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1.
Preamble

Two features are widely agreed upon as characterizing American higher education, namely, its size(there are some 3,600 colleges and universities, and its diversity(these colleges and universities differ in such dimensions as mission, programs, size, funding, and much more.  There is a standard classification scheme for all these institutions: the taxonomy devised by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  Reduced to its essentials, the Carnegie taxonomy classifies the bulk of American institutions of higher education(primarily on the basis of the degree programs, the level of graduation education, and the level of research activities(into the following broad categories:

Research universities.

Comprehensive colleges and universities.

Baccalaureate colleges.

Associate of Arts colleges.

It is fairly self-evident that the Carnegie taxonomy does not touch on some of the most fundamental features(e.g., those having to do with institutional vision and values(of higher education institutions.  This can be made clear by an examination of the principles which animate SUNY Brockport as an institution.

Brockport conducted a strategic planning process which produced a strategic plan for the institution at the end of 1998.  This strategic plan became the basis of Brockport’s Mission Review and was the core of Brockport’s Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) document, which was finalized at the end of 2000.  There is widespread and explicit agreement on the Brockport campus that the following are the main animating principles for Brockport:

A. Taking its educational mission as its principal raison d’être, Brockport views student success as its highest institutional priority.

B. In order to enable its students to achieve the highest levels of student success, Brockport intends to strengthen all(but especially academic(aspects of institutional quality.  This of course includes:

· Student selectivity.

· Faculty quality.

· Student learning and development.

· Retention and graduation.

· Academic programs.

· Academic support.

And so on.

C. Since it is not a simple matter to ascertain whether quality has been achieved, Brockport will assiduously try to demonstrate its claims of quality and take assessment seriously.

These guiding principles account for most of what is found in Brockport’s strategic plan and MOU, and for most of the important campus developments in the last few years.  It is important to observe, what will be made amply clear by the next few sections, that Brockport has both widened and deepened its ambitions and has consequently accomplished a good deal more than what is recorded in the strategic plan or MOU.  In the following, where an explicitly mentioned goal in the MOU is pertinent, page references have been provided.

2
Student Recruitment

Student Recruitment(Quality

Since 1998, when Brockport first began to “shape” its entering freshmen class, the College has been very successful in strengthening student selectivity, as the following data suggest.

All Admits
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

 (projected)

GPA

83.5%
83.9%
85.8%
86.2%
87.0%

SAT

1,008
1,002
1,035
1,033
1,047

Class Rank
59.5%
57.5%
63.6%
65%
65%

Regular

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

Admits 





(projected)

GPA

84.4%
85.2%
86.3%
87%
88.4%
SAT

1,030
1,025
1,043
1,046
1,066

Class Rank
64.1%
62.5%
65.5%
68.0%
70.0%




In the MOU (p. 4) Brockport registered a goal of achieving SUNY Tier 2 in student selectivity by 2002.  To be quite candid, this goal was set when neither Brockport nor SUNY System Administration could provide reliable student data.  When recently Brockport staff was finally able to produce a reliable 5-year history of the percentage distributions, it became clear that, had we known the actual state of affairs, we might not have set (what turns out to be) such a lofty goal.  In any case, the relevant goals set by Brockport in the MOU are as follows:



1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

% Admits in

Tier 2





50%
60%

The 5-year data developed by Brockport is as follows:



1997
1998
1999
2000
2001 

% Admits in






Tier 2

27.9%
30.6%
40.3%
43.4%
48.2%







(projected)

It is clear that Brockport has already done a remarkable job in strengthening its freshmen cohorts.  It is also clear that Brockport faces a daunting challenge for 2002.  The College is confident that it will achieve Tier 2 status shortly.  Whether that is doable by 2002 is not clear at this moment.

