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	Unit/Program Name
	Mathematics

	Office of Primary Responsibility
	Department of Mathematics and Computing

	Assessment Coordinator
	Kevin L. Dove, Associate Professor of Mathematics

	Submission Date of this Report
	January 30, 2017


I. Unit/Program Goal: Students will demonstrate a broad base of mathematical knowledge.
	Strategic Goal Supported
	

	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome

AND

Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2016
	2015
	2014
	2013
	2012

	
	1.
	Knowledge of:  (1) the Foundations of Mathematics: Students will be able to analyze a given situation, extract pertinent information, and draw correct conclusions.  (Specifically included are basic algebraic operations, the elements of set theory, and the fundamentals of logic.)
(2)  Advanced Algebra: Students will demonstrate knowledge of the basic concepts and applications of groups, rings, fields, and vector spaces.
(3)Analysis: Students will demonstrate knowledge of the basic concepts and applications of continuity, differentation, integration, sequences and series, and multivariable calculus.  

Students will demonstrate ability to solve the basic differential equations that arise in common applications.
(4) Probability and Statistics: Students will demonstrate knowledge of the basic concepts and applications of probability, discrete and continuous density functions, estimation using confidence intervals, hypothesis testing, linear regression, sampling methods and data analysis.
Measured by student performance on the MFT.

	MFT

55% above median and 25% below 1st quartile since 2012
(2016 data: 2/4
> median
2/4 < Q1 quartile)

	 > median

5/11
< Q1
3/11

	> median

2/3
< Q1

1/3

	> median

6/9
<Q1

0/9

	> median

2/4
<Q1

2/4


	
	2.
	Knowledge of:

(1) Foundations of Mathematics

(2) Advanced Algebra
(3) Analysis

(4) Probability and Statistics
Measured by student performace on Praxis II

	Praxis 100% pass rate 2012 to 2016
(2013 data: 0/0 passed)

	2/2
	0/0
	2/2
	1/1

	
	3.
	Knowledge of:

(1) Foundations of Mathematics

(2) Advanced Algebra

(3) Analysis

(4) Probability and Statistics
Measured by timely graduation of students in the dual degree program.

	Math 499 Prob Sets

2016: 23/27
85% pass with >2

	32/40
	12/14
	24/34
	19/24

	
	4.
	Knowledge of Calculus:  Students will demonstrate knowledge of differentiation and integration, and an ability to solve problems using calculus.

Measured by student performance on the MFT calculus subscore.

	cohorts above national median

3/6 or 50%

	     
	2/5 or 40%
	     
	2/4 or 50%

	
	5.
	Knowledge of Calculus:  Students will demonstrate knowledge of differentiation and integration, and an ability to solve problems using calculus.

Measured by student performance on the MFT calculus subscore.

	Math 499 Problem sets for 2013:

6/8 pass

75%

	18/33

54%

	9/9

100%

	8/9

89%

	15/16

94%


	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	Major Field Test (MFT) in Mathematics



	Annually to students in MATH 499

Performance data will be tracked in 5-year intervals.  The number of students completing the test each year does not provide enough data for yearly summaries to be meaningful.


	
	2.
	PRAXIS 2    
	Annually to students in Teacher Certification Program.  The number of students completing the test each year does not provide enough data for yearly summaries to be meaningful.  We report 5-year summary results.

	
	3.
	Appropriate Math 499 Capstone Course Review Problem Sets
	Annually to students in MATH 499. Data may be aggregated over several years to make summary meaningful.  Each problem set covers material from a course in our curriculum.  A problem set is deemed appropriate for a student if they have taken the related course.

	
	4.
	MFT Calculus subscore
	Annually to students in MATH 499.  Subscore data is only available as "cohorts" - typically an aggregate of two to three years of data 

	
	5.
	Math 499 Capstone Calculus Problem Sets
	Annually to students in MATH 499. Data may be aggregated over several years to make summary meaningful.  Each problem set covers material from a course in our curriculum..

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	At least 50% of graduating seniors will have a total score at or above the national median on the MFT for seniors and no more than 25% of graduating seniors score below the national 1st quartile for seniors.



	Between 30% and 50% score above the national median, or between 25% and 50%
	Under 30% score above the national median or over 50% score beneath the lower quartile.

