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Summary:
The Annual Institutional Assessment Report evaluates the success of the processes utilized for assessment and highlights necessary changes. The Plan, summarized in the Annual Institutional Assessment Report is updated annually by the committee and rolled out to programmatic faculty at Convocation in Fall before classes begin. Changes resulting from faculty feedback are documented within the Annual Institutional Assessment Report as well. 
Items on process recorded in the report for the year include changes to the structure or reporting of assessment committee, actions taken to change the process, improvements to the tools used in assessment, and trainings provided to the campus community that support assessment work.  Items recorded on quality of reports may change from year to year, depending on the quality of the reports submitted, however at minimum the number of programs that submitted reports during the academic year should be reported. Other program report items included would be % of reports that submitted a particular piece of data that was previously found to be a gap, such as the % of programs identifying equity gaps or the % of programs reporting action plans.  Additionally, Summarized University Trends data is recorded in the Annual Assessment report, items such as University level averages and trends in institutional level indicators of success (retention, graduation, DFWI) over time and compared with external sources, trends in program assessment reported gaps and actions, faculty interpretations of student performance on ISLO, and programmatic requests for University resources. Needs identified through the assessment processes are submitted to the University Accreditation Committee (UAC) where non-academic Department Vice Presidents use this data to allocate resources to the academic departments. The following year’s program assessment reports summarize the success of actions taken in the previous year and whether resources were provided in the Close the Loops section of the Program reports.



PLAN
Institutional Mission
Applicable Regulation: 
1.A.1 The institution’s mission statement defines its broad educational purposes and its commitment to student learning and achievement.
The Oregon Tech mission statement was approved by the Oregon Tech Board of Trustees on May 30, 2019, and reviewed by the Higher Education Coordinating Commission on August 8, 2019. It is published on our outward facing University website at: https://www.oit.edu/about/mission-statement. It reads:   
Oregon Institute of Technology (Oregon Tech), Oregon’s public polytechnic university, offers innovative, professionally-focused undergraduate and graduate degree programs in the areas of engineering, health, business, technology, and applied arts and sciences. To foster student and graduate success, the university provides a hands-on, project-based learning environment and emphasizes innovation, scholarship, and applied research. With a commitment to diversity and leadership development, Oregon Tech offers statewide educational opportunities and technical expertise to meet current and emerging needs of Oregonians as well as other national and international constituents.   

The mission statement informs the Strategic Plan. Oregon Tech’s Five-Year Strategic Action Plan was created in 2020 and covers years 2021-26. It documents goals, objectives and actions, built collectively by university stakeholders. It is published on the University outward facing webpage at https://www.oit.edu/about/strategic-plan  

A couple of pride points of progress made on this strategic plan are from some external recognitions. 
· In 2021 the Oregon Legislature designated Oregon Tech “Oregon’s Polytechnic University” a designation that was desired as part of the strategic plan. 
· In February 2025, the University gained a new ranking as a Research University from the American Council on Education.
The Academic Master Plan was approved in November 2022 and is viewable on the outward facing webpage at https://www.oit.edu/provost. The Academic Master plan is meant to set the goals and objectives to accomplish the vision and mission of Academic Affairs as it builds toward the future. The plan is not operational, but visionary and forward-thinking. It concentrates on program and curriculum innovation, accountability, and quality. The plan provides focus to the work of all members of Academic Affairs at the University. It was written by a committee of faculty, students and administrators from across the academic community. The Academic mission reads as follows:   
Through a sense of community, collaboration, and innovative degree programs, Oregon Tech Academic Affairs provides applied hands-on learning from teacher-scholars who develop life-long learners and tomorrow’s leaders.  
The University Assessment Commission revised and approved its own mission in alignment with both the Oregon Tech Mission and Academic Master Plan mission on Dec 1, 2022. It reads as follows: 
The assessment commission will foster a community of learning and teaching excellence at Oregon Tech using assessment data to make continuous process improvements. As part of the university’s continual monitoring of student and graduate success, the commission will promote assessment skills and knowledge in all faculty through implementation of an Institutional Assessment Plan and the preparation of an Annual Report on institutional progress.   
 Initiatives from each of these plans worked on by the Office of Academic Excellence during 2024-25 were the following:
· Encourage graduation within 4-years through program curriculum mapping
· Monitor post-graduation success through a collaboration between alumni services, career services and Office of Academic excellence on a post-graduation survey sent to alumni that would collect this data.
· Collecting data on the student hands-on experiences with the use of a standardized question set asked of all graduating seniors, and adding this survey as a graduation requirement on the registrar’s graduation instruction page. 
· Begin developing a program review process through open discussions with faculty senate and department chairs.

