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YEAR ____2______ of a ____7______YEAR CYCLE
1. ASSESSMENT MEASURES EMPLOYED

Briefly describe the assessment measures employed during the year.
· What was done?

· Who participated in the process?

· What challenges (if any) were encountered?

The measures that were employed and the persons involved in the measures are described below according to the Year 2 activities outlined in the social work timetable in the original assessment plan dated June 3, 2004.  


One challenge to accomplishing the Year 2 activities was that it was not feasible this past year to implement the Association of Social Work Program Director’s (BPD) Baccalaureate Educational Assessment Package (BEAP).  This was because of the time involved in adapting this comprehensive, multiple instrument package to the needs of our program and the fact that the department implemented an MSW needs assessment survey to every alumni (2000 students) and non-social work alumni (another 2000 students) in September 2004.  In addition to the MSW impact study, the department was conducting a national search for two new faculty members.  The department also needs to develop ways to quantify the data 
collected from the student practicum logs and faculty field liaison agency visit reports.

 

· Objectives 1 – 3 Measured

The department’s annual senior mail survey was conducted as part of a larger alumni MSW needs assessment.  A survey study was written by the department chair, in consultation with the department faculty and staff from the Center for Urban and Public Affairs.  The survey was sent to all graduates of the BA in social work program at Wright State University.  Most of the questions centered on the department’s development of an MA in social work.  Questions at the beginning of the survey asked respondents if they achieved the following program objectives:



a) obtained employment in social work



b) passed the Basic licensure exam required to 



practice as a beginning social worker in Ohio



c) entered graduate school in social work and/or 



entered an advanced standing program in 



social work.
Results to the answers to these three objectives are reported for student participants in the survey who graduated in 2004 (3) and 2003 (19).  Additionally, objective 2 was measured when the department chair requested from the Association of Social Work Boards the pass/fail rate for the Ohio Basic licensure exam of BA in social work graduates from WSU in 2003 and 2004.

· Objectives 4 – 6 (formerly Objectives 4 -9) using the BEAP survey. 

Implementing the measure has been delayed until 2005-2006.  

· Direct Measures 1-4 related to all 12 learning outcomes assessed.
These measures were collected as part of the student’s required 425 hour field practicum where they applied their classroom learning in a social service setting with clients under the supervision of a field liaison and a faculty liaison.  The 4 direct measures collected were:
Measure One. The field supervisor evaluation of student’s mastery of the outcomes as applied in the final placement quarter.  This evaluation is completed by the field supervisor in discussion with the student and is rated on a scale from 1 (lowest) to 4 (highest).

Measure Two & Three. The evaluation of student’s mastery of the outcomes as applied in their practicum logs and the final integrative paper.  The student assignments are graded by the faculty liaisons and field practicum coordinator.

Measure Four. The evaluation of student’s mastery of the outcomes as discussed by the student, faculty liaison, and field supervisor during the quarterly faculty liaison visits, one of which is an observation of the student’s interaction with a client.

· Direct Pre-Measure of Learning Outcome 2 (Values) assessed for Spring and Fall 05 newly admitted majors.



Implementing this pre-measure using the BEAP survey has been 


delayed until 2005-2006.

· Indirect measures 1-3 related to all learning outcomes assessed. 
Measure One.  An exit focus group was conducted during the last day of the practicum (SW 489) class in Spring and Summer 2005.  The focus group was conducted by the field practicum coordinator and the department chair.  The students were also given the list of questions for the focus groups which focused on how well the department curriculum helped students achieve the program outcomes and areas the department could be improved to better help students achieve the outcomes.
Measure Two.  Students completed a written evaluation of the agency setting after their agency evaluation and practicum hours were completed.
Measure Three.  Field supervisors completed a written evaluation of the collaboration between faculty, student, and supervisor in helping the students achieve the learning outcomes.  This form was completed after the field supervisors handed in the final student evaluation and the student’s practicum hours were complete.
· Annual report reviewed by Professional Advisory Council (PAC) in October and submitted to COLA in December.



