Department of Intercollegiate Athletics

Assessment Report

July 1, 2004 – June 30, 2005
Assessment Coordinator:  Roderick Perry
I. Assessment Measures Employed

A. An annual survey was distributed to all second year student-athletes to evaluate their overall academic and athletic experience.  The Academic Advisor for Athletics conducted the survey.

B. An annual survey was distributed to all senior student-athletes to evaluate their overall academic and athletic experience.  A follow-up in-person interview was conducted to discuss the results.  The Academic Advisor for Athletics coordinated the survey.

C. Surveys are distributed at the conclusion of each monthly life skill seminar to determine the effectiveness of the program.  The Life Skills Coordinator conducted the survey.

D. A yearly focus group was conducted with minority student-athletes.  The Athletics Council Diversity Committee conducted the focus group and survey. 

E. The academic progress of all student-athletes was evaluated after each quarter.  A comparative analysis was made between the academic progress and success of student-athletes and the overall student body population.  The Academic Advisor for Athletics conducted the analysis.

F. A comparative analysis of the student-athlete graduation rate and the overall student body graduation rate was conducted.  The analysis was completed by the Associate Athletics Director for Compliance and Academic Services. 

G. An annual review of the number of NCAA rule violations was conducted to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the rules education program.  The review was completed by the Associate Athletics Director for Compliance and Academic Services.

H. First year student-athletes completed a survey and in-person interview to discuss the effectiveness and efficiency of the recruitment process.  The survey and interview was conducted by the Associate Athletics Director for Compliance and Academic Services.

II. Assessment Findings
A.
Twenty student-athletes responded to the Mid-Career Survey.  The survey consisted of several yes/no questions with space provided for the student-athletes to elaborate on any answer, and a series of questions using a 1 – 5 Likert scale (0=don’t know, 1=poor, 2=below average, 3=average, 4=very good, 5=strongly agree).  The respondents overwhelmingly answered in the affirmative to the series of yes/no questions in terms of the efficiency and effectiveness of the equipment room division and academic advising division.  
The response for their overall program satisfaction (e.g. availability of athletic facilities, academic support services, trainers and physicians, injury rehabilitation facilities, substance abuse education intervention, and practice and competition schedules) is shown in Table 1.  The frequency table is located in Appendix A. 



Table 1.  Mid-Career Survey Descriptive Statistics

	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Facilities
	20
	1.00
	5.00
	3.4000
	1.09545

	AcademicSvs
	20
	.00
	5.00
	4.1000
	1.48324

	Training
	20
	2.00
	5.00
	3.7500
	1.11803

	Rehab
	20
	.00
	5.00
	3.0500
	1.66938

	DrugEd
	20
	.00
	5.00
	2.2000
	1.88065

	Schedules
	20
	2.00
	5.00
	3.8000
	.76777

	Valid N (listwise)
	20
	 
	 
	 
	 


It is important to note that upon further inquiry into the data, the following was determined:

1. The facility score of 1.00 was given by a student-athlete on the track team.  It is the student-athlete’s desire to compete in an on-campus facility.

2. The academic services score of 0.00 (10%) was given by two student-athletes who did not utilize the academic services provided by the department because they were making satisfactory academic process and did not feel the need for the services.  There were not any scores of 1.00 (poor) given by any student-athletes.

3. The rehabilitation score of 0.00 (15%) was given by three student-athletes who have not needed to utilize the services.

4. The drug education score of 0.00 indicates that 35% (seven student-athletes) of mid-career student-athletes did not have knowledge of the departmental drug education program while 15% (three student-athletes) of student-athletes rated the program as being below average.
Strengths of the overall athletics department were:  facilities, academic services, training room, rehabilitation, and schedules.  Each of these areas scored above average.
B.
Twenty-three student-athletes responded to the Senior Exit Survey.  The survey consisted of several yes/no questions with space provided for the student-athletes to elaborate on any answer, and a series of questions using a 1 – 5 Likert scale (0=don’t know, 1=poor, 2=below average, 3=average, 4=very good, 5=strongly agree).  The respondents overwhelmingly answered in the affirmative to the series of yes/no questions in terms of the efficiency and effectiveness of the equipment room division and academic advising division.  
The response for their overall program satisfaction (e.g. availability of athletic facilities, academic support services, trainers and physicians, injury rehabilitation facilities, substance abuse education intervention, and practice and competition schedules) is shown in Table 2.  The frequency table for each response is located in Appendix B. 