Student Recruitment(Numbers

Another very gratifying fact for Brockport is that, despite steadily rising quality in the incoming freshmen classes, the College has by and large been able to meet(or even exceed(its enrollment targets.  For example, in the case of freshmen (MOU, p. 2):





1999
2000
2001 

Freshmen

Target



950
950
960

Freshmen

Actual



917
1,062
990







(projected)

This certainly suggests that Brockport has become more attractive to high-achieving students.  Let me here make the obvious but important point that there is an extremely important and very tight tradeoff between quality and numbers(specifically, we can raise quality even more rapidly if we keep the numbers lower.  However, budget needs intrude, and there are strong constraints on how small we can make the entering classes without suffering serious financial consequences.

When I arrived at Brockport in 1997, the College had fallen into the problematic habit of scrambling for adequate student numbers even in July and August.  We have been able to change this mode of operation in the last few years.  This year, for example, our freshmen class was basically in place by May 1.  This means that we have managed to move up our enrollment cycle by two to three months, a change which has obviously positive implications for our enrollment management.

Unsurprisingly, not everything has gone well for Brockport in the enrollment area.  Two problems need to be noted:

· We have been unable to increase our minority enrollment.  Minority enrollment, indeed, has declined modestly.  This is an issue which we will treat as a high institutional priority. (MOU, p. 3)

· We have also not been able, as we had hoped, to recruit 50 international students each year.  Since international recruitment has become a SUNY priority, we are hopeful that we will be able to do better in the future. (MOU, p. 3)

3.
Student Learning and Development

General Education

The College’s new General Education Program, which we call The Brockport Curriculum, is fully implemented in terms of course offerings. (MOU, p. 11)  The program fully complies with the mandates of the Trustees general education program(Western Civilization, American History, Foreign Languages, and so on. The new general education program also incorporates goals developed by Brockport faculty(higher expectations and enhanced course offerings in written and oral communication, quantitative reasoning, and computer skills. 

The College was able to effect the resource, curricular, and scheduling changes needed to implement the new general education program primarily through reallocation of institutional resources via what is known at Brockport as the Faculty Allocation Model, a methodology developed in 1998 to make faculty position allocation decisions based on institutional priorities. The College has hired nearly 100 new faculty (one-third of the entire full time faculty of the College) since 1998, and the instructional needs of the general education program have been a key priority in the allocation decision process. 

Competency Exams

An innovative(indeed leading-edge(component of The Brockport Curriculum is a set of three competency requirements, designed to measure and document students’ writing, mathematics, and computing skills. (MOU, p. 7)

The Computer Skills Requirement consists of two elements: a Computer Skills Examination (CSE) designed to test whether students have acquired the computing-related knowledge and skills needed to be successful in the college environment, and a Computer Literacy Requirement, which is discipline-specific. The College has developed an interactive, computer-based CSE that was successfully pilot tested with 1,000+ students during the 2000-1 academic year. The CSE becomes a graduation requirement for students entering Fall 2001. 

Math and Writing competency requirements are being developed by faculty Implementation Committees, for review and approval by Faculty Senate. These requirements may take the form of standardized tests, review of students’ writing portfolio, or other approaches. It is anticipated that the Senate will review and approve the methodology of the Mathematics and Writing Skills requirements during the 2001-2 academic year. Our timetable calls for the Writing Skills requirement to be implemented as a graduation requirement for freshmen entering in Fall 2002 and the Mathematics Skills requirement for 2003. 

Assessment of Student Learning

The College continued to make progress in terms of assessment of student learning, in addition to the competency-based testing, both in the general education program and in the major, during 2000-1. The student learning outcomes developed by the Provost’s general education implementation advisory committee will serve as the basis of the College’s work in assessing student learning in general education. (MOU, p. 11)  The College will develop its plan for assessment of student learning in general education, in accordance with the recommendations of the Provost’s Advisory Committee on Assessment of Student Learning, during the 2001-2 academic year, for review by the SUNY General Education Assessment Review (GEAR) group. We anticipate that the requirements articulated by the Provost’s Office and by the College’s own plans for measuring student learning will complement each other.

Measurement of student learning in the various undergraduate majors of the College has also progressed during 2000-1. During the 2000-1 academic year, a college-wide Assessment Advisory Council was established, under the leadership of the Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs and the School Deans. The Student Learning Outcomes of all academic majors were reviewed and updated during 2000-1. School deans have developed and implemented Assessment Plans and timetables for each department. Most academic departments will have completed an assessment project on at least one learning outcome by Fall 2001. 