Institutional Assessment Process
Applicable Regulation:
1.B.1 The institution demonstrates a continuous process to assess institutional effectiveness, including student learning and achievement and support services. The institution uses an ongoing and systematic evaluation and planning process to inform and refine its effectiveness, assign resources, and improve student learning and achievement.
1.B.3 The institution provides evidence that its planning process is inclusive and offers opportunities for comment by appropriate constituencies, allocates necessary resources, and leads to improvement of institutional effectiveness.
1.C.3 The institution identifies and publishes expected program and degree learning outcomes for all degrees, certificates, and credentials. Information on expected student learning outcomes for all courses is provided to enrolled students.
1.C.4 The institution’s admission and completion or graduation requirements are clearly defined, widely published, and easily accessible to students and the public.

Institutional Assessment Process 
The assessment of institutional effectiveness at Oregon Tech is an inclusive process that involves the entire campus community. It is informed by Oregon Tech's strategic mission to foster student and graduate success, by providing a hands-on, project-based learning environment that emphasizes innovation, scholarship, and applied research. As such, assessment processes include the submission of programmatic assessment reports from all academic programs, the assessment of student performance on Institutional Student Learning Outcomes in all bachelor’s level programs, evaluation of the student perspective on their learning, and coordination between academic programs and non-academic departments in the allocation of university resources that support student success.  

The Institutional Assessment Process was adopted by the Assessment Executive Committee in 2022-23 academic year as appointed and charged by the Provost’s Office. It is located on the academic assessment website at Institutional Assessment | Oregon Tech (oit.edu). Annually the process is reviewed by the committee and updated considering feedback from faculty, evaluation of the contents of the submitted reports, and updated state and accreditation standards.  
The process, as written, requires that the assessment commission make updates to both the Academic Program Assessment Report Template and the collection process for Institutional Learning Outcomes (ISLO) annually. Both items are posted to the Office of Academic Assessment Website at https://www.oit.edu/academic-excellence by the start of fall term.   
Updates and other valuable assessment process data were presented to all programmatic faculty at Convocation in Fall on September 17, 2024. 

To maintain consistency of process, during 2024-25 academic year, all department chairs were required to nominate an individual faculty member for each program to enroll in an Assessment Canvas Shell. These nominated individuals participated in submission of the Program Assessment Reports for their programs by October 31st 2024 and the peer review process that provides feedback to these reports and the overall institutional process. Peer reviews were complete by May 1, 2025. All program reports were posted on the program’s individual assessment webpages operated by the Office of Academic Excellence by June 7 2025.  
At the conclusion of the academic year, the Program Assessment Report Template was updated for use in preparation of the program reports due next October. The updated templates both for Graduate Program Assessment and Undergraduate Program Assessment were posted on the Office of Academic Excellence Website and emailed to department chairs.
For 2025-26 academic year, the use of the Canvas Course shell for collection and peer review of the reports is being re-evaluated. There was such low participation from the academic community on peer review that the members of the assessment committee will be reviewing the reports submitted during next academic year. The Canvas shell will be available for training new faculty involved in assessment processes. 
Institutional Level Outcomes Assessment Process was adopted May 2022 and is posted on the academic webpage at  Institutional Student Learning Outcomes | Oregon Tech (oit.edu). The process is a collaborative process that charges ISLO committees with updating rubrics that define the individual outcomes, individual programs with determining how their curriculum measures the outcomes, and the Commission on College Teaching (CCT) with providing support to faculty teaching to the outcomes.  
ISLO committees participated with the Assessment commission planning and evaluation of assessment data during 2024-25 academic year as they worked toward their individual committee charges. Ethical Reasoning and Diverse Perspectives (DPE) ISLO committee met during the first time as a new committee during 2024-25 academic year to update the rubrics with the guidance of subject matter experts. Communication and Teamwork data was collected at the program level during the 2024-25 academic year based on the rubrics posted on the website in the previous academic year. This data will be reported in program reports submitted fall 2025. Quantitative Literacy and Inquiry and Analysis (QLIA) data was submitted in the program reports from fall 2024. The QLIA committee was charged with reviewing this data for trends and to recommend University-wide actions.
During 2025-26 academic year, ISLO committees will work with General Education Instructors to collect ISLO data from Signature Assignments. 
Assessment Process Actions and Plans
	2024-25 Actions
	2025-26 Plans

	· Program and Department Annual Chairs Reports Developed to highlight trends
· Program Assessment Report Template Executive Summary Statement Implemented only by 3 programs
· Ethical Reasoning and Diverse Perspectives combined into one committee
· 20/36 reports submitted
· All submitted received peer reviews by Assessment Chair and AVPAE
	· ISLO committees to begin developing Signature Assignments
· Assessment Executive Committee to review next years’ reports
· Post-Graduation Success data collected and analyzed for trends



The Continuous Assessment Cycle  

Measurement of programmatic and institutional outcomes are split among 3 parts of the cycle of assessment (Plan, Collect and Act). Each year all faculty are involved in planning for assessment of a particular outcome, collecting and analyzing data for assessment of a different outcome, and carrying out actions based on assessment of the rest of the outcomes. In this way the curriculum and the institution are continually adapting and changing to the needs of their students.  