A draft of this report was shared at the PAC meeting on October 

19, 2005. Feedback from those attending are incorporated into Section 3 of this report.
2.  ASSESSMENT FINDINGS


List the objectives and outcomes assessed during the year, and briefly describe the findings for each.
· Objectives 1 – 3 Measured

Objectives 1 – 3 were analyzed from responses on the MSW impact study survey.  There were 3 graduates from 2004 and 19 graduates from 2003 who answered the questions.


Employment:




Both of the 2, 2004 graduate respondents were employed in social work jobs, one in mental health, the other in county government.  Only 1, 2004 graduate respondent reported their salary, which was between $25,000 – 29,000.
Thirteen (76.5%) of the 17, 2003 graduate respondents were employed in social work positions.  There was no question on the survey asking why persons were not employed in social work.  The fields of practice for the 13 employed 2003 graduates included working in mental health (1), with older adults (1), with persons with disabilities (2), with chemical dependent persons (1), in medical social work (1), child welfare (3), and other settings (5).  The salary ranges were $20,000 – 24.999 (2), $25,000 – 29,999 (4), $30,000-34,999 (6), and $40,000-44,999 (1).


Passed the Basic licensure exam:

Both of the 2, 2004 graduate respondents who took the Basic licensure exam passed the exam.
Sixteen of the 17, 2003 graduate respondents who took the Basic licensure exam passed the exam.

The following pass rates for the Basic Licensure exam in Ohio were obtained from the Association of Social Worker Boards.

2003 WSU graduates:  92% passed on the first try and 58% passed on repeat attempts, for a total pass rate of 84%.  The national average for 2003 was 74%.


2004 WSU graduates:  88% passed on the first try and 75% passed on repeat attempts, for a total pass rate of 84%.  The national average for 2004 was 72%.


The pass rate on the first try for WSU graduates has remained constant at 92% since 2001, whereas the national pass rate for the first try has gone from 84% in 2001 to 81% in 2004.  The WSU overall rate has declined from 88% in 2001 to 84% in 2004, just as the national overall rate has declined from 77% to 72% in the same time.  The implications are that the test is getting more difficult and that persons who do not pass the first time continue to struggle with the test in repeat efforts.

· Objectives 4 – 6 (formerly Objectives 4 -9) using the BEAP survey. 

Implementing the measure has been delayed until 2005-2006.  

· Direct Measures 1-4 related to all 12 learning outcomes assessed.


Direct Measure One: Field Supervisor Evaluation:

Performance on the field supervisor evaluation of students’ achievement of department outcomes during the last quarter of the practicum has consistently been very high.  Among those who completed the course, the percentage of students obtaining a “B” or better ranged from 91.7% to 100% during the academic year. This too is a substantial improvement over last year’s range of 91.3% to 92.8%.  
	SU 2004 (N=15 )
	 A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	Evaluation
	12 (80%)
	3 (20%)
	0 
	0
	0 


	SPR 2005 (N=24)
	 A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	Evaluation
	16 (66.7%)
	6 (25%)
	 2 (8.3%)
	0
	0 


Students surpassed our benchmark goals at each of the lower levels of the evaluation. The Summer 2004 performance was at goal level with 80% of students receiving “A’s” on their evaluations. The Spring 2005 performance fell considerably short of our goal expectation with only 66.76% of students receiving an “A” on their evaluation. The percentage of “A’s” (80% and 66.76%, respectively) were lower than those of last year (82.6% and 78.5%, respectively), especially for Spring 2005 students. Nonetheless, students’ overall performance remains strong with 93.3% to 100% of them receiving a grade of “B” or better in the capstone course.