Other Student Learning Matters

The College has also enhanced student learning through significant strengthening of its Honors Program and the Delta College Program. Both of these programs attract academically capable students who exhibit excellent retention and graduation rates. In both programs, the College has seen enrollment growth, and has invested additional instructional and support resources to better serve the needs of students. 

The College has also supported student success by funding several grant programs, operated by the Office of Faculty Research and Sponsored Programs, which encourage faculty to collaborate with undergraduate students in their research. Another program provides financial support for undergraduate students to travel to scholarly and professional meetings to present the results of their research. Under the auspices of these programs, the College awarded Student Research Grants to 23 students and Student Travel Grants to 55 students during the 2000-1 academic year. 

4.
Student Success

Since student learning and development is a part of student success, the line between what should be in the last section and what is in this section is expectedly fuzzy.  The intent is to discuss in this section matters which are arguably either different or at least broader than student learning and development.

Retention

Brockport has made steady progress in the area of student retention, as the following data attest.  The relevant retention goals set by Brockport in the MOU are as follows (MOU, p. 6):
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80%

(
85%

The actual data are:
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99-00
00-01


73.7%
71%
76%
77%





(projected)

Given the complexity of retention and our comparative lack of understanding of the basic mechanisms, the 3-year goal of 80% looks quite difficult, and the 5-year goal of 85% may well be overly ambitious.  However, the College will certainly exert every effort to try to achieve those targets.

Important retention initiatives to date at the College include the following:

· Admissions

-
Strengthened student selectivity.

-
Monitored special populations as to retention and academic success.

· First Year Experience

-
Approximately 65% of freshmen were block scheduled in 2000 in a major attempt at creating freshmen learning communities.  For the first time faculty in blocks received specific advice and strategies for working with first semester students.

-
Strengthened Academic Planning Seminars which are required of every freshman.

-
First Year Success web page was developed and maintained, allowing students easy access to pertinent information, including a GPA calculator.

-
Troubleshooting problems with individual first-year students.

-
Newsletter, For Faculty and First-Year Students, published four times each year.

-
Complete overhaul and revision of freshmen registration materials, including Freshmen Resource Manual.

-
Strengthened Early Warning System through Early Warning Questionnaire and resultant interventions.

· Data collection and dissemination

-
Various groups of students were tracked, and findings were reported to campus groups.

-
Investigations were undertaken to gauge relationships between input variables and retention and between one-year retention and six-year graduation rates.

· Advisement

-
A task force on academic advisement was constituted and asked to make recommendations to strengthen advisement at Brockport.  (See below).

-
An electronically linked version of the Advisor Handbook is being produced.

Information on freshmen areas of academic interest is being collected and will be distributed to academic departments.

· Coordination with Academic Affairs

Improved response to student course preferences through development of computerized reports.

Student Opinion Survey

A matter which presumably impinges importantly on retention should be mentioned here.  The results that Brockport achieved on the 2000 SUNY Student Opinion Survey (SOS) are substantially better than those achieved in 1997.  For 2000, Brockport was rated first among all 28 State-operated institutions on 5 items, namely, access to computing services, dining services, campus media, student union, and response to needs of the disabled.  Brockport was also first among the 13 university colleges on 5 additional items, namely, campus social activities, computing labs, student government, student health services, and campus help with part-time jobs.  These results certainly suggest a high level of student satisfaction.

Perhaps even more significant are the following facts.  Of the total 97 questions, Brockport ranked in the top third of the 28 State operated institutions on 65 of them.  Also, Brockport students ranked the College and first or second on 9 measures when compared to the 28 State-operated institutions, and first or second on 32 measures when compared to the other 13 university colleges.

Finally, it is worth noting that Brockport intends to administer in the future the SUNY/ACT survey (or another national survey instrument) every year(rather than just once every three years, as is the SUNY norm(in order to monitor our institutional progress in serving students well.