	ISLO Three Year Academic Assessment Cycle (Student Success) 

	2024-25 ISLO 
	2025-26 ISLO 
	2026-27 ISLO 

	Plan 
Diverse Perspectives including Cultural Sensitivity & Global Awareness 
Ethical Reasoning 
	Plan 
Inquiry & Analysis includes problem solving & Info literacy, critical analysis & logical thinking Quantitative Literacy & Reasoning 
 
	Plan 
Communication & Teamwork 
 

	Plan: Course Selections, Assignment Design, Rubric Design, Performance Criteria, Curriculum map. 
Reflect and Evaluate: Plan for changes indicated from action year. Submit plan with Annual Assessment Report. 

	Assess 
 
Communication & Teamwork 
 
	Assess 
 
Diverse Perspectives including Cultural Sensitivity & Global Awareness 
Ethical Reasoning 
	Assess 
 
Inquiry & Analysis includes problem solving & Info literacy, critical analysis & logical thinking Quantitative Literacy & Reasoning 
 

	Assess: Direct Measures- Faculty Grades (Rubric), Standardized Tests, Exams, Pre and Post Test Designs, Competency-Based Demonstrations, Portfolios  
Indirect Measures- Student Surveys & Reﬂections, Course Evaluations, External evaluations 
Institutional Outcomes: Graduation Rates, Retention Rates, DFWI 
Collected during academic year and recorded in the CLO Worksheet. Enter outcomes measured, % Students met the outcome, if performance met expectation.  
Summary report reviewed at following Convocation. Data and Analysis Submitted in Assessment Report due in fall. 
 

	Act 
Analyze at Convocation 
Inquiry & Analysis includes problem solving & Info literacy, critical analysis & logical thinking Quantitative Literacy & Reasoning 
 
	Act 
Analyze at Convocation 
Communication & Teamwork 
 
	Act 
Analyze at Convocation 
Diverse Perspectives including Cultural Sensitivity & Global Awareness 
Ethical Reasoning 

	ACT: Close loops, make improvements and re-measure. Engage campus (professional development). 
Data from previous year's collection submitted with faculty analysis and action plans to be implemented during the 
academic year submitted in Assessment report. 




Participation and Inclusion 
Leadership of Academic Assessment Efforts  
It is imperative that the assessment of institutional effectiveness is an inclusive process that involves the entire campus community. The Assessment Committee is responsible for developing, reviewing, and implementing the institutional assessment plan. Standards laid down by NWCCU, particularly their rubrics for assessment processes (http://www.nwccu.org/tools-resources/evaluators/forms-guidelines/ ) help guide all involved with assessment to fulfill increasing state and federal mandates, which hold institutions of higher education accountable for student learning and continuous improvement.  

The committee reports to the Provost. The Assessment Committee is comprised of the Chair; Associate Vice Provost of Academic Excellence; at least one faculty member from each college and campus; and at least one faculty member from Online Learning and one faculty member from General Education. The Provost appoints one faculty member to serve as Chair of the Assessment Committee for a three-year term. Other membership includes the ISLO subcommittees divided by assessment cycle (plan, assess, act), department chairs, and/or faculty designated by each academic department for a specified term to assist with assessment.  
ISLO Sub committees are charged with either planning for assessment of their particular assigned outcome, analyzing the data collected on their particular outcome, or facilitating university-wide actions on their particular outcomes. Additional information on the Assessment Committee can be found in the Mission Statement and Charter which was updated in Fall 2022. 
Programmatic Faculty and Department Chairs are responsible for adhering to the processes laid out by assessment leadership and providing feedback to faculty representatives on the committees regarding process improvements. 
Collaboration with Other Campus Bodies  
A representative from the Assessment Committee is in close contact with the Curriculum Planning Commission (CPC). The representative ensures that appropriate assessment questions are included in coursework proposals.  
At least one representative from the Assessment Committee serves on the General Education Advisory Council (GEAC). Communication between the Assessment committee and this committee must be bi-directional. Representatives from the assessment committee ensure that assessment in general education is prioritized within processes and that ISLO definitions are consistent with state mandated standards for general education.  
A representative from the Assessment Committee is in close contact with the Commission on College Teaching (CCT). The representative collaborates on recommended actions for continuous improvement as they pertain to faculty professional development and instruction.  
A representative from the Diverse Perspectives ISLO subcommittee should be in close contact with or on the Diversity, Inclusion, and Cultural Engagement (DICE) steering committee. DICE work guides assessment work related to standards of equitable curriculum delivery and measurements on the Diverse Perspectives ISLO. Assessment work provides data to the DICE office identifying equity gaps and actions related to the closure of those gaps.  
The online representative member should be in contact with Online Learning Advisory Council (OLAC) to ensure that best practices for online education are being assessed similarly to in person programs.  
The Associate Vice Provost (AVP) of Academic Excellence or a representative serves as a member of the Institutional Accreditation Team, ensuring that academic assessment efforts are aligned in support of institutional accreditation reporting activity. This member ensures that the year end Assessment report is distributed to this team and that University resource allocation is guided by assessment needs.  
2024-25 Commission Roster 
Associate Vice Provost – Linus Yu   
Chair/PM – Rachelle Barrett   
KF -Christy VanRooyen   
ETM/CCT – Cecily Heiner   
Online/Graduate – Cristina Crespo   
HAS – Jeannie Bopp
GEAC – Andria Fultz   
ISLO CTER (GEAC) – Krista Beaty   
ISLO DP (GEAC) –   Sophie Nathenson 
ISLO QLIA (GEAC) – David Hammond 
CPC - Caroline Doty   
PLT – Carrie Dickson  