	
	2.
	100% pass rate on Praxis II
	Above a 90% pass rate or all but one student passed in small cohorts
	Under 90% pass rate or more than one failure in small cohorts

	
	3.
	At least 75% of all appropriate problem sets are scored at least 2 on a three point scale
	Under 75% but at least 50% of all appropriate problem sets are scores 2 or above.
	Less than 50% of all appropriate problems sets are scored 2 or above.

	
	4.
	At least 50% of cohorts have scores above the national median
	At least 40% of cohorts have scores above the national median
	Less than 40% of cohorts have scores above the national median

	
	5.
	At least 75% of all appropriate problem sets are scored at least 2 on a three point scale
	Under 75% but at least 50% of all appropriate problem sets are scored at least 2 on a three point scale
	Less than 50% of all appropriate problems sets are scored 2 or above.

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	May 2016: Since May 2012 we have had 17/31 seniors scoring above the national median.  Of these 31 students 8 were in the lower quartile.  This partially meets our goal. This year two of the students who scored low will not graduate as they failed a senior level course.

May 2015: Since 2011 15 of 29 seniors scored avove the median, and 6 in the lower quartile. This meets our goal. We are concerned that some students are not taking the MFT seriously so we intend to give more credit to the MFT in the capstone course. In particular, 3 of our better students took very little time on the test and scored below the median.
May 2014: Since 2010 12 of 20 seniors scored avove the median on the MFT, with 2 in the lower quartile. This meets our goal. We intend to make the MFT score a part of the students grade in Math 499.

May 2013:  This year our students did very well on the MFT, with 6/9 or 67% being above the national median and only one (11%) in the lower quartile.  Although we have little evidence to date, we hope that requiring MATH 134 (see 2011 comments) of all majors has been a factor.  Since 2009, 16/26 (62%) of seniors scored above the median, and 4 out of 26 (15%) were in the lower quartile.  We instituted a change in Math 499 - counting the review for the MFT as part of the students course grade - because a number of students did not turn in their work, or did not take the sets seriously.  Although we met our goal, we want to get more student response on these problem sets.
May 2012:  This year 2 of our seniors did well, and two did poorly on the MFT.  Since 2008 we've had 12 /20 seniors above the national median score; 3/20 in the lower quartile, thus meeting our goal.  Since the results on the problem sets were not as good as we'd like, we instituted a change in the way problem sets from Math 499 are graded, and  changed part of the curriculum of Math 499 to be more student led. 
May 2011:  This year our 2 seniors did not do particularly well on the MFT.  Since 2007 we have had 11/22 of our seniors scoring above the national median; of these students, 2/22 were in the lower quartile.  This meets our goal, but because of the somewhat weak performance on the MFT, we plan to change aspects of the review sessions presented to students in Math 499 - hoping our students take the test more seriously. The MFT data suggests that our students might need additional practice in mathematical proofs, so we mandated that ALL majors will take Math 134 to help with upper-level material.  
May 2010:  Since 2006, 16/26 MFT scores are above National median.  No action taken.  
Since 2006, 2/20 in the lower quartile. No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2009:  Two transfer students who had taken over 15 hours of mathematics courses at another institution performed very poorly (one in 2007 and one in 2009). Both students had taken ALL their calculus and also differential equations at Piedmont Tech. Their scores also impacted the Calculus subscore significantly.
August 2008:The expected Outcome was achieved.  Less than 25% scored below the 1st quartile.

One transfer student who had taken over 18 credit hours of mathematics courses at another institution did poorly.


	
	2.
	May 2016: 100% pass rate. We continue to measure.

May 2015: 100% pass rate. We continue to measure.
May 2014: 100% pass rate. We continue to measure.
May 2013:  Again we have a 100% pass rate.so our goal was met.
May 2012:  100% pass rate, so our goal was met. 
May 2011: 1 of our students this year passed the Mathematics Proofs, Models and Problems portion of the Praxis 2 test on the first attempt, but failed the lower level Mathematical content knowledge part of the test.  She took calculus (the primary information on this part) at another institution.  Our 5-year summary is 9/10 or a 90% passing rate. We will discuss in the Fall whether we need to adjust our expected outcome since some of our graduates take a significant portion of their introductory math classes at other institutions.
May 2010: 100% pass rate.  No action taken, we continue measurement.
May 2009: 100% pass rate.  No action taken.
August 2008: 100% pass rate.  No action taken.