Graduation Rate

The following are Brockport’s 6-year graduation rates:


91-
92-
93-
94-
95-
96-
97-
98-
99-



97
98
99
00
01
02
03
04
05


53%
51%
48%
44%
46%
(
(
(
(





(projected)

Beginning with the entering class of 1999, when the College began to raise student selectivity sharply, graduation rates should improve over time.  However, because graduation rate is such a lagging indicator, results for the entering class of 1999 will not be seen until 2005.  In any case, the goals set in the MOU are as follows (p. 6):
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Given the timeframes involved, it will be quite a long time before we know whether we are successful.

Course Scheduling

To enable student success, the College has for several years focused on improved course scheduling. Our objective has been to produce class schedules which maximize the availability of courses that students need to complete degree requirements, and to schedule courses in a way that is responsive to student needs. The Interdivisional Task Force on Course Scheduling, which was formed in 1999-2000, monitors the course schedule continually. In collaboration with the school Deans and department chairs, the Task Force has produced tangible changes in the College’s course schedule which have reduced waiting lists and backlogs of students waiting for seats in classes, improved classroom utilization, and provided improved monitoring of class sizes to maximize instructional funds. 

Academic Advising

The College’s analyses of the Student Opinion Survey data indicated a need to examine and strengthen academic advisement. Several initiatives have developed to address this key element of student success. 

During 2000, after careful study, a faculty committee made recommendations to improve academic advising for pre-professional students (i.e., students preparing for law, medicine, dental, pharmacy, or veterinary school). Resource constraints precluded implementation of the study committee’s recommendations during the 2000-1 academic year, but resources will be identified to implement the recommendations in the 2001-2 academic year. 

Also during the 2000-1 academic year, a faculty-led committee was formed to examine the entirety of Brockport’s academic advising(resources, structures, processes, personnel, etc.( and to make recommendations to improve academic advising at Brockport. That committee issued its report in late May, 2001. 

With the opening of the Fall 2001 semester, several changes will be implemented to improve advising. First, the recommendations of the Pre-professional Advising Committee will be funded and implemented. These changes involve better organization of pre-professional advising services, earlier identification of pre-professional students, and commitment of additional resources (professional and support) for pre-professional advising.  In addition, the pre-professional advising office will be co-located with the Honors Program office in a new, centrally located and highly visible suite of offices. Second, the report of the study committee on academic advising will be discussed by faculty and administration, and consensus will be developed on needed changes to strengthen advising that emanate from the study committee report. Finally, the college will continue an initiative begun in 2000 to improve the experience of first-year students through better coordination of orientation, block scheduling of first-year students, and improved teaching in Academic Planning Seminars.

Placement Survey

In order to improve our knowledge about students’ post-graduate success, Brockport has worked effectively to revive the annual placement report survey of graduates. (MOU, p. 7)  The most recent report, which covers the experiences of December 1999, May 2000 and August 2000 graduates, achieved a 70 percent response rate among baccalaureate recipients. Of those respondents, 94 percent were placed, and among those who were placed, 77 percent were employed, 7 percent were in a graduate program, and 16 percent were both employed and enrolled in a graduate program. In addition, 83 percent of respondents reported that their employment was related to their academic and/or career goals. Among masters degree recipients, a 70 percent response rate was achieved. Among graduate alumni responding, 96 percent were placed, which included 90 percent who were employed, 9 percent who were both employed and enrolled in further graduate study, and 2 percent who were enrolled in further graduate study only. 94 percent of graduate degree recipients reported that their employment was related to his or her academic and/or career goals. 

5.
Faculty

Faculty Recruitment (MOU, p. 8)

SUNY College at Brockport had 282 full time faculty and 319 part time faculty during 2000-1.  So the total faculty count is 601, of whom 53 percent are part time. Among full time faculty during Fall 2000, 85 percent hold the terminal degree appropriate to their discipline. 