Communication of Assessment Matters 
Systematic and broad communication on assessment matters is important to the assessment process. The Office of Academic Excellence maintains and updates webpages publishing widely and externally Programmatic Assessment Processes, Institutional Assessment Processes, Annual Institutional Reports and Annual Programmatic Reports. Programmatic Assessment reports include student learning outcomes, curriculum maps, and graduation statistics among the data published. 
These webpages are reviewed and updated annually during the summer term and as needed during the academic year. Additionally, the Assessment Committee decided to meet monthly during the 2024-25 academic year and maintains Minutes and Agendas from the meetings in a Teams shared file. Communication from the academic community is maintained by an Office of Academic Excellence email established in 2022-23 as oae@oit.edu. 
Campus-Wide trainings were provided during Convocation and new Faculty training in Fall and then for Peer Review Training in Winter. For 2025-26 academic year a special session at Convocation is planned for more in depth assessment matters for chairs and representatives. 

Resources for Assessment
Applicable Regulation: 
1.D.4 The institution’s processes and methodologies for collecting and analyzing indicators of student achievement are transparent and are used to inform and implement strategies and allocate resources to mitigate perceived gaps in achievement and equity.
Data Sources 

Student Perspective 
Student perspective is utilized broadly across the institution. Every course is assigned an end of course survey administered by IDEA. Faculty have direct access to the results of these surveys for all of their courses. Faculty report these data in their Annual Performance Evaluations (APE). A new vendor for administration of this survey is being implemented for 2025-26 academic year. 

In accordance with Oregon Tech's strategic goal of prioritizing student and graduate success in every decision or action at every level of the university, the student experience is evaluated in part by senior and freshman responses to The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). Oregon Tech has participated in this survey in 2015, 2018, 2021 and 2024. Data from this survey was presented by Office of Academic Excellence to faculty in collaboration with Student Affairs office during Convocation fall 2024. 
The Office of Academic Excellence administers to all graduating seniors a Senior Institutional Evaluation Survey on behalf of every program. Questions asked of students cover student perspective on their education’s impact on their performance on Programmatic Outcomes, Institutional Level Outcomes, their perspective of Institutional resources and their post-graduation plans. This data is provided to programs for use in writing their program assessment reports. In 2024-25 academic year completion of this survey was added to the Registrar’s graduation requirements webpage. Data from this survey will be presented at Convocation 2025.
Indicators of Student Achievement 
The Office of Institutional Research Provides head count data on graduation, attrition, and retention rates by term, department, and college to all academic programs. This data is publicly available on the OIR website at https://www.oit.edu/institutional-research  

The institution has created dashboards for each faculty member to review their course specific data. Dashboards are available on TechWeb with faculty log-in beneath the heading of faculty resources. Dashboards created and maintained by the Office of Institutional Research contain data that may be disaggregated by race, gender, fist-generation college attendance, Pell Grant recipient status, and full or part time status. Such data included in the dashboards is Graduation from the past 6 years, Retention for one year, and Dropped, Failed, Withdrew, or Incomplete (DFWI) status by term. Faculty report review of this data both at the end of each term in Course Learning Outcomes (CLO) Worksheets and then annually in the Chair’s Reports. 2024-25 was the last academic year DFWI was published externally in the Program Assessment Reports.

Since these dashboards were implemented, trainings on how to use them have been widely advertised to all faculty. Access to the data within the dashboards has varying levels. Faculty may see their individual courses, Chairs may view their department level data, Deans have access to College specific data and Administration may view the University as a whole. A special training on these tools is scheduled for fall 2025 for interested faculty.
Learning Outcomes 
Student achievement on learning outcomes set by faculty may be recorded and tracked by two different methods. The first method developed by the Office of Academic Assessment is a worksheet available to all faculty via TechWeb log-in called Course Learning Outcomes (CLO) Worksheet. These worksheets have been in use since 2019. Course Learning Outcomes allows faculty to report # of students that met pre-set targets of success for the entire course. 

During academic year 2023-24 the assessment committee began development of Canvas Outcomes for Institutional Learning Outcomes. This tool allows faculty to develop targets in their course and have Canvas collect the data based on student performance. The Canvas tools allow faculty to use the same rubric for grading in multiple classes and are ideal for measuring ISLOs. As of 2024-25 academic year, all rubrics for ISLOs have been uploaded for faculty use. 