	
	3.
	May 2016:  23 out of 26 appropriate problem sets were completed with a Pass rating, for an 88% pass rate.  This meets our goal.
May 2015:  32 out of 40 appropriate problem sets were completed with a Pass rating, for an 80% pass rate.  This meets our goal.

May 2014:  12 out of 15 appropriate problem sets were completed with a Pass rating, for an 75% pass rate.  This meets our goal.
May 2013:  29 out of 36 appropriate problem sets were completed with a Pass rating, for an 81% pass rate.  This meets our goal. We were generally better pleased with the students performance, so our changes from last year have been made permanent.

May 2012:  28 of 32 appropriate problem sets were completed with a Pass rating, for 84%.  This meets our goal and we continue to measure.  As mentioned above, although we met our goal, there is evidence in the problem set results that suggests some of the students are not taking them seriously,  We instituted a more rigorous rubric, and made the results a part of each students course grade in Math 499.

May 2011:  23/27 appropriate problem sets more than meets our goal.  The change in grading from last year helped - particularly with comparing results from different problem sets.  We continue to measure.

May 2010: 90% of Problem Sets received a "good" score.  Because of inconsistencies in the data for this semester, in 2011 we will implement a more consistent grading rubric.  An appropriate problem set is one for a course the student has taken.  It was decided to only grade those sets.

May 2009: Scores on problem sets were converted to a 0-2 common scale in 2009 to make the assessment process easier.. Additional revisions to MATH 499 will be discussed during the fall semester.  The success of using the Problem sets and Projects for program assessment purposes will also be discussed.  In particular, the results of our grading rubric for student projects indicates that students did not take their capstone experience as seriously as we'd like.

August 2008: MATH 499 is being revised to help improve program assessment.  Problem Sets (which we have done for many years) and Projects will be discussed as measures of student knowledge for assessment before the next offering of the course.


	
	4.
	May 2016: 3/7 cohorts above the median, partially meeting our goal.

May 2014: 3/6 cohorts above the median, meeting our goal.

May 2013:  Our cohort is too small at present for MFT to give us data.  We'll close the cohort next year (the MFT will not give subscore data for a small cohort of students)

May 2012:  Our cohort is too small at present for MFT to give us data.  We'll close the cohort in a year or so.

May 2011: Of the cohorts to date, 2/5 have scores above the national median.

May 2010:  Implementation will begin when the next cohort closes in 2011 or 2012.  To date, 2/4 cohorts were above the national median. 


	
	5.
	May 2016:  6 of 8 problem sets got a Pass rating this year, for a 75% pass rate.  Over the last 3 years, 33 of 50 Calculus problem sets (66%) got a pass rating.  Our goal was partially met.

May 2015:  18 of 33 problem sets got a Pass rating this year, for a 55% pass rate.  Over the last 3 years, 36 of 51 Calculus problem sets (71%) got a pass rating.  Our goal was partially met.
May 2014:  9 of 9 problem sets got a Pass rating this year, for a 100% pass rate.  Over the last 3 years, 25 of 26 Calculus problem sets (96%) got a pass rating.  Our goal was met.
May 2013:  9 of 9 problem sets got a Pass rating this year, for a 100% pass rate.  Over the last 3 years, 21 of 22 Calculus problem sets (95%) got a pass rating.  Our goal was met.

May 2012:  7/8 problem sets got a pass rating for 88%, meeting our goal.  We continue to measure.

May 2011:  5/5 students got above a 2 on our grading rubric.  We continue to measure.

May 2010:  Data will first be available in 2011.


	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	
	

	
	2.
	
	

	
	3.
	
	

	
	4.
	
	

	
	5.
	
	

	
	6.
	
	

	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


II. Unit/Program Goal: Students in the Mathematics Secondary Certification program will demonstrate their preparation to teach secondary school level mathematics courses
	Strategic Goal Supported
	

	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome

AND

Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2012 to 2016 5 yr rolling %
	2011 to 2015 5yr rolling %
	2010 to 2014 5yr rolling %
	2009 to 2013 5yr rolling %
	2005 to 2009 5yr rolling %

	
	1.
	PRAXIS 2 Pass Rate (Students will demonstrate knowledge of mathematical pedagogy in written work and in practice).
	100% pass
(2016 data: 0/0)

	100% pass
(2015 data:1/1)

	90% pass
(2014 data: 1/1)

	90% pass
(2013 data: 2/2)

	90% pass
(2012 data: 1/1)


	
	2.
	Teacher Work Sample Pass Rate (Students will demonstrate knowledge of mathematical pedagogy in written work and in practice). Before 2015 this was called the Student Teaching Portfolio.
	100% pass

 (2016: 0/0)

	100% pass
(2015: 2/2)

	100% pass
(2014: 1/1)

	100% pass
(2013 : 2/2)

	100% pass
(2012: 1/1)


	
	3.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	Praxis 2 Exam
	Annually to students in the Teacher Certification program.  Performance data will be tracked in 5-year intervals.  The number of students completing the test each year does not provide enough data for yearly summaries to be meaningful.