The trajectory in terms of the full time/part time faculty mix has been in the direction of greater use of part time faculty. This trend is at least 5-7 years old, and reflects budget constraints. The trend in terms of terminal degrees among full time faculty is increasing. As faculty retire, all searches for full time faculty require a terminal degree in the discipline, so we anticipate that the proportion of full time faculty holding the terminal degree will increase. 

The Faculty Allocation Model is the campus planning mechanism for maintaining and improving the faculty workforce. In the last three years, despite consistent decision-making on the part of administration to replace faculty lines vacated by retirement, death and other separations, the full time faculty count has remained about constant, while the use of adjunct faculty has increased. As AAFTE enrollment at Brockport steadily increases due to larger freshmen classes and improved retention, the Faculty Allocation Model anticipates increasing full time faculty strength at a rate of one new faculty line per 20 FTE additional students.

During the 2000-1 academic year, Brockport conducted national searches for 36 full time faculty positions, including six department chair positions. As of early July 2001, we have successfully concluded 33 of these searches, for a success rate of 92 percent. Four of the six department chair positions were filled, in anthropology, sociology, psychology, and criminal justice. We were unable to fill chair positions in biology and physics. The new faculty who were hired include seven women. The new faculty have excellent credentials, including doctoral degrees from Texas, Minnesota, Colorado, Massachusetts, and other leading schools. We continue to face stiff, sometimes intense, competition for faculty members from minority groups and in selected disciplines(especially computer science, management information systems, finance, special education, and educational administration. At the same time, retaining productive faculty members is a challenge. This year alone we lost full time faculty members to Binghamton, Texas Tech, Iowa State, and the University of Rochester. 

Faculty Accomplishments

As a group Brockport faculty continue to be very productive.  For example, in 2000-01 our faculty and staff received just over $ 4 million in sponsored funding awards, an increase from $ 3.7 million in 1999-2000.  This means we have achieved the MOU goal several years in advance.  (MOU, p. 9)  In the MOU there is the further goal of achieving $ 1 million in research grants over the next several years.  We are well on our way to achieving that goal with $ 630,299 in research only awards in the past year, a significant increase from last year’s total of $ 345,000.

The following specific examples of faculty recipients of significant sponsored funding give some flavor to the kind of scholarship conducted by Brockport faculty:

· Margay Blackman, Anthropology:  research grant for $117,500 over 2 years. It was funded by the Artic Social Sciences Division of NSF and begins with the 2001-2 academic year.

· Sanford Miller, Mathematics: award from NSF for 2 years for Mathematics, Computer Sciences and Computational Science Scholarships for 30 months beginning August 2001. Total award of $273,000.

· James Haynes, Biology: received a 5 year NSF Training Dissemination grant that will total over $700,000 over 5 years. 

· Nursing - we have received a very competitive DHHS Bureau of Nursing Grant that will provide us with $180,000 in the first year (of a three year grant) to build our new FNP Nursing Graduate Program.

A major obstacle that University College faculty face in the competition for research funding is finding time to work on grant proposals.  Because teaching is the highest faculty priority at Brockport, virtually all full time faculty at Brockport teach three courses per semester.  They all carry heavy burdens in terms of academic advising and other campus service.  To address this challenge and to encourage faculty who seek grants, the Vice President for Academic Affairs is establishing a new program in 2001-2 which will provide incentives, in the form of course release time and/or extra service compensation to faculty who submit external grant proposals to funding agencies.  In addition, we intend to recognize and reward funded researchers through the personnel process, including the Discretionary Increase (DSI) mechanism.  Finally, we will develop mechanisms to foster collaborative work between Brockport faculty and their colleagues at the University Centers.  Through these and other strategies, we hope to push the sponsored funding record at Brockport to $ 5.million within the next five years.

Of course faculty accomplishments extend far beyond success in securing sponsored dollars.  They write books and articles, make presentations, give performances, and win important awards.  For example:

· Roger Kurtz, English spent the spring 2001 on an NEH Fellowship (very competitive(only 1 in 8 is awarded). 

· William Stier (PE & Sport) became a Distinguished Service Professor. 