Using the CLO worksheets, faculty determine which programmatic and institutional outcomes their specific coursework pertains to. Faculty define performance targets for acceptable student outcomes on assignments. The program determines the standard of success for the course, that is the number of students performing acceptably on the outcome that indicates the outcome is met for the course. After all outcomes are reported for the course, faculty are guided to look at the dashboards to determine if the disaggregated data for DFWI in the course indicate an equity gap for the course. There is also a text box for faculty to record any actions planned that pertain to that particular course. At program meetings, department chairs and/or individual faculty are expected to look at this entered data for all courses taught within the academic year and make interpretations on trends or patterns within the data for the entire program. 
Canvas Outcomes tools have been explored because they may be integrated into work that faculty are already completing in the LMS and eventually reduce work associated with Assessment. Canvas has a variety of data integrations that faculty may implement. For individual courses, outcomes may be set and monitored through the Learning Mastery Gradebook feature. Standardized Institutional outcomes may be imported to a particular course and used to compare student performance on a particular outcome in multiple courses or modalities. This feature may also be created to measure outcomes across the programmatic level. As of 2024-25 academic year, Canvas tools were rarely used by a couple of programs and CLO worksheet data was entered only for courses where programs designated that course as providing assessment data. For 2025-26 academic year a push to faculty to use these tools more widely for individual data gathering at the course level will begin. 
The assessment committee plans to look at the data collected from these tools and collaborate with other Canvas using Universities to determine best practices during 2025-26 academic year. The first meeting on this topic is scheduled for November 2025.

External Perspective  
External evaluation of programs is conducted by participation with Professional Advisory Boards and by Program Accreditation Practices. The Academic master plan goal 2.2 aimed to implement Advisory boards for each academic department by spring 2023.  As of 2024-25, 70% of academic programs are externally accredited. The provost’s office is developing a master schedule of all accreditation cycles by academic year 2025-26. 
To reduce faculty workload, in years that programs participate in external accreditation and submit self-assessments, these submitted documents will take the place of the formal Program Assessment report. 
Table 5. Accredited programs and their most recent Accreditations and Programs not Accredited 
	Program  
	Accrediting Body and Date  
	Not Accredited Program 

	Dental Hygiene  
	Commission on Dental Accreditation (CODA) visit October 2024 
	Allied Health 

	EMS  
	Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Education Programs (CAAHEP) accreditation report due 2025  
	Mathematics 

	Diagnostic Medical Sonography  
Echocardiography 
Vascular Technology 
	Joint Review in Diagnostic Medical Sonography (JRCDMS) over seen by The Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Education Programs (CAAHEP) - March 2025 
	Communications 

	Polysomnographic Technology  
	Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Education Programs (CAAHEP) awarded in 2022  
	Natural Sciences 
 

	MLS  
	National Accrediting Agency for CLS 10 year Certificate earned in 2021  
	Data Science 

	Civil Engineering  
	Engineering Accreditation Commission (EAC) of ABET visit in 2022  
	Environmental Science 

	Electrical Engineering  
	Engineering Accreditation Commission (EAC) of ABET interim in Fall 2024  
  
	Population Health Management 

	Electronics Engineering Technology  
	Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission (ETAC) of ABET visit in 2021  
  
	Psychology* 

	Geomatics  
	Applied and Natural Sciences Accreditation Commission of ABET visit Fall 2024 
	 

	Renewable Energy Engineering  
	Engineering Accreditation Commission (EAC) of ABET interim for Fall 2024  
  
	 

	Computer SET  
	Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission (ETAC) of ABET visit in 2021  
	 

	Mechanical Engineering (ME)  
	Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission (EAC) of ABET interim Fall 2024 
  
	 

	Manufacturing Engineering Technology  
	Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission (ETAC) of ABET interim in Fall 2024  
  
	 

	Management  
	International Accreditation Council for Business Education (IACBE) Certificate earned in 2022  
Interim report 2025 
	 


*Accreditation process on hold due to low faculty. 

Publication of Assessment Activities 

All bachelor’s and graduate level programs are required to submit an Annual Programmatic Assessment report to the Office of Academic Assessment by October the academic year after the collection year. In winter, faculty peers review the contents of the program assessment reports according to a standardized rubric and provide feedback to each program. Reports are posted on the external facing website for each program by Spring term. Peer review has allowed a broader audience of faculty members to become familiar with assessment processes and tools and has produced more streamlined comprehensive reporting of assessment activities. Peer reviewers are nominated by program chair to submit a report for the program and to read 2 reports that they did not write. Trainings are provided to peer reviewers for rubric norming, then each report is reviewed by two different reviewers. The process is managed within the Canvas Assessment course shell named for the academic year.  During 2024-25 academic year, the peer review process suffered from a lack of faculty engagement. The Assessment committee is reevaluating the usefulness of this process and is performing peer review by committee members for next academic year. 