	
	2.
	Teacher Work Sample/Portfolio of Student Teaching (before 2015)
	Annually to students in EDUC 460.  Performance data will be tracked in 5-year intervals.  The number of students completing the portfolio each year does not provide enough data for yearly summaries to be meaningful.

	
	3.
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	100% pass the praxis 2 test on their first attempt
	At least 90% pass rate, or all but one in small cohorts
	Under 90% pass rate, or more than one failure in small cohorts

	
	2.
	100% attain an overall portfolio rating of at least 3.0 on a 4.0 scale
	90% attain at least a 3.0
	Under 90% attain a 3.0

	
	3.
	     
	     
	     

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	May 2016:  Our 5-year rolling summary has 6/6 passing on the first attempt.  Our goal was met.
May 2015:  Our 5-year rolling summary has 8/8 passing on the first attempt.  Our goal was met.
May 2014:  Our 5-year rolling summary has 9/10 passing on the first attempt - see May 2011 notes..  Our goal was partially met.
May 2013:  Our 5-year rolling summary has 8/10 passing on the first attempt - see May 2011 notes..  Our goal was partially met.
May 2012:  Our five year-summary is 8/9 pass on the first attempt, the same problem as last year.  Our goal was partially met.
May 2011: 1 of our students this year passed the Mathematics Proofs, Models and Problems portion of the Praxis 2 test on the first attempt, but failed the lower level Mathematical content knowledge part of the test.  She took calculus (the primary information on this part) at another institution.  Our 5-year summary is 9/10 or a 90% passing rate. 

May 2010:  100% success on first attempt at Praxis 2.  No action taken, we continue to measure.  Discussion has begun on whether using the scores, rather than just the pass rate might be beneficial.
May 2009:  100% passed Praxis 2.  No action taken.
May 2008:  100% passed Praxis 2.  No action taken.


	
	2.
	May 2016:  100% have a Teacher Work Sample rating of 4.  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2015:  100% have a Teacher Work Sample rating of 4.  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2014:  100% have a Teacher Work Sample rating of 4.  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2013:  100% have a portfolio rating of 4.  No action taken, we continue to measure.

May 2012:  100% have a portfolio rating of 4.  We continue to measure.

May 2011:  100% have a portfolio rating of 4.  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2010:  100% have a portfolio rating of 4.  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2009:  100% have a portfolio rating of 4.  No action taken.
August  2008:  100% have a portfolio rating of 4.  No action taken.


	
	3.
	     

	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	
	

	
	2.
	
	

	
	3.
	
	

	
	4.
	
	

	
	5.
	
	

	
	6.
	
	

	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


III. Unit/Program Goal: Students will communicate mathematical ideas effectively.
	Strategic Goal Supported
	

	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome

AND

Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2016
	2015
	2014
	2013
	2012

	
	1.
	Students display an understanding of a mathematical topic.
Measured by student performance in their capstone project

	3/4
88% Pass rate over 3 years

	9/9
	3/4
	9/9
	3/4

	
	2.
	Students create a professional presentation. 
Measured by student performance in the capstone project presentation.

	4/4
93% pass rate over 3 years

	9/9
	3/4
	9/9
	3/4

	
	3.
	Students display good oral communication skills.  

Measured by student performance in the capstone project presentation. 

	4/4
93% Pass rate over 3 years

	9/9
	3/4
	9/9
	3/4

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	Capstone Presentation Project Mathematics score based on a rubric with a 0-3 scale, with a 2 being a passing grade.  Performance data will be tracked in 3-year intervals.
	Annually to students in MATH 499

	
	2.
	Capstone Presentation Project Presentation Quality score based on a rubric with a 0-3 scale with a 2 being a passing grade. Performance data will be tracked in 3-year intervals.
	Annually to students in MATH 499

	
	3.
	Capstone Presentation Project Communication score based on a rubric with a 0-3 scale with a 2 being a passing grade. Performance data will be tracked in 3-year intervals.
	Annually to students in MATH 499

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	At least 75% of students receive a grade of 2 or more in the category "Understanding of Mathematics"  of the Presentation Project rubric which has a 3-point scale.  
	At least 50% and under 75% of students receive a score of 2 (good) or more in the "Understanding of Mathematics"  category of the Presentation Project rubric.
	Less than 50% of students receive a score of 2 or more in the "Understanding of Mathematics"  category of the Presentation Project rubric.