Table 2.  Senior Exit Survey Descriptive Statistics

	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Facilities
	23
	1.00
	5.00
	3.0870
	1.16436

	AcademicSvs
	23
	.00
	5.00
	4.4348
	1.19947

	Training
	23
	1.00
	5.00
	3.2609
	1.51410

	Rehab
	23
	.00
	5.00
	3.2609
	1.76371

	DrugEd
	23
	.00
	5.00
	1.9130
	2.21386

	Schedules
	23
	1.00
	5.00
	3.4348
	1.12112

	Valid N (listwise)
	23
	 
	 
	 
	 


It is important to note that upon further inquiry into the data, the following was determined:

1. The facility score of 1.00 was given by a student-athlete on the swimming team.  It was the student-athlete’s desire to compete in a modern facility.

2. The academic services score of 0.00 (10%) was given by one student-athlete who did not utilize the academic services provided by the department because the student-athlete was making satisfactory academic process and did not feel the need for the services.  It was further noted that one student-athlete rated the academic services as below average.  Both of these measures each accounted for 4.3% of the total responses.  There were not any scores of 1.00 (poor) given by any student-athletes.

3. The rehabilitation score of 0.00 (13%) was given by three student-athletes who have not needed to utilize the services.

4. There were 4 student-athletes (17.4%) that rated the training room poor while 5 student-athletes (21.7%) rated it below average.   

5. The drug education score of 0.00 indicates that 52.2% of student-athletes did not have knowledge of the departmental drug education program.  This accounts for the mean score of 1.9130.
Strengths of the overall athletics department were:  facilities, academic services, training room, rehabilitation, and schedules.  Each of these areas scored above average.

C.
All student-athletes are required to attend a life skill seminar on the Sunday preceding the beginning of the new academic year.  This program is designed to maintain intercollegiate athletics as an integral part of the campus educational program and the student-athlete as an integral part of the student body through educational programs and resources focusing on gender equity, student-athlete welfare, and life skills.  Seminars were also given during the year, allowing the student-athlete to choose among different topics and interests.  Student-athletes were required to attend one session per quarter. 

At the conclusion of each seminar the student-athletes completed a qualitative survey that addressed the student-athlete’s opinions of the presentation.  The cumulative results revealed that the seminars were well received and rated, with suggestions given for more interactive sessions in some cases.  

D.
On January 25, 2005, the Athletics Council Diversity Committee distributed a Diverse Student-Athlete Survey.  The survey was an effort to collect important information regarding the experiences of Wright State University diverse student athletes. The information was designed to assist the Athletic Council Diverse Student Athlete Advocacy Committee in measuring its efforts to protect and nurture the welfare and development of diverse student-athletes.
Table 3 provides the five-question survey and the number of responses to each question.  A 1 – 5 point Likert scale was used to evaluate the results.



Table 3.
Cumulative Responses to Each Question

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly 
Agree
      Neutral              Disagree
      Strongly 

Agree






      Disagree

  
  1     
2      3        4      5

	5
	6
	1
	
	
	1) I believe that the Wright State University Department of Athletics is committed to the issues of diversity.

	4
	7
	1
	
	
	2) The Wright State University community offers several programs each year geared towards diversity and Multiculturalism.

	5
	3
	3
	1
	
	3) I believe issues of diversity are sufficiently monitored in the Athletic Department.

	4
	6
	2
	
	
	4) I am aware of the Diverse Student Athlete Advocacy Committee and its efforts to enhance diversity.

	5
	5
	1
	1
	
	5) I believe that my coaches are committed to recruiting and signing quality athletes from diverse backgrounds.

	3
	7
	1
	1
	
	6) I believe the Wright State University community is culturally diverse.