· Three faculty received the Chancellors Award for Excellence in Teaching(Susan Stites-Doe, Business; Marcia Ullman (Nursing), and Evelyn Newlyn, (English). 

But to record all the important faculty achievements would run on far too long.

6.
Curriculum and Programs

In previous sections I have already reported on some important programmatic developments at Brockport(e.g., the implementation of the new general education program.  In this section I would like to report on other important Brockport initiatives on curriculum and programs(particularly program review and planning.  The Academic Priorities Committee, the College’s principal academic program planning and review body, was very active during the 2000-1 academic year on several fronts.

Program Planning Initiative (PPI)

The Academic Priorities Committee (APC) completed a comprehensive Program Planning Initiative (PPI) at my request. (MOU, p. 7)  The committee’s report evaluated each academic program, and made recommendations for improvement in selected programs. The PPI report was then considered by the Deans Council. The process eventuated in a set of administrative action recommendations, which then became the topics of extensive discussions between the administration and the Faculty Senate. 

The PPI process did not produce major program elimination or realignment decisions. However, the school deans are evaluating a lengthy list of possible program developments as a result of the PPI process. These include:

1. General Education: create more sections of N=100+ targeting specific courses

2. Graduate Education: strengthen admissions requirements to graduate programs, and consider requirement of standardized test scores for matriculation in selected programs

3. Institution wide: match cyclical offering of upper-division and graduate courses to student demand, and eliminate courses that cannot be regularly offered from the campus course inventory.

4. Consider the feasibility of increasing the number of majors in the physical sciences by 30 percent within 3-5 years

5. Review the need for Italian and other one-year language sequences

6. Fund full time QAR for American Sign Language courses (ASL 111-112)

7. Recast International Studies from a major with Area Studies foci to global emphases in Political Science (Comparative Politics and International Relations)

8. Consider elimination of Health Care Administration undergraduate track within Health Science

9. Refocus undergraduate Recreation and Leisure program tracks to enable expansion of graduate program on 2-5 year trial basis

10. Determine capacity of EDI program, and formulate enrollment/admissions policy in relation to program capacity

11. Determine capacity of Physical Education program, and formulate enrollment and admissions policies in relation to program capacity

12. Develop and propose PE/Health dual certification program for teacher education

13. Increase enrollment in Art over 3-5 year period (undergraduate by 30%; graduate by 50%)

14. Develop Art History/Cultural Studies concentration in Art through collaboration among appropriate departments

15. Develop Digital Arts courses and integrate technology as a creative tool in all applied arts concentrations in the School of Arts and Performance

16. Review undergraduate and graduate programs in Interdisciplinary Arts Program for Children.

17. Relocate Music courses/faculty from IDA to another department in Arts and Performance

18. Relocate Art courses/faculty from IDA to another department in Arts and Performance

In addition to the PPI process the Academic Priorities Committee was involved in several other significant academic program decisions. These included the decision to mothball graduate program development in the Department of Business Administration and Economics to focus effort and resources on AACSB accreditation, and the decision to phase out the Department of Interdisciplinary Arts and reallocate faculty and other resources within School of Arts and Performance. 

The Academic Priorities Committee developed a brief list of new program ideas and transmitted these to me late in 2000.  In terms of new program approvals, the Academic Priorities Committee made the following recommendations during 2000-1:

· Women’s Studies BA program, 

· Special Education MS program, 

· Physical Education/Health dual certification program 

A Creative Writing MFA proposal is being developed for Faculty Senate and Academic Priorities Committee consideration in fall 2001.

Periodic Program Review

The Academic Priorities Committee developed a cyclical Periodic Program Review (PPR) process that was reviewed and endorsed by the Faculty Senate during 2000-1. (MOU, p. 7)  Beginning in 2001-2, all academic majors and programs will be reviewed on a 5-7 year cycle. The PPR process will involve a detailed self-study (which emphasizes articulation and measurement of student learning outcomes) by the department or program, and external peer review of the program. The PPR process will result in a Joint Action Plan, developed in consultation between the Office of Academic Affairs and the department/program. The PPR process approved by the Brockport Faculty Senate coincides with the SUNY requirements for assessment of majors which were recently articulated by the Provost’s Office in response to the recommendations of the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on Assessment. 