For 2025-26 academic year submission, the office expected to receive 27 Bachelor’s level reports and 8 Graduate level reports. Of these expected reports, 15 Bachelor’s program reports were submitted and 5 Graduate level reports were submitted.  This was fewer than the previous years. Programs that did not submit reports were contacted and could not spare faculty from teaching duties to prepare reports. The entire Mechanical Engineering department failed to submit reports and Medical Imaging Departments failed to submit reports. Both departments had interim chairs in place and accreditation responsibilities that superseded the internal assessment requirements. This is what drove the decision to allow external accreditation reports to replace internal assessment reports during inspection years of the accreditation cycle. 
Contents of the program assessment reports include program mission and how it aligns with the mission of the institution, program specific learning outcomes (PSLO) and how they are justified by accrediting bodies or requirements of industry, a scaffolded curriculum map, the process the program used to collect data used for assessment including direct (student work product) and indirect (perspective) sources of data, and faculty interpretations and actions taken because of this data.  These expectations are widely distributed to faculty within a Program Assessment Report Template updated annually by the Assessment Executive Committee after receiving feedback from faculty who used it. The template is posted on the Academic Assessment website and within the Canvas course shell by the beginning of fall each year.  
Based on reports submitted and peer reviewed from 2023-24 and feedback from peer reviewers and administration, the following changes to the templates were made:
· Removed DFWI from template (added to Chair’s report). 
· Added directions to discuss justifications for changes made to programming, mission and outcomes. 
· Added directions to incorporate all 4 years in curriculum maps to encourage graduation plans within 4 years
· Changed interpretation examples to “Met” and “UnMet”
· Clarified that learning outcomes assessment data should be from the Capstone level of achievement
· Added directions to interpretations to discuss student performance in different modalities and impacts to the workforce. 
· Added directions to list all programmatic and curricular improvements in the past year in the close the loop section 
· Added a spot to highlight student success stories in the summary. 
· Removed executive summary to chairs report.
· Removed external comparator requirement for learning outcomes and specified that it only applies to student success indicators. 
· Renamed close the loop on the feedback rubric
· Added actions planned as an item on feedback rubric
The overwhelming feedback received from faculty on Assessment processes during 2024-25 was a lack of University support for faculty performing this work and a lack of interaction from Administration on these reports. To work through this perception, the Assessment committee has been actively advocating through the collective bargaining process to gain non-instructional workload to support faculty performing assessment work. Additionally, a plan for 2025-26 academic year is to develop a template for Deans to document their review of the reports and guide their discussion with programs after review of the reports. It is the hope that having a process will better streamline the resource allocation efforts based on assessment data mentioned in NWCCU standards 1.B.3: “The institution provides evidence that its planning process is inclusive and offers opportunities for comment by appropriate constituencies, allocates necessary resources, and leads to improvement of institutional effectiveness.” and 1.C.7 “The institution uses the results of its assessment efforts to inform academic and learningsupport planning and practices to continuously improve student learning outcomes.”
	2024-25 Actions
	2025-26 Plans

	· Collected and Analyzed data from new standardized Senior Institutional Evaluation Survey.
· Implemented 3-month post-graduation success survey in conjunction with Career Services June 2025
· 20/35 reports submitted for peer review. Only 1 peer reviewer participated in the peer review process.
· Executive Summary added to template only used by 3 programs
· Implemented Program and Department Chair’s reports for internal reporting June/July 2025
· 4 programs used Canvas Outcomes for data collection
· Resource discussions in Assessment reports completed by 61% of reports up from 30% in previous year
· 3 departments submitted accreditation reports in lieu of program assessment reports
· 8 programs were visited by external accreditation site inspectors
	· Data from Senior Institutional Evaluation survey shared with faculty
· Programs use updated Template
· Celebrate Best of for Bachelor’s Reports and Graduate reports
· Assessment committee to peer review reports as a group
· Provide special training to interested faculty on using Canvas Outcomes and CLO Worksheets in 2025-26
· Collaborate with other Canvas Using Universities to explore best practices for Outcomes data
· Emphasize assessment data collection at the individual course level to all faculty. Have more faculty enter CLO worksheet data.
· Use CLO worksheets to collect General Education course assessment data
· Develop Tracker for externally accredited programs’ cycles 
· Develop Template to document Deans review of Program Assessment report and discussion with programs



DATA
Institutional Indicators of Success
Applicable Regulation:
1.B.2 The institution sets and articulates meaningful goals, objectives, and indicators of its goals to define mission fulfillment and to improve its effectiveness in the context of and in comparison with regional and national peer institutions.
1.D.2 Consistent with its mission and in the context of and in comparison with regional and national peer institutions, the institution establishes and shares widely a set of indicators for student achievement including, but not limited to, persistence, completion, retention, and postgraduation success. Such indicators of student achievement should be disaggregated by race, ethnicity, age, gender, socioeconomic status, first generation college student, and any other institutionally meaningful categories that may help promote student achievement and close barriers to academic excellence and success (equity gaps).
Contents:
	Indicator
	2024-25
	2023-24
	2022-23
	External Comparator