	
	2.
	At least 75% of students receive a grade of 2 or more in the professional presentation category of the Presentation Project rubric which has a 3-point scale.  
	At least 50% and under 75% of students receive a score of 2 (good) or more in the Professional Presentation category of the Presentation Project rubric.
	Less than 50% of students receive a score of 2 or more in the Professional Presentation" category of the Presentation Project rubric.

	
	3.
	At least 75% of students receive a grade of 2 or more in the Communication Skills category of the Presentation Project rubric which has a 3-point scale.  
	At least 50% and under 75% of students receive a score of 2 (good) or more in the Communication Skills category of the Presentation Project rubric.
	Less than 50% of students receive a score of 2 or more in the Communication Skills category of the Presentation Project rubric.

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	May 2016: Since 2014, 15/17 received a 2 or higher, meeting our goal.  We continue to measure.

May 2015: In the last three years, 21/22 received a 2 or above, meeting our goal. Allowing the mentors more control seems to have inproved quality.

May 2014: 15/17 received a 2 or above on our rading rubric, so our goal was met. Project mentors will be given a larger role in assessing the participation/effort of students in the next Math 499 class.
May 2013:  In the last 3 years, 16/18 or 89% got a score of 2 or higher, meeting our goal.  The drafting process and required meetings definitely helped with the quality (and student understanding) of the projects.  In general we were very pleased with the results this year.  The improved expectations (as measured by the new rubric) seemed to help.  We continue to measure.
May 2012:  In the last 3 years, 11/14 (79%) got a score of 2 or higher on our rubric, meeting our goal.  We required a drafting process this year, and (from our rubris results) only one student did not take the senior project seriously. Because of the results of our assessment seemed quite high, we felt that the rubric scores did not accurately reflect the quality of the projects. We discussed some possible changes to the process  - a more substantial mathematics component with appropriate changes to the grading rubric and required meetings with the project mentor.

May 2011:  18/20 received a grade of 2 or above.  We plan to make changes to these projects so the students take it more seriously - possibly requiring a drafting process.
May 2010:  19/19 received a "good" rating on "Demonstrates Understanding of Mathematical Topic."  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2009:  Capstone presentations first implemented in Spring 2008.  Continue.  No action required.
August 2008:  Capstone presentations first implemented in Spring 2008.  Continue.  No action required. 


	
	2.
	May 2016: In the last 3 years 16/17 got a 2 or better, meeting our goal.
May 2015: In the last 3 years 21/22 got a 2 or better, meeting our goal.
May 2014: In the last 3 years 15/17 got a 2 or better, meeting our goal.

May 2013:  This year 100% of our students got a 2 or higher, meeting our goal.
May 2012:  100% of students received a grade of 2 or above.  The changes made (see comment in 1.) made a difference in the quality of presentations this year.
May 2011:  20/20 received a grade of 2 or above.  See the comment in 1.
May 2010:  19/19 received a "good" rating on "Creates a Professional Presentation."  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2009:  Capstone presentations first implemented in Spring 2008.  Continue.  No action required.

August 2008:  Capstone presentations first implemented in Spring 2008.  Continue.  No action required.  


	
	3.
	May 2016: In the last 3 years 16/17 got a 2 or better, meeting our goal.

May 2015: In the last 3 years 21/22 got a 2 or better, meeting our goal.

May 2014: In the last 3 years 15/17 got a 2 or better, meeting our goal.
May 2013:  16/18 or 89% of our students got a 2 or higher, meeting our goal.

May 2012:  11/14 (79%) received a score of 2 or above, meeting our goal.

May 2011:  17/20  received a grade of 2 or above, meeting our goal.
May 2010:  16/19 received a "good" rating on "Demonstrates Communicates Skills."  No action taken, we continue to measure.
May 2009:  Capstone presentations first implemented in Spring 2008.  Continue.  No action required.

