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1.
ASSESSMENT MEASURES EMPLOYED


Originally we had planned to e-mail surveys to alumni at years 1, 3 and 5 post-graduation to contrast and compare findings.  E-mailing proved to be much more challenging as alumni early in their careers were more likely to have changed jobs and therefore e-mail addresses.  Accordingly, we resorted to the traditional measures, i.e., mailing surveys to last known addresses.  Our yearly department newsletters will continue to solicit e-mail addresses and updated mailing information through our website.  Our responses were smaller than we had anticipated but greater than expected after the initial challenges.  Additionally, returned surveys did not indicate whether they were from former undergraduate or graduate students nor whether they were 1, 3 or 5 year post-graduate.  Some surveys were identifiable as undergraduate or graduate by their expanded answers and/or comments.  Future surveys will rectify all of these problems.  During the review cycle (which was really January to June, this first year), no MS students graduated and, accordingly, no end-of-program assessments are available.  This will change in the next review cycle.

2.
ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

Survey results of the mailed survey instrument are as follows:

 All respondents rated their mastery of basic and advanced chemical concepts as 3 (very well) or 2 (fairly well) [N.B. the questions were phrased such that these answers were appropriate].  


Respondent answers varied widely on their mastery of fundamental laboratory techniques; however, respondents were consistent in that the labs were in "serious need of upgrade".


Responses to the question of proficiency in using instrumentation commonly found in modern chemistry laboratories, and the ability to interpret the data obtained from these instruments, indicated overwhelmingly that the instruments were outdated. Nearly all alumni felt they did not receive enough time or in-depth training in using the instruments available and accordingly did not feel competent in interpreting the data. 


Again, responses varied widely on alumni's ability to write in a style proper for reports in scientific journals and the ability to give scientific presentations of an appropriate quality.  Nearly half rated their ability as 3 (very well) or 2 (fairly well) while the other half rated it as 1 (not well).   Most suggested a need for instruction in submissions to scientific journals.


Respondents rated their mastery of basic computer programs commonly used in scientific work as 2 (fairly well); however, most indicated they would have liked modeling software, such as ChemDraw, available to students.


In general, apart from the survey mentioned above, we have two built-in assessment events in the M.S. program, viz. the seminar that all MS candidates must give in the regular Departmental seminar program and, the thesis that the candidate must defend to his / her committee.  Several students presented their seminars and defended their theses during the assessment period. 
3.
PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS


Some of these equipment problems have been addressed through an organized assessment of our needs and a resultant submission for House Bill money.  Desperately needed, new capillary Gas Chromatograph and Atomic Absorption instruments resulted.  Further, lab. fee money has been used to upgrade computers in the Freshman Chemistry Labs. and will be used to purchase two new infrared instruments (to replace the present 18 year old items) for the Sophomore Organic Labs.  While such instruments would not be used by our MS students in their research programs, they would likely encounter them during their teaching endeavors.  Better equipment therein would surely color opinions in a favorable direction as well as providing a better teaching experience for our M.S. students.  Additionally, the Department has been successful recently in obtaining "lightly used equipment" from local companies such as Procter and Gamble and Kodak Versamark (equipment that has mainly impacted positively our graduate students).  Department faculty members have agreed that offers of equipment will be assessed on the basis of: Is the instrument working?  Is there room for the instrument?  Will the maintenance of the instrument be beyond the Department's ability to pay?  Too often in the past, equipment has been received and left in a non-working state for years.  We are in the process of culling many such items.


As mentioned above, while it was not possible to identify directly whether the respondents to the survey had graduated with undergraduate or MS degrees, the student's comments regarding the availability of structure drawing software programs, training on instruments and on the writing of scientific manuscripts, would suggest that they were BS graduates since our M.S. students receive all such training. 

4.
ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE


See #1 above.

5.
NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS


None.