	Enrollment
	5302
	5111
	4913
	*

	6-year Freshman Graduation Rate
	
53.8%
	
58.7%
	
57.2%
	49.83% Oregon Avg ​

	Freshman 1 year Retention
	
69%
	
72.9%
	
72.2%
	72.5% Oregon Avg ​

	Post-Graduation Success
	
Not available yet
	
97%
	
Not Reported
	#3  best return on investment​


*Board of Directors’ approved peer group of Universities of similar size and composition.
**McGuire, Robert. A Selection of DFWI rates Disaggregated by Race and Ethnicity. Course Gateway. March 2023. Accessed from:https://www.coursegateway.org/resources/selection-dfwi-rates-disaggregated-race-and-ethnicity
*** Only data available was from Program Assessment Reports submitted
Interpretations
Post-Graduation success has been a number of focus for 2024-25. This University has a high number of programs that profess to make students industry ready by graduation. It is a number that can be used in marketing and that sets this University apart. Before 2020 a survey was administered by phone by the Career Services department to gather this information. After 2020, the number came from Assessment reports submitted by programs. The problem with this number was that not every program reported post-graduation success. It was felt that a more accurate mechanism needed to be administered to gather the highest response rate from all University Graduates. It was added to the Senior Institutional Effectiveness Survey administered during the last term of the student’s senior year. Data gathered from this survey showed that 12.7% of students were pursuing higher learning in their major while 21.7% were pursuing licensure in their major and 32.9% were pursuing employment in their major only 26.7% were already employed in their major. Given the timing of the survey administration, a 3-month post graduation survey was also needed to allow time for students to report on if they had achieved employment or gained admittance to graduate school. 
Though 2/3 of program actions related to retention in 2024-25 academic year, the numbers demonstrated that the University suffered a slight decrease in retention. Again, the Institutional Effectiveness survey student comments shed some light on this decrease. Students comment that what keeps them engaged is their close relationships with fellow students and professors. In programs that experienced extreme faculty turnover or were taught by adjuncts, students had a difficult time keeping a class schedule that would see them through to graduation and ultimately left for a more stable environment. 
Enrollment is increasing gradually over the past couple of years. Many actions were documented by programs in outreach efforts to local communities and local high schools. 
Goal Setting 
In 2024-25 a new Provost joined the University and really concentrated on implementing items from the academic master plan. To track this work, it is important to look back at what was intended for 2024-25 academic year and what was actually accomplished.  

	Goal 2024-25
	Accomplishment/Data
	Goal 2025-26

	Faculty vacancies filled and predictive scheduling implemented. 
	Predictive scheduling for 1 year established. Adjuncts and interims filling necessary positions.

	Vacancies filled for HAS Dean, Provost, MIT chair, MMET chair.
Student satisfaction increases measured by Senior Institutional Evaluation survey.

	75% of bachelor’s programs report paths to graduation in 4-years or less. 
	Reported in registrar’s page not Program Assessment report
	4-year graduation rate increase by 10%

	Student testing and tutoring centers on specific subjects (grammar, mathematics) implemented to support first gen and English as second language learners. 
	3 programs reported success with writing and math centers.
	Foundational assessments in writing and math recorded from General Education courses. 

	Gate keeper courses identified for assessment in 2025-26. 
	Chair’s reports include gate-keeper course identification. 
	Assessment reports include action plans on gate keeper courses. DFWI in gatekeeper courses reduced.

	Deans and Chairs read assessment reports and use them in resource and budget allocation process. 
	Reports read and reviewed by AVPAE and NWCCU  accreditation report writers.
	Dean meeting template written for implementation Spring 2026.

	Collaboration between student services and Office of academic excellence to increase student participation in surveys.   
	3-month post graduation survey written, set to implement September 2025.
	Executive assistant position needed for Survey management. Alumni response to survey >25%.



Student Learning Outcomes Data
Applicable regulations:
1.C.1 The institution offers programs with appropriate content and rigor that are consistent with its mission, culminate in achievement of clearly identified student learning outcomes that lead to collegiate-level degrees, certificates, or credentials and include designators consistent with program content in recognized fields of study.
1.C.2 The institution awards credit, degrees, certificates, or credentials for programs that are based upon student learning and learning outcomes that offer an appropriate breadth, depth, sequencing, and synthesis of learning.
1.C.5 The institution engages in an effective system of assessment to evaluate the quality of learning in its programs. The institution recognizes the central role of faculty to establish curricula, assess student learning, and improve instructional programs.
1.C.6 Consistent with its mission, the institution establishes and assesses, across all associate and bachelor level programs or within a General Education curriculum, institutional learning outcomes and/or core competencies. Examples of such learning outcomes and competencies include, but are not limited to, effective communication skills, global awareness, cultural sensitivity, scientific and quantitative reasoning, critical analysis and logical thinking, problem solving, and/or information literacy.
· Student learning outcomes are categorized as follows:  
a. Course Student Learning Outcomes (CLO) – Student learning outcomes limited to the course subject only. Students achieve them by attaining a faculty member’s success criteria for each learning outcome (not completing a course.)  
b. Program Student Learning Outcomes (PSLO) – Learning outcomes students achieve by completing requirement of the program. Program learning outcomes are defined by program faculty and or program accreditation agencies, if any. The program learning outcomes are typically demonstrated by what students can do.  
c. Institutional Student Learning Outcomes (ISLO) – Student learning outcomes students achieve by completing degree requirements. Institutional Student Learning Outcomes are broad learning outcomes; they are not major specific but are integrated and assessed in program courses throughout a student’s experience at the institution. 