August 2008:  Capstone presentations first implemented in Spring 2008.  Continue.  No action required.  


	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	
	

	
	2.
	
	

	
	3.
	
	

	
	4.
	
	

	
	5.
	
	

	
	6.
	
	

	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


IV. Unit/Program Goal: Students will demonstrate success in employment and/or graduate-level education, as applicable.
	Strategic Goal Supported
	

	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome

AND

Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2016
	2015
	2014
	2013
	2012

	
	1.
	The proportion of Seniors who have secured positions in employment or graduate schools.
Measured from Senior Exit Interview.

	4/4 or 100% have secured positions
	9/11
	4/4
	9/9
	4/4

	
	2.
	The proportion of recent graduates who indicate dissatisfaction with their current positions.
Measured by Alumni Survey

	next survey 2017
	next survey 2017
	next survey 2017
	no data received
	next survey 2013

	
	3.
	The proportion of recent graduates who enter graduate studies have made significant progress towards completion.
Measured by Alumni Survey.

	next survey 2017
	next survey 2017
	next survey 2017
	no data received
	next survey 2013

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	Senior Exit Interview
	Annually to students in MATH 499

	
	2.
	Departmental Alumni Survey
	Trienially

	
	3.
	Departmental Alumni Survey
	Trienially

	
	4.
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1.
	75% or more of students desiring immediate employment in the field or entry into a graduate program have secured positions.
	Under 75% and at least 50% of students desiring immediate employment in the field or entry into a graduate program have secured positions.
	Under 50% of students desiring immediate employment in the field or entry into a graduate program have secured positions.

	
	2.
	No more than 10% of respondents express dissatisfaction with their current position
	Over 10% but no more than 20% of respondents express dissatisfaction with their current position
	Over 20% of respondents express dissatisfaction with their current position

	
	3.
	At least 75% of those entering graduate studies have completed their degree or are progressing towards completion
	At least 50% of those entering graduate studies have completed their degree or are progressing towards completion
	Under 50% of those entering graduate studies have completed their degree or are progressing towards completion

	
	4.
	     
	     
	     

	
	5.
	     
	     
	     

	
	6.
	     
	     
	     

	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	May 2016: 2 of the 4 students had plans for further study of employment. One student will return next fall to complete a failed senior class and one student left Lander without graduating.  We decided to count this year as 2/2 graduating seniors.  Our goal was met.

May 2015: As of May, 9 of 11 students had plans for further study of employment, meeting our goal.

May 2014: All three students had plans for employment or further study.

May 2013:  As of May, of the 9 students in our Math 499 Capstone course, 5 will go to Clemson in the dual degree program, one will begin a PhD program at USC, and 2 have secured teaching positions.  Our goal has been met.
May 2012:  To date, 80% of our seniors have secured jobs/graduate school positions in their field.  Two of the students in Math 499 are going on to Clemson.

May 2011:  Online surveys for graduating seniors were first attempted this year, with mixed success.  We plan to make changes in the proceedure for 2012.  1 student got a teaching position, one is planning to enter the military, one needs to retake the Praxis 2 exam, and two will continue their studies at Clemson.
May 2010:  The Senior exit survey is planned to be online in Spring 2011 - or possibly a facebook connection.  Of the 5 students graduating, 1 has a teaching position, 1 went on to graduate school, one has an industry job, and 2 are completing studies at Clemson.  Items on the survey are being revised for more agreement with our program goals.
May 2009:  Items on the Senior Exit written survey will be reviewed and revised to more clearly address program assessment items.  Of the 10 students graduating from May 2006 - May 2008, 7 accepted teaching positions in SC school districts, 1 has been accepted into graduate school, and two have obtained employment in industry.  


	
	2.
	May 2016: Next data collection will be Fall 2017.

May 2015: Next data collection will be Fall 2017.
May 2014: The online survey we attempted got NO responses inspite of attempts to contact alumni by e-mail.  We'll try again with - hopefully - a better survey strategy in 2017.

May 2013:  Data will be collected next year.  We need to improve our response rate - the last survey had very little response.

May 2012:  The next data will be collected in Fall 2014.

May 2011:  To date, none have expressed dissatisfaction.  Next survey is in 2014.
May 2010:  Only 4 respondents.  We need to find a way to increase response rates.
May 2009:  Items on the alumni survey will be reviewed and revised to more clearly address this goal before issued again in November 2009.  Methods to ensure a higher response rate will be discussed before the survey is administered again.