Direct Measures One, Two, Three, and Four:  Overall Course 



Performance


The students demonstrated mastery of program outcomes through 


their weekly logs (Direct Measure Two), the integrative paper (Direct Measure Three), and the faculty liaison agency visit report (Direct Measure Four).  These measures were all conducted by the student’s faculty liaison and then combined with the field supervisor evaluation to arrive at the student’s final course grade.  In overall course performance, 93.3% to 100% of students who completed the course received grades of “B” or better in 2004-2005.  This is a slight improvement over last year’s range of 92.8% to 100%.

	SU 2004 (N=15 )
	 A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	Course
	11 (73.3%)
	3 (20%)
	1 (6.7%)
	0
	0


	SPR 2005 (N=24)
	 A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	Course
	19 (79.2%)
	5 (20.8%)  
	 0
	0
	0



Direct Measure Three:  Integrative Paper

The findings indicate that, among students who completed the course, their performance on the integrative paper has improved substantially. The average grade on the paper in summer 2004 was 3.27 (B) versus 2.83 (C+) the previous summer. In spring 2005 the average grade on the paper was even higher at 3.58 (B+) versus 3.28 (B) the previous spring.  The former improvement may be partly the result of our continued efforts to clarify the integrative paper guidelines. The latter is likely related to the Department’s implementation of a new set of practicum outcomes (based on CSWE’s revised standards) and resulting integrative paper guidelines which students have found easier to understand. This group also had a substantial number of students who performed outstandingly across all of their courses.
	SU 2004 (N=15 )
	 A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	PAPER
	  5 (33.3%)
	9 (60%)
	1 (6.7%)
	0
	0


	SPR 2005 (N=24)
	 A
	B
	C
	D
	F

	PAPER
	17 (70.8%)
	4 (16.7%)
	 3 (12.5%)
	0 
	0 



The results indicate that students’ actual performance exceeded our benchmark goals at each level of the integrative paper. Among Spring 2005 students, 70.8% received “A’s” on their integrative papers, which was more than double our goal of 30%.

· Direct Pre-Measure of Learning Outcome 2 (Values) assessed for Spring and Fall 05 newly admitted majors.



Implementing this pre-measure using the BEAP survey has been 



delayed until 2005-2006.

· Indirect measures 1-3 related to all learning outcomes assessed. 



Indirect Measure One:  Exit Focus Group

The full report of the exit focus group results for the Spring and Summer 2005 graduates are contained in the Department Assessment file.  The responses to the written survey are summarized below.  Students were asked to rate from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) how well the department helped the students reach each outcome. The results for Spring 2005 is in Bold font and Summer 2005 is in Regular font

	Outcome
	1- SA
	2- A
	3-No Op
	4- D
	5- SD

	1-Critical Thinking
	4(17) 23.5%
	9(17)    53%
	1(17)      6%
	3(17) 17.5%
	

	1-Critical Thinking
	8(14)    57%
	6(14)    43%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2-Values of SW
	11(17)  65%
	2(17) 11.5%
	
	4(17) 23.5%
	

	2-Values of SW
	9(14)    64%
	4(14)    29%
	
	1(14)      7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	3- Oppression
	6(18)    33%
	7(18)    39%
	3(18)    17%
	1(18)   5.5%
	1(18)   5.5%

	3-Oppression
	2(13)    15%
	9(13)    69%
	
	2(13)    15%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	4-SW History
	10(18)55.5%
	7(18)    39%
	1(18)   5.5%
	
	

	4-SW History
	5(12)     42%
	7(12)    58%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	5-Generalist Practice
	10(18)55.5%
	6(18)    33%
	1(18)   5.5%
	
	1(18)  5.5%

	5-Generalist Practice
	4(14)     29%
	8(14)    57%
	1(14)     7%
	1(14)      7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	6-SW Theory
	6(17)  35.5%
	8(17)    47%
	1(17)     6%
	2(17) 11.5%
	