· They are assessed at three levels as follows: 
a. Foundational – introduction to the concept 
b. Practice -  performance within programmatic coursework that builds on foundational knowledge 
c. Capstone – synthesis of knowledge from multiple areas in coursework in application of professional level practice 

Course Learning Outcomes (CLO)
As of 2024-25 academic year, CLO data is only collected and published within the programmatic report. Chairs and Program Directors decide which course data will provide data for programmatic review, but faculty are not collecting and monitoring the data for their own instructional use. Of the 1147 courses taught fall term, only 63 had data tracked, a completion rate of 5%. 
Further, many programs are only collecting data on program majors within these selected courses. Often reporting low data points as a reason not to trust the data reported in the program assessment report. To pull out the data specific to majors from a course is an unnecessary burden on instructional faculty when data regarding the entire course performance would be more useful to a faculty member enacting changes. 
For 2025-26 academic year, programs will be encouraged to report data in their program assessment reports for all students within the identified courses and all sections of the course not just those taught by full time faculty. Faculty will also be encouraged to individually define course learning outcomes that specify what they expect from students taking their courses and use them in monitoring and tracking course improvements. Documentation will be completed using Course Learning Outcomes worksheets. And trainings will be offered in the use of Canvas Outcomes Tools.

Programmatic Outcomes Data  (PSLO)
Programmatic and Instructional faculty are given the autonomy to create CLO and PSLO based on the specific needs of their programs and the program accrediting bodies. Programs adopt anywhere between 3 and 10 outcomes for assessment. PSLO are scaffolded across curriculum and should be measured using at minimum two direct assessments and one indirect assessment each time they are measured. Reported data during 2024-25 was from reports submitted in October covering academic year 2023-24. During 2023-24 academic year 89 outcomes were measured by student work product in 20 programs and 83% were deemed meeting program targets.
Programs reported students succeeding in areas of gathering information from related literature and communicating professional information and following professional guidelines. Reported gaps on programmatic learning outcomes reflected a pattern related to critical thinking. Students in all but one program were reported as missing capstone performance on drawing conclusions from data. Students met outcomes related to experimental set up and design and following explicit instructions, and performing simple quantitative analysis, however when asked to acquire knowledge on their own and draw conclusions from data, they fell short especially in identifying the followup required from their interpretations.  This is an extremely difficult skill to teach and may require a collaborative creative approach to faculty professional development on teaching these skills. 

Report Trends for past 4 years
	Program Reports Submitted During 2021-22 Academic Year 
45 reports graded with feedback given 
Highest rubric scores on Mission statements and Program Outcomes 
Lowest rubric scores on use of resources and closing the loop. 
52% presented ISLOs​ 
10% mentioned equity 
90% performance targets met by department
	Program Reports Submitted During 2022-23 Academic Year
29 reports submitted
Highest rubric scores on Mission and Outcomes
Lowest on Trends Interpretations and Closing the Loop
85% presented ISLOs
55% mentioned equity
84% performance targets met by department
	Program Reports Submitted During 2023-24 Academic Year
27 reports submitted
Highest rubric scores on Outcomes and Planning
Lowest rubric scores on Close the Loop and Resources
84% presented ISLOs
68% mentioned equity
86% performance targets met
	Program Reports Submitted During 2024-25 Academic Year
20 reports submitted
Highest rubric scores on Outcomes 
Lowest rubric scores on Actions specifics
64% presented ISLOs
70% mentioned equity
83% performance targets met




Institutional Outcomes (ISLO)

While CLO are set by faculty, and PSLO are set by programs, Oregon Tech's Institutional Student Learning Outcomes (ISLOs) are set by the Office of Academic Excellence to ensure that they support Oregon Tech's institutional mission and core themes. The outcomes and associated criteria reflect the rigorous applied nature of Oregon Tech's degree programs. In depth definitions on acceptable performance on these outcomes are published at https://www.oit.edu/academic-excellence/GEAC/essential-studies/Institutional-student-learning-outcome 

Oregon Tech students will:  
· communicate effectively orally and in writing;  
· engage in a process of inquiry and analysis; including problem-solving & information literacy, critical analysis & logical thinking  
· make and defend reasonable ethical judgments;  
· collaborate effectively in teams or groups;  
· demonstrate quantitative literacy & reasoning;  
· explore diverse perspectives, including cultural sensitivity & global awareness.  
 
[bookmark: _bookmark3]Outcomes are assessed on a rotating 3-year cycle. Each outcome has published standardized rubrics meant to guide faculty in