	2
	5
	1
	2
	2
	7)
I have had few problems with discrimination at Wright State University.

	5
	5
	2
	
	
	8) If I choose, I can participate in the governance and decision-making structure of the Athletic Department.

	3
	6
	2
	
	
	9)  I believe the Athletic Department is committed to having a diverse staff of coaches and administrators.

	6
	4
	1
	
	
	10) The Athletic Department holds programs dealing with the issue of diversity at least once a year.


Overall, the results of the survey were positive.  The only area of concern is shown in question 7 in which two student-athletes indicated problems of discrimination.
E.
A comparative analysis between the quarterly and cumulative grade point averages of student-athletes and non student-athletes was conducted.  The results of this analysis are located in Table 4.

Table 4.
Quarter and Cumulative Grade Point Average

	
	Student-Athletes
	All Students

	Fall Quarter 2004
	2.938
	2.854

	Fall Cumulative
	3.033
	2.944

	
	
	

	Winter Quarter 2005
	2.977
	2.910

	Winter Cumulative
	3.041
	2.963

	
	
	

	Spring Quarter 2005
	3.039
	2.911

	Spring Cumulative
	3.054
	2.979


During each academic quarter, the student-athletes performed better than non student-athletes.  This affirms that the majority of student-athletes have successfully balanced the demands of being a full-time student and athlete while maintaining satisfactory progress towards their degree.

F.
The NCAA Official 2004 Division I Graduation Rates Report contains the most recent data.  The report examines the graduation rates of the freshmen cohort that entered Wright State University during the 1997-98 academic year, as well as, the four-class graduation average.  The results are reported in Table 5.
Table 5.
Official 2004 Division I Graduation Rates


	
	Student-Athletes
	All Students

	1997-98 Graduation Rate
	62%
	40%

	Four Class Average
	57%
	36%


The data indicates that student-athletes are graduating at a higher percentage rate than the overall student body.  

G. Wright State University reported 10 secondary violations of NCAA rules.  This number falls within the acceptable amount yearly inadvertent violations.

H.
The first year student-athletes completed a recruitment qualitative survey.  The survey was designed to monitor the recruitment process of all freshmen to ensure that there were not any violations of NCAA recruiting rules.  The results of the survey did not reveal any recruitment problems. 

III.
Program Improvements
The following list of program improvements, based on the assessment results, is being implemented during the 2005-06 academic year:
1. Update and communicate the drug education program to all student-athletes.  The results revealed that a large number of student-athlete did not have any knowledge of the drug education program.

2. Communicate the rehabilitation program to all student-athletes.  There were 25% (5 out of 20) of the mid-career respondents who either did not know about the program or rated it poor or below average.  There were 26.1% of the senior survey respondents who either did not know about the program, rated it poor or below average.
3. Continue to evaluate the facility issues.

4. Begin a comprehensive strategic plan that will align all areas within the department to enhance efficiency while improving the overall athletics experience for all student-athletes.
IV.
Assessment Plan Compliance

There was one deviation from the assessment plan during the year.  The Athletics Council Gender Equity Committee did not conduct a survey of female student-athletes to evaluate gender equity issues.  The plan was changed to conduct a survey every other year; therefore, a survey is planned for the 2005-06 academic year.  This decision was made because the Athletics Council Gender Equity Committee has implemented accountability measures that will monitor the issues during opposite years.
V. New Assessment Developments

There were not any new assessment measures or benchmarks developed for the 2005-06 academic year.

Appendix A.
Mid-Career Survey Responses Frequency Tables

Overall Statistics

	 
	Facilities
	AcademicSvs
	Training
	Rehab
	DrugEd
	Schedules

	N
	Valid
	20
	20
	20
	20
	20
	20

	 
	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0



Facilities

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Poor
	1
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	 
	Below Average
	2
	10.0
	10.0
	15.0

	 
	Average
	9
	45.0
	45.0
	60.0

	 
	Very Good
	4
	20.0
	20.0
	80.0

	 
	Excellent
	4
	20.0
	20.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	20
	100.0
	100.0
	 