	6-SW Theory
	8(14)     57%
	5(14)    36%
	1(14)     7%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	7-Evaluate
	7(18)     39%
	11(18)  61%
	
	
	

	7-Evaluate
	9(13)     69%
	4(13)    30%
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	8-Communication
	6(16)  37.5%
	4(16)    25%
	4(16)   25%
	2(16) 12.5%
	

	8-Communication
	6(14)    43.%
	4(14)    29%
	3(14)   22%
	1(14)      7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	9-Use of Supervision
	8(18)     44%
	4(18)    22%
	3(18)    17%
	3(18)    17%
	

	9-Use of Supervision
	8(14)     57%
	2(14)    15%
	1(14)      7%
	3(14)    22%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	10-Organizational Structure
	3(17)    18%
	9(17)    53%
	3(17) 17.5%
	1(17)      6%
	1(17)     6%

	10-Organizational

Structure
	1(14)      7%
	9(14)   64%
	3(14)   22%
	1(17)     7%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	11-Writing
	9(18)     50%
	8(18) 44.5%
	1(18)  5.5%
	
	

	11-Writing
	10(14)   71%
	4(14)   29%
	
	
	



The students marked Agree or Strongly Agree at least 63.5% to each outcome.  Since this is the first time the focus groups and surveys were conducted the department now has a baseline to set benchmarks for future results.  The results are also a beginning point for faculty to discuss how student perception may not match faculty assessment.  For example, 100% of both groups of graduates marked Agree or Strongly Agree to the outcome related to evaluation, yet faculty repeatedly comment that evaluation is an area students need to improve.

The open-ended responses provide much feedback about students’ perception of how the department reaches each individual outcome whereas the previous measures analyzed the outcomes collectively.  Review of the open-ended responses will be discussed among faculty and the Professional Advisory Council related to any curriculum changes that might address the feedback from the focus groups and all outcomes measures.



Indirect Measure Two:  Student Evaluation of the Practicum 



Agency

These evaluations are still being collected as of November 10, 2005.

Indirect Measure Three:  Field Supervisor Evaluation of the Faculty Liaison



These evaluations are still being collected as of November 10, 



2005.


Indirect Measure Four:  BEAP Exit Survey


This measure was not collected this year.  See explanation under “Challenges” to Measures Employed.

3.  PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS

List planned or actual changes (if any) to curriculum, teaching methods, facilities, or services that are in response to the assessment findings.


The results of this report were discussed with the faculty and Professional Advisory Council (PAC) on October 19, 2005.  All persons were impressed with the positive findings, especially the 92% pass rate on the Ohio Basic Licensure exam and the positive feedback from the exit focus groups.

The main suggestion presented at the PAC meeting and also in faculty meetings was to explore the possibility of offering workshops, brown bag discussions, or electives on the following topics that may deserve more detailed discussion than can be given in the current classes:


Licensure Exam Preparation Workshop


Workshop or Course on Ethics (such an elective was offered 



Summer 05 and received very positive feedback) 


Workshop or brown bag discussion on evaluating one’s own 


practice (an elective on program evaluation has been given in the past)

4.  ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE



Explain deviations from the plan (if any).


Under Year 2 of the original assessment plan, line two should have read “Objectives 4 – 6” rather than “Objectives 4-9” because there are only 6 Objectives listed.  Also, the BEAP survey was not implemented as originally planned.  It will be implemented in 2005/06.  All other components of the Assessment Plan were followed.
5.  NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS


Describe developments (if any) regarding assessment measures, 
communication, faculty or staff involvement, benchmarking, or other 
assessment variables.

The results of the assessment plan, especially the exit focus group results will be discussed in faculty meetings throughout the current academic year.  We will include students and PAC members on important committees that review changes to the curriculum, which include the Assessment committee and Enrollment Management Committee. We will continue with the current assessment plan and initiate the BEAP instrument in Spring 2006.  We see no reason to change the Benchmark figures at this time.
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