Graduate Studies (MOU, p. 12)

The 2000-1 academic year was the first full year of operations of the Office of Graduate Studies. While we do not have survey data comparable to the Student Opinion Survey to gauge graduate students’ attitudes toward Brockport, the Office of Graduate Studies has developed several new initiatives to better serve the 21 percent of the College’s enrollment that is at the graduate level. These include a formal orientation program for newly matriculated graduate students, the development of a Graduate Student Advisory Council, and improved monitoring and administration of graduate tuition waivers and stipends.

Accreditation

The College continues to strive for national accreditation of all programs for which this hallmark of quality is available. At this time, the following programs are either accredited by their national specialized accrediting agency, or in candidacy status.

1.
Accredited

Athletic training, chemistry, computer science, counselor education, dance, nursing, public administration, recreation and leisure studies, social work BS.

2. Candidacy Status

Business administration and economics, teacher education, social work MSW.

During 2000-1, counselor education and nursing were reviewed and accredited or reaccredited by their accrediting agencies. The College will be preparing for site visits by the AACSB (planned Fall 2002) and NCATE (planned 2003) during the 2001-2 academic year. (MOU, pp. 11-12)

In addition to specialized program accreditation, the College is in the self-study phase of its decennial accreditation review by the Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Higher Education. The Middle States peer review visit will occur during the Spring 2002 semester. 

7.
Planning Redux
Brockport’s strategic plan was completed at the end of 1998.  The MOU was largely completed by the end of 1999, even though finalization took much longer.  So there has already been a fairly long period of implementation of Brockport’s planning initiatives.  In the belief that planning should be ongoing, Brockport will be looking to restart its planning in the next several months.  Planning would seem to be especially timely in light of the System-wide strategic planning that is occurring as I write.  An attractive time-table would be to wait for the Middle States visit to take place first, since the Middle States review is arguably a massive and external assessment of Brockport’s overall performance and should therefore serve as a most useful baseline for additional planning.  But there may well be reasons for restarting the planning process sooner than that, and I will be consulting widely before a decision is made.

APPENDIX

PROGRESS AND CHALLENGES IN IMPLEMENTING  BROCKPORT’S COMPETENCY EXAMS

As noted above, a critical component of The Brockport Curriculum is a set of three competency requirements, designed to measure and document students’ writing, mathematics, and computing skills.  This appendix will provide more detail about Brockport’s progress and challenges.

A.
COMPUTER SKILLS EXAM

The Computer Skills Requirement consists of two elements:

· a Computer Skills Examination (CSE) designed to test whether students have acquired the computing-related knowledge and skills needed to be successful in the college environment,

· and a Computer Literacy Requirement, which is discipline-specific.

The College has developed an interactive, computer-based CSE that was successfully pilot tested with 1,000+ students during the 2000-1 academic year. The CSE becomes a graduation requirement for students entering Fall 2001. 

NECESSARY CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXAM

· Secure

· Many variations

· Random question generation

· Proxy server for test security

· Rapid feedback

· Minimal grading

· 50 students at a time(large numbers of students will go through
· 2 hour time limit

· Easy to break up into modules

TEST IS DIVIDED INTO THREE PARTS

· File maintenance (Win2000)

· Word processing

· General Computer Knowledge

TESTING SCHEDULE

· Scheduled in a secure room with proxy server to prevent exam distribution

· 65 testing sessions (Fall 2000 & Spring 2001)

· 1023 students tested

HOW STUDENTS PREPARE

All incoming freshmen for the 2000-2001 Academic year were automatically enrolled in a one-hour pass/fail course, GEP (General Education Program) 150

GEP150

GEP 150(COURSEWARE

· Element K (ZD) Instructor Led Training Manuals (ILT) 

· CD-ROM of Element K CBT material, custom produced by Brockport, then printed, cut and packaged by Element K