AcademicSvs

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Don't Know
	2
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	 
	Very Good
	8
	40.0
	40.0
	50.0

	 
	Excellent
	10
	50.0
	50.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	20
	100.0
	100.0
	 



Training

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Below Average
	3
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	 
	Average
	6
	30.0
	30.0
	45.0

	 
	Very Good
	4
	20.0
	20.0
	65.0

	 
	Excellent
	7
	35.0
	35.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	20
	100.0
	100.0
	 



Rehab

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Don't Know
	3
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	 
	Poor
	1
	5.0
	5.0
	20.0

	 
	Below Average
	1
	5.0
	5.0
	25.0

	 
	Average
	6
	30.0
	30.0
	55.0

	 
	Very Good
	5
	25.0
	25.0
	80.0

	 
	Excellent
	4
	20.0
	20.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	20
	100.0
	100.0
	 



DrugEd

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Don't Know
	7
	35.0
	35.0
	35.0

	 
	Below Average
	3
	15.0
	15.0
	50.0

	 
	Average
	5
	25.0
	25.0
	75.0

	 
	Very Good
	2
	10.0
	10.0
	85.0

	 
	Excellent
	3
	15.0
	15.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	20
	100.0
	100.0
	 



Schedules

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Below Average
	1
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	 
	Average
	5
	25.0
	25.0
	30.0

	 
	Very Good
	11
	55.0
	55.0
	85.0

	 
	Excellent
	3
	15.0
	15.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	20
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Appendix B.
Senior Exit Survey Reponses Frequency Tables


Overall Statistics

	 
	Facilities
	AcademicSvs
	Training
	Rehab
	DrugEd
	Schedules

	N
	Valid
	23
	23
	23
	23
	23
	23

	 
	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0



Facilities

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Poor
	3
	13.0
	13.0
	13.0

	 
	Below Average
	3
	13.0
	13.0
	26.1

	 
	Average
	8
	34.8
	34.8
	60.9

	 
	Very Good
	7
	30.4
	30.4
	91.3

	 
	Excellent
	2
	8.7
	8.7
	100.0

	 
	Total
	23
	100.0
	100.0
	 



AcademicSvs

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Don't Know
	1
	4.3
	4.3
	4.3

	 
	Below Average
	1
	4.3
	4.3
	8.7

	 
	Very Good
	5
	21.7
	21.7
	30.4

	 
	Excellent
	16
	69.6
	69.6
	100.0

	 
	Total
	23
	100.0
	100.0
	 



Training

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Poor
	4
	17.4
	17.4
	17.4

	 
	Below Average
	5
	21.7
	21.7
	39.1

	 
	Average
	1
	4.3
	4.3
	43.5

	 
	Very Good
	7
	30.4
	30.4
	73.9

	 
	Excellent
	6
	26.1
	26.1
	100.0

	 
	Total
	23
	100.0
	100.0
	 



Rehab

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Don't Know
	3
	13.0
	13.0
	13.0

	 
	Poor
	2
	8.7
	8.7
	21.7

	 
	Below Average
	1
	4.3
	4.3
	26.1

	 
	Average
	4
	17.4
	17.4
	43.5

	 
	Very Good
	6
	26.1
	26.1
	69.6

	 
	Excellent
	7
	30.4
	30.4
	100.0

	 
	Total
	23
	100.0
	100.0
	 



DrugEd

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Don't Know
	12
	52.2
	52.2
	52.2

	 
	Poor
	1
	4.3
	4.3
	56.5

	 
	Average
	2
	8.7
	8.7
	65.2

	 
	Very Good
	3
	13.0
	13.0
	78.3

	 
	Excellent
	5
	21.7
	21.7
	100.0

	 
	Total
	23
	100.0
	100.0
	 



Schedules

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Poor
	1
	4.3
	4.3
	4.3

	 
	Below Average
	4
	17.4
	17.4
	21.7

	 
	Average
	6
	26.1
	26.1
	47.8

	 
	Very Good
	8
	34.8
	34.8
	82.6

	 
	Excellent
	4
	17.4
	17.4
	100.0

	 
	Total
	23
	100.0
	100.0
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