

Program Assessment Report


Assessment Reporting 

Spring 2009 – Spring 2010

As you now know an interim report on the assessment of student learning is due to WASC in fall of 2010. We have been asked to demonstrate that we are using assessment data to improve student learning (i.e., “closing the assessment loop”) and that the assessment process is sustainable. To that end, we are asking programs to report on their most complete student learning outcome (SLO) during this reporting cycle. Please identify your selected SLO in the box below and provide the requested information.
Program Information
	Degree Program(s):
	BA and BM Music
	Department:
	Music @ Dance

	Department Chair:
	Dr. Ed Harris
	Phone:
	4-4677

	Report Prepared by:
	Dr. Janet Averett
	Phone:
	4-4682


Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	Demonstrate the ability to hear, identify, and work conceptually with the melodic, harmonic, and rhythmic elements of music, including sight-reading, keyboard proficiency, and analysis.


Evidence for Need:  
What evidence was used to identify this SLO as a candidate for improvement (e.g., describe the prior assessment activities and data that led to this decision)?
We are using SLO #1.  This is an ongoing focus and problem for a variety of reasons.   It is also the most difficult SLO for any music program at any university as it requires a set of skills that requires dedication, practice, and some innate ability on behalf of the students, as well as excellent instruction.   Students must spend a great deal of time on their own to acquire these skills.    In the early 2000s, the results for some faculty were abysmal.  We thought that by shifting faculty to more process-oriented people and providing a board of tutors for musicianship, the results of this SLO would improve  The tutor availability has been optional and not required.  Results improved in  the early 2000s with that change of faculty in these courses.  Now the results for 2008-2009 for Musc 1A/1B, 2A2B, 3A/3B, and 4A/4B have dipped again and we want to try to improve.   3A is the final requirement for the BA and 4A and B for BM students.  The progress in keyboard proficiency, i.e., in the courses (25AB and 27AB) seems to be satisfactory.  Thus, we will only consider the lower division music systems courses as listed above.
Anecdotal evidence from all instructors in these courses at mid-semester indicated two problems:  (1) students were not coming to class and (2) students did not turn in assignments.  The instructors were very concerned but also recognized that they had given numerous assignments and had made the board of tutors available, as well as themselves.
The reason to examine results in all of these courses is that the knowledge base ascends via cumulative growth.  If students do not do well in 1AB, they will most likely not do well in successive courses, up to 4AB and into the upper division courses of 103 and 104.
Changes to Curriculum or Pedagogy:  
What actions were taken to improve student learning related to this outcome (e.g., program changes, changes in pedagogy, process changes, resources requests, etc)?

As for earlier in the decade, see above.  However, these actions seem to be not enough, as evidenced by this past year.  Thus, since we require minimum grade of C- to pass these courses, we will try the following two actions:
First, institute a class participation component, so students will be motivated to come to class.

Second, on the first and any successive assignments in all of these courses, if students make a C- or below, they will be REQUIRED to spend at least two sessions with the tutor.  The tutor and the area coordinator will keep records to see if this happens.    We do not yet know the consequences of not seeing a tutor—perhaps a lowering of the class participation grade?
Evidence for Impact:  
What is the evidence that the actions taken above impacted student learning for this outcome? 

We will have to examine F09 and S10 data to determine this.
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