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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 following methods were used to evaluate the assessment measures.  With each method, the individual(s) responsible for the evaluation as well as the benchmark are listed .  


1.
Annual dissertation committee meeting (dissertation committee) 
(90% of students with satisfactory technical expertise, 75% making 
satisfactory progress).  

During this period, all reports from student committee meetings indicated satisfactory progress toward obtaining bench expertise.  All also indicated that satisfactory progress was being made toward completion of their degree or that only minor problems challenged that progress. (greater than benchmark)


2.
Candidacy Exam, proposal defense, dissertation defense 


(dissertation committee) (90% pass rate at each level)

During this reporting period, all students attempting the candidacy exam passed.  One required a rewrite of the written portion.  All reported proposal defenses (4), and all dissertation defenses (6) were successful.  Therefore, performance in these areas was better than the benchmark.  


3.
Research and grant writing core seminars (program director) (75% 
making satisfactory progress)



All students (21) presenting research seminars during the 


reporting period showed appropriate expertise in seminar 


content and presentation skills.  Students in the Program’s 


grant writing seminar (6) similarly showed appropriate 


scientific and writing skills.


4.
Teaching assistant performance report (course faculty) (75% 
receiving satisfactory teaching evaluations)




Using evaluations provided by the BMS office, instructors 


were asked to grade our students on their teaching 



performance on a five point scale in which 5 is the best 


grade.  The average for all students and quarters of teaching 

reported is 4.7.  The lowest individual student evaluation 


score was 3.65 and the highest 5.  These results indicate all 


students were satisfactory by this criterion and as a group 


they demonstrated a high level of teaching proficiency.


5.
Scholarly productivity (papers published and external seminars given by students at graduation (office gathers information) (2 publications and 1.5 external seminars per graduate at graduation)

Students graduating during the reporting period (6) were authors on 2 publications each and presented 22 external seminars during their tenure in the Program.  This rate of publication (2 papers per student) and seminar presentation (3.67) is higher than the benchmark for this measure.


6.
Student performance in core and advanced curricula. (BMS faculty 
instructors) (75% of students in each course receive a B or better, 
and 90% of students receive satisfactory progress grades for thesis 
research)

During the reporting period, of all students taking the core curriculum, 100% of our students received a B or better in four of five core courses, and 83% received a B or better in 1 core course.  Performance exceeds our benchmark in these courses.  All students have a GPA greater than 3.0.  Students exceeded our benchmark in all advanced courses taken for a letter grade.  Of students taking non-dissertation research credit (816 student credit hours), all but one student received a satisfactory grade (15 credit hours total).  That student is on a leave of absence.  All students taking dissertation research (831 student credit hours) received a satisfactory grade. Decreases in credit hours reflects a substantial graduation rate this year and the advancement of two smaller classes in the Program.  

7.
Progress through program (time to bench marks) (office gathers 
information) (at least 75% of students will adhere to the program 
time table)

Of students taking their preliminary examination during the reporting period, 20% did it ahead of schedule, and 80% are within 
one quarter of on schedule. The average time to preliminary examination was 2.15 years.  Of those defending their proposals,  none did it within the time frame suggested by the program.  Two were within 1 year and 2 within 2 years of the suggested time frame.  The average time to defense of proposal was 4.12 years.  Yet the average time to graduation during the reporting time was 5.25 years (5 students). This excludes one student that took 7.75 years.  This student left the program for personal reasons during that time.  Further, her mentor both took a sabbatical and ultimately left the WSU faculty also during that time.  These numbers can be compared with average time to preliminary exam, proposal defense, 
and graduation of 2.33 years, 3.9 years, and 5.5 years for graduates over the last five years.  These results indicate the time line to the preliminary exam may be a little short, but too much time is taken before the proposal.  However, our time to graduation is about as expected.     

8.
In our assessment plan, a measure to be used was exit interviews. 
It’s link to an outcome or a benchmark was not indicated.  Our 
measurable is that at least 95% of graduates obtain post doctoral or 
other professional positions which fully utilize their degree. The 
office and program director will be responsible for making this 
evaluation.

Of the 6 graduates, 4 have post doctoral positions at academic research institutions.  One is employed in industry in a position that is appropriate for the PhD degree.  The last is actively pursuing opportunities consistent with her role as a new mother.     


Perhaps the greatest challenge we have experienced this year remains that reporting information to the BMS office has been spotty.  This is most problematic with annual student committee meetings.  We have taken measures that have solved the problem of spotty teaching evaluations.  With respect to student committee meetings, the program must increase efforts to have the semi-annual meetings occur and be reported even when mileposts, such as the candidacy exam, approval of a proposal or “permission to write” are not involved.  During this reporting period 60% of the annual committee meetings in fact occurred.  
   2.  ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

List the objectives and outcomes assessed during the year, and              briefly describe the findings for each.

Program Objectives:  to train students who obtain post-doctoral positions at qualified institutions, and then (or), secure permanent professional positions in active areas of biomedical sciences at academic, government or private institutions. 


Learning outcome assessed this year are listed below.  Methods used to evaluate each outcome are indicated by the number(s) of the assessment measures listed in section 1.   Findings are then briefly described.

Learning Outcomes:

1. Students will be proficient in laboratory methods and strategies appropriate for their area of investigation.


This outcome was assessed using measures 1, 2, 3, and 7.  


All measures except 7 meet or exceed our benchmark.  


Measure 7 deals more with time than proficiency.  Therefore, 

we conclude the program is succeeding in this learning 


outcome.  

2. Students will have a mastery of knowledge appropriate to their course of study in core courses, advanced courses, and from scientific literature. 


This outcome was assessed using measures 1,2,6,7.  All 


measures meet or exceed our benchmark except 7.  



However, with respect to this outcome, students still are 


graduating at a time consistent with our time line.  This 


argues that inattention to the program time line rather than 


issues related to student ability are relevant.  I conclude that 


we are achieving this outcome.    

3.
Students will be able to apply their knowledge of multiple areas in 
the biomedical sciences to evaluate and develop solutions to 
relevant biomedical/biological problems.



This outcome was assessed using measures 1,2, and 7.  I 


conclude that we are achieving this outcome for the reason 


mentioned above in point 2. 
4. 
Students will be able to: a) design and implement complex 
experiments, b) perform critical analyses of complex data, c) place 
their research in the context of the current state of scientific 
knowledge.




This outcome was assessed using measures 1,2,3,5,6,7.  All 

measures meet or exceed our benchmark with the exception 

of 7.  Arguing as in point 2, I conclude that we are achieving 


this outcome.


5. 
Students will be able to effectively communicate research results in 
written and oral presentations.




This outcome was assessed using measures 1,2,3,5,6, 


and 7.   For the reasons mentioned above, in point 4, I 


conclude that we are achieving this outcome. 

6. 
Students will be able to instruct courses within their area of 
expertise at the college and university level.




This outcome was assessed using measure 3, and 4.  Both 


measures meet or exceed our benchmark.  Therefore, I 


conclude that we are achieving this outcome. 

7. 
Students will be trained in a current and relevant area of biomedical 
sciences.



This outcome was assessed using measure 8. We did not meet this criterion, however, this deficiency corresponds to a single student not being employed at the close of the reporting period.  As mentioned previously, that individual was a new mother who is tending to family issues above professional advancement at this time.  We are optimistic that her focus will again shift to professional issues.  We believe the apparent deficiency is not a problem with the Program, but reflects the individual choice of a single student. 

 PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS


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

No improvements made in response to this assessment are planned.  The BMS Program is in the process of reorganizing itself to more effectively present its strengths to prospective students and foster additional collaboration among faculty.  This process will continue during the coming year.  
4.  ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE



Explain deviations from the plan (if any).
5.  NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS


Describe developments (if any) regarding assessment measures, 
communication, faculty or staff involvement, benchmarking, or other 
assessment variables.
The program continues to have insufficient resources to effectively assess methods 3-5 in Section 2 of the BMS PHD assessment plan.  These include monitoring publication, grant and membership databases for all program graduates.   