	
	3.
	May 2016: Next data collection will be Fall 2017.

May 2015: Next data collection will be Fall 2017.

May 2014: The online survey we attempted got NO responses inspite of attempts to contact alumni by e-mail.  We'll try again with - hopefully - a better survey strategy in 2017.
May 2013:  Data will be collected next year.

May 2012:  See comment in 2.

May 2011:  To date, all have successfully completed their programs.  Next survey is in 2012


	
	4.
	     

	
	5.
	     

	
	6.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	
	

	
	2.
	
	

	
	3.
	
	

	
	4.
	
	

	
	5.
	
	

	
	6.
	
	

	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


V. Unit/Program Goal: Comply with Program Productivity standards as defined by the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
	Strategic Goal Supported
	

	Indicator of Success/ Student Learning Outcome

AND

Summary of Data
	Indicator/

Learning Outcome
	2005-2009 Rolling Average
	2006-2010 Rolling Average
	2007-2011 Rolling Average
	2008-2012 Rolling Average
	2009-2013 Rolling Average

	
	1.
	Mathematics: Degrees Conferred
	7.2
	6.6
	5.8
	5.0
	5.2

	
	2.
	Mathematics: Major Headcount
	54.6
	53.6
	52.6
	52.8
	54.8

	Assessment Instrument(s) and Frequency of Assessment
	Instrument
	Frequency

	
	1.
	South Carolina Commission on Higher Education Management Information System (CHEMIS) and the Commission's Academic Degree Program Inventory (Lander University Fact Book)
	Annually

	
	2.
	South Carolina Commission on Higher Education Management Information System (CHEMIS) and the Commission's Academic Degree Program Inventory (Lander University Fact Book)
	Annually

	Expected Outcome
	Met

(3)
	Partially Met

(2)
	Not Met

(1)

	
	1. and 2.
	Academic degree programs that meet at least one of the following two productivity standards will receive continuing approval status from the Commission:

DEGREES AWARDED

Baccalaurate = 5

or

MAJOR ENROLLMENT

Baccalaurate = 12.5

	Not Applicable
	Academic degree programs that meet neither of the following two productivity standards will not receive continuing approval status from the Commission:

DEGREES AWARDED

Baccalaurate = 5
or

MAJOR ENROLLMENT

Baccalaurate = 12.5


	Review of Results and Actions Taken
	1.
	     

	
	2.
	     

	
	Sum
	     

	Outcomes
	Indicator of Success Evaluation
	Indicator of Success Score

	
	1.
	
	

	
	2.
	
	

	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results
	$0.00
Explanation


VI. Unit/Program Summary
	Unit/Program Goal
	Strategic Goal Supported
	Unit/Program Goal Outcome
	Additional Resources Required to Achieve or Sustain Results

	
	
	Score
	Evaluation
Met: 3.00 – 2.01

Partially Met: 2.00 – 1.01

Not Met: 1.00 – 0.01

Not Evaluated: 0.00
	

	1. Students graduating from Lander University with a degree in mathematics will have a broad base of mathematical knowledge.0 

0
 

	
	2.40
	
	$0.00

	2. Students in the Mathematics Secondary Certification program will be prepared to teach secondary school level mathematics courses 
	
	3.00
	
	$0.00

	3. Students will communicate mathematical ideas effectively.
	
	3.00
	
	$0.00

	4. Students will be successful in employment and/or graduate-level education, as applicable.
	
	3.00
	
	$0.00

	5. Comply with Program Productivity standards as defined by the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
	
	3.00
	
	$0.00

	UNIT/PROGRAM TOTALS
	2.90
	
	$0.00

	Unit/Program Summary:  
May 2016: This semester was atypical in that of the 4 students in our capstone course, 2 failed senior level classes and did not graduate.  One of the two left Lander and the other will return in the Fall to complete their degree.  We expected poor overall performance on the MFT and in the capstone course, so we determined not to make program changes based on this data. The problem sets were better this year - most were completed.

   The capstone projects went well this year, given the students in the course. three of the four did a good job - we believe due to the increased support of the project mentor.

May 2015: We are again concerned about better students who do not take care on the MFT - in fact three of our good students failed to score at even the lower quartile.  We decided to make the score from the test a larger part of their assessment in Math 499. Similarly, several students did not turn in the Calculus "appropriate problem set".  We need to create incentive for them to do well on these.

   Again the capstone projects seem to be better this year.  Mentors next year will assign the student a grade on the project, to be included in their capstone course grade.

May 2014: For the first time next year, the grades on the MFT test will be used as a part of the course grade for Math 499, in an attempt to make students take the test more seriously. Our cohort scores seem to be doing about what we expected. 

    The senior capstone projects seem to be improving in quality.  This year we will implement a better mentoring process, where the mentor has more control of the number of meetings with the student, and their final product.
   Our alumni survey was tried this year with no success.  We got no responses from the alumni we contacted by e-mail.  We'll try again in 2017.

May 2013:  

     We continue to see improvement in the student capstone projects and presentations -  as indicated by our project rubric scores and from the faculty comments on the rubric -  the required meetings with a mentor and drafting process seem to be making the students more aware of the importance of these projects.  We noticed marked improvement after the changes made last year in both the rubric scores and student attitude towards their capstone projects.

    We are also developing a rubric for the use of capstone project mentors to assess the drafting process, and ask for student feedback on the drafting and "initial idea" phase of the projects.

    Our students did well on the MFT this year.  From comments in the exit interviews student results on problem sets, we plan to count the Math 499 reviews for part of the students grade, hoping to improve attitude towards the problem sets.

    One of our department goals is to increase the response rate in our Alumni Survey which is to be distributed in 2014.  Our last respone was quite small.

   We have discussed the idea of one-credit courses in topics for our majors.  Since we have lost at least 2 faculty positions over the last year, we have temporarily put this idea on hold.

May 2012:  

    This year students took the Math 499 projects more seriously than in the past, but we are working on improvements to the drafting process and the grading rubric for the course and projects.  We instituted "practice sessions" for their project presentations, which helped give the students feedback; we allowed the students to get EYE credit for the project, assigned mentors for each presentor, and made their score on the MFT count as part of their course grade (hoping students would take the test more seriously).  Next year we plan to incorporate a universal scale for homework grades, find other opportunities for the students to make presentations in our upper-level classes, extend our rubrics to include the initial idea phase, rough drafts, and meetings with the mentor.  

    Our expectations for the Praxis Exam were changed on this document since our cohorts are so small (this year only one student took the Praxis).  Starting next year, students in teacher education will make "Teacher Work Samples" rather than portfolios, so the verbage in this document referring to portfolios will change in 2013 or 2014.  

    From the senior exit interviews, students requested that we offer 1 hour special topics courses to give more opportunities for upper level breadth in their major; students were pleased with their new study space on the second floor; by request, Math 300 was moved to spring semester to create a more evenly distributed selection of upper level classes; and students requested that we investigate making a math course into a global issues course - something that will require some research.  Annecdotally, students seem to have a better background in theory now that Math 134 is required of all majors.  We'll see if there is eveidence of improvement in MFT scores.

May 2011: This year, students did not take the Math 499 projects as seriously as we'd like as indicated by faculty comments on the project rubric and the mentors comments at our assessment meeting, so we plan to make projects a more significant part of the course.  In Fall we will consider instituting a drafting process, possibly with practice run-throughs of the presentations for more feedback.  

    Math 134 is now a required course and is 2 credit hours to allow for more content.  This should help students in upper-level proof courses.  

     We believe the expected outcome for the Praxis 2 test might be too high, as some of our students take a significant portion of their lower level math courses at other institutions.  We plan to discuss this in the fall.  

     During the Senior exit interviews, several students mentioned they would prefer the same instructor for the first two calculus courses.  We discussed the possible benefits and scheduling implications and determined that we could not implement this idea.

     We purchased a site license for JMP statistical software so that our students can access the software from sites other than the stats lab, and because it was more cost efficient for them.

May 2010:  During (and subsequent to) the Senior exit interviews the following changes to the program were discussed by students, the departmental curriculum committee, and the math faculty: making Math 134 more than 1 credit and using it as a prerequisite for Math 321 and Math 431; Placing software packages on Library computers for greater accessability (Octave, MATLAB, etc.). 

May 2009:  The department decided to require Math 134 as requested by the Seniors during exit interviews in 2008.

August 2008: Changes to curriculum arising out of the Exit Interviews:  The sequence of Math 325 and Math 351 was reversed; The department discussed requiring Math 134; Seniors in the secondary education major recommended that Math 390: Technology in the Classroom  be offered more frequently.  It may become a standard part of the graduate education curriculum. 
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