· $14 per book, 250 pg. dbl. sided + CD

· Distributed through bookstore

· Element K CBT within TopClass 

GEP 150(FALL 2000 COURSE DELIVERY

· 12 Sections of 90-100 students each meet one hour per week

· Adjunct professors demonstrate ILT

· Scheduled practice time in lab one hour per week

· 20-25 students per section

· Student assistants help in lab

END OF 1ST SEMESTER

· Provided small group instruction in computer labs for those students remaining

· Adjuncts and student lab assistants were available for review and further instruction

· Analyzed outcomes of course delivery and test results 

· Determined future needs 

· Decided to move away from large lectures

Fall 2000 Final Results

Total students enrolled in GEP 150 = 

1,026

Left school or did not take test =

93

Students who took CSE = 


933

Passed CSE in one or more attempts =
913

Did not pass CSE by end of semester =
20

Spring 2001 Final Results

Total students enrolled in GEP 150 =
 
39

Left school or did not take test =

4

Students who took CSE = 


35

Passed CSE in one or more attempts =
34

Did not pass CSE by end of semester =
1

NEXT STEPS(2001-2

COURSE DESIGN

· Fall 2001 – 33 course sections to be taught in computer lab

· Attendance, exam enrollment, and scoring to be managed with new software

· Early testing sessions to be available

  
EXAM DESIGN

· Originally Designed in TopClass

· Used Microsoft FrontPage to design “front-end” of exam.

· Information about exam

· Active server pages for test registration, dumped data into Access database

· Exam was accessed through a Web browser

· Actual exam designed within TopClass

· Utilized this “design” for the first full year implementation, but recently switched to a more “customized” solution. 

FUTURE ENHANCEMENTS

· Integrating auto-grade performance-based assessments within native applications

· Customized, automated remediation


SUMMARY

· Testing process (facility, equipment, software) has been effective and virtually trouble-free

· The GEP 150 course is for exam preparation and supports the high pass rate for a “basic skills exam.”

· Will have to deal with transfer students Fall 2002

· Different delivery mechanisms may have to be developed. (e.g., modules). 

B.
MATH AND WRITING EXAMS

Math and Writing competency requirements are being developed by faculty Implementation Committees for review and approval by Faculty Senate. These requirements may take the form of standardized tests, review of students’ writing portfolio, or other approaches. 

It is anticipated that the Senate will review and approve the methodology of the Mathematics and Writing Skills requirements during the 2001-2 academic year. Our timetable calls for the Writing Skills requirement to be implemented as a graduation requirement for freshmen entering in Fall 2002 and the Mathematics Skills requirement for 2003. 

C.
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The actual development of the competency exams is proceeding well, with substantial and consequential faculty involvement and direction at each step. The involvement and support of the faculty in the development and implementation of the competency requirements is, of course, essential to the success of this initiative. The College has also secured the services of two nationally recognized assessment experts, Dr. Trudy Banta of Indiana University-Purdue University, Indianapolis, and Dr. T. Dary Erwin of James Madison University. Drs. Banta and Erwin have visited Brockport during the last academic year, and have provided important guidance for the implementation committees. Also, the college has secured the services of a legal consultant to advise us about legal ramifications of the testing process. 

D.
RESOURCE ISSUES

The budgetary impact of the competency requirements puts a strain on an already tight budget. The College has invested more than $250,000 to date in the development of the CSE, primarily for the outfitting of an instructional/testing computing facility. Had the college not had the contributed services of a faculty member who developed the exam, the costs would be much higher. We anticipate that the math and writing exams will cost $50-75,000 to develop, and $100,000 to $150,000 per year to implement. When all three competency requirements are fully implemented, we anticipate the cost to be about $360,000 per year for this program.

Mission Review funding during the 2000-1 academic year has been vital to the development of this important initiative.  Last year, the College sought additional support to defray a portion of these development and implementation costs through a grant from the Pew Charitable Trusts. We appreciated the support of the SUNY Provost in seeking the Pew funding. Unfortunately, Pew elected not to fund the project because they are only interested in projects which have an immediate national impact. 
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