 

assessments they note that mathematical weakness is apparent in their current 

students.  Changes in the mathematics prerequisites were implemented with the 

change to semester system, and the department hopes that these changes will 

remedy the issue. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Engineering science assessed eight of their learning outcomes in this cycle, 

using at least two measures for three of those outcomes and a total of 13 

measures. Students met or exceeded the target on 12 of these 13 measures, and the 

department is currently discussing options for ways to improve student 

performance in this area.  One important note is that the mathematics prerequisite 

changes took place just this year, and so are probably not yet having an effect; 

future assessments will continue to monitor this area to determine whether the 

changes in mathematics prerequisites have the desired effect. 

Geology 

BA in Geology:  Although the current catalog lists requirements for a BA in Geology, 

there appears to be no entry for the BA in Geology in Taskstream.  I have advised 

the School-wide assessment coordinator of this issue and he is working with the 

geology department and Taskstream to get this situation remedied. 

BS in Geology 

1. Overview: 2013-present. 

The geology program has presented no findings for the BS in Geology in 

Taskstream over the period being reviewed.  They did include measures in the 

2013-14 assessment cycle, but no findings based on those measures.  Since then, 

no measures nor findings have been specified in Taskstream.  Geology has been 



 

 

informed of this situation and we are consulting on a new assessment structure to 

bring the program into compliance with assessment requirements. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Geology’s plan for this cycle provides for three outcomes to be assessed:  No 

findings on these assessments have been entered. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

No assessment plan has been entered for this cycle. 

MS in Geology 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Four of five learning outcomes have been assessed.  However, the one 

unassessed learning outcome appears to be a misplaced heading rather than an 

actual outcome, so realistically four of four outcomes have been assessed.  All 

four of the outcomes assessed were assessed in the 2013-14 cycle, and no plans or 

findings have been entered in Taskstream since then.  Geology has been informed 

of this situation and we are consulting on a new assessment structure to bring the 

program into compliance with assessment requirements. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

No assessment plan has been entered for this cycle. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

No assessment plan has been entered for this cycle. 

 

Mathematics 

BS in Mathematics.   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Five out of 17 current outcomes have been assessed.  A large set of learning 

outcomes was designated obsolete after the 2013-14 assessment cycle.  These 

have not been included in Appendix 1.  The main result of the 2013-14 

assessment cycle was the revision of the department’s assessment structure and 

learning outcomes.  For this reason, the 2013-14 assessment cycle is omitted from 

consideration here and the assessment window for the Department of 

Mathematics begins with the 2014-2015 assessment cycle.  With their current 

assessment set, Mathematics is making good progress in assessment. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Mathematics assessed three learning outcomes in this cycle: Students will: 

make sense of problems; persevere in problems; and, for the pure concentration 

will understand abstract mathematical objects with respect to their intrinsic 

nature.  Each of these was assessed in a specific course.  For the first of these, no 

need for change was deemed necessary, while for the second, it was felt that 

improvement in measurement was needed before any definitive action could be 

taken based on the available evidence.  For the third outcome, problems with 



 

 

sample size were noted, and a change in the course used for assessment was 

suggested to capture more students in the pure concentration. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Assessments for three learning outcomes are planned, findings have already 

been entered for one: ability to reason abstractly.  The findings show that students 

are reaching this outcome in MATH 3620, and the department recommends that 

this skill continue to be stressed earlier in the curriculum. 

Developmental Mathematics.  

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Two of two learning outcomes were assessed in the 2015-16 assessment cycle.  

As above, the learning outcomes were revised following the 2013-14 assessment 

cycle and no findings were uploaded for the 2014-15 cycle.  Given that Executive 

Order 1100 effectively cancels the mathematics courses included in this area of 

assessment, the relevance of continuing the assessment of developmental 

Mathematics as a separate program is currently unclear. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Both outcomes were assessed in this cycle.  For both of the developmental 

mathematics courses, students did not meet the target.  The main 

recommendations is to spend more time covering the topics being assessed in the 

courses. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Assessments of both outcomes are again planned, though only one measure 

has so far been specified; no findings have been uploaded yet. As mentioned 

above, the utility of continuing assessment in this area is unclear at the moment. 

MA in Teaching Mathematics.  

This program has not been active for several years and should be removed from 

Taskstream.  The University Assessment coordinator has been informed of this 

recommendation, but this recommendation should be reviewed by the Dean and the 

Mathematics Department before implementation. 

Nursing 

BS in Nursing.   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

There have been some functionality issues with the Taskstream site for 

Nursing, including missing areas in their workspace.  We are working with IRPA 

and the University Assessment Coordinator to get these issues resolved, but in the 

meantime this has delayed proper development of their Taskstream work area.  

We hope to have these issues resolved soon.  

Despite several issues with the Taskstream work area, Nursing has been 

conducting a robust assessment for several years.  Nursing uses an externally 

validated, summative assessment instrument, the ATI RN Comprehensive 



 

 

Predictor, to assess their learning outcomes.  Nursing and I are currently working 

on getting the reporting structure for this instrument in the Taskstream work area 

streamlined and easily replicable; we have developed a structure & overall plan, 

and at this point simply need to work through the rather tedious process of 

Taskstream data entry (once the issues with their workspace are resolved) to get 

the new structure implemented. We hope that this new structure will make future 

work with Taskstream more efficient.   

Within this new structure, Nursing will have assessed ten of ten learning 

outcomes, all using sub-areas of the ATI RN Comprehensive Predictor.  Given the 

high level of success on, and high relevance of this indicator, Nursing plans to 

continue use of the Predictor, with subareas of the predictor aligned to the 

departmental learning outcomes. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

The target for the overall RN Comprehensive Predictor was met.  The 

department recommends continuing use of this instrument as well as splitting the 

clinical portion of the current senior practicum into a separate course to alleviate 

problems caused when students successfully pass the clinical portion but fail the 

exam portion of the course.  

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

The target score on the overall portion of the RN Comprehensive Predictor 

was met.  The department plans on continuing use of the RN comprehensive 

predictor in the future, and working on partitioning the exam results into sub-

areas aligned with specific learning objectives, to improve resolution of the 

assessment as described above. 

RN-BSN Program 

1. Overview: 2013-present 

17 of 17 outcomes have been assessed.  This program changed their course-based 

assessment structure of this program in 2016-17 with the change to the 

Semester system.  Prior to 2016, they assessed 9 of the 9 outcomes identified 

in those years, while in 2016/17 they have assessed 8 of the 8 new outcomes.  

The Taskstream site has been clarified by making this change in assessment 

structures explicit, marking the newer objectives as Semester Learning 

Outcomes and the older objectives as obsolete. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

All 9 of the learning outcomes active in this cycle were addressed, by a 

combination of exam scores and evaluation of specific projects tied to the 

outcomes in specific nursing courses within the RN-BSN program.  Students 

met the target in all areas.  The summaries of findings for N493 and N441 are 

a bit unclear: the assessment is defined, but no results of the assessment are 

presented, though the claim is made that the target was met.  Inclusion of data 



 

 

in the summary to support the conclusion that the target was met, as was done 

in all other areas, would improve the findings for these courses. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

Al 8 active learning outcomes were assessed.  The overall assessment structure 

remained similar to the previous cycle, incorporating a combination of exam 

and project evaluations.  Again, all students met the Nursing departments 

targets. 

MS in Nursing.   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

8 of 8 outcomes have been assessed.  The program was not in existence in the 

2013-14 cycle, so no data is supplied in that cycle.  Beginning in the 2014-15 

cycle the department has assessed each of the learning outcomes in the standing 

requirements. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

All eight learning outcomes were assessed in this cycle, and the targets were 

met for all of them.  The main recommendation stemming from these assessments 

was to continue as before, given the success of the current program in meeting its 

targets. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

The department assessed five learning outcomes in this cycle. All targets have 

been met.  The main recommendation stemming from these assessments was to 

continue as before, given the success of the current program in meeting its targets. 

Physics 

BS in Physics.   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Five of eight learning outcomes have been assessed, with 2 additional planned 

in the 2016-17 assessment cycle.  Physics appears to be on target with their 

assessment activities. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Although all eight learning outcomes are listed in the assessment plan, 

measures are only provided for two of these (Written and Oral communication); 

findings for both of these are presented.  In both cases, targets are met and no 

recommendations are made.  While I assume that the outcomes with no measures 

were not actually planned, the fact that they are listed in the plan but never 

assessed gives the false appearance that the department is not living up to its own 

plan.  Removing the un-assessed outcomes from the assessment plan would 

prevent this appearance. 

I also want to commend in particular the process physics is using in their 

written communication learning outcome in this cycle.  The process of 

specifically ensuring feedback throughout the term and using only the final 



 

 

iteration of the lab report for assessment shows a clear push to help the students 

achieve the learning outcome. 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle 

In this cycle, Physics plans on assessing two different areas, proficiency in 

fundamental areas of physics and critical thinking.  The superfluous outcomes 

listed in the previous cycle have been cleaned up, which is appreciated.  Findings 

for this cycle have not yet been entered. 

Non-Departmental programs 

MS in Science Teaching.  This program is currently on moratorium and awaiting closure.  

Continued assessment is inefficient.  Moratorium began prior to the 2015-16 

assessment cycle and so this program is not addressed further here.  The program 

should be removed from Taskstream.  The University Assessment coordinator has 

been informed of this recommendation, but this recommendation should be reviewed 

by the Dean before implementation.  The program coordinator of the MS in Science 

teaching agrees with this recommendation. 

BS in Natural Science.   

1. Overview: 2013-present 

Two of two learning outcomes have been assessed.  All courses in the 

department are offered by individual departments, therefore the program relies on 

departmental level assessment at the course level, and does no course-level 

assessment.  However, there are two current learning outcomes specifically 

associated with this program, tied to the California Subject Exam for Teachers 

(CSET), which graduates of the Natural Science program must pass in order to 

enter a teacher credential program.  Both have been assessed each year from 

2013-14 through 2015-16 while 2016-17 and 2017-18 assessments are planned.  I 

do note that Taskstream needs to be updated to reflect the fact that this program 

converted from a BA to a BS several years ago. 

2. 2015-16 assessment cycle. 

Both learning outcomes were assessed, and the target has been met.  No 

recommendations for changes were made 

3. 2016-17 assessment cycle. 

Both learning outcomes are planned for assessment.  Findings have not yet 

been entered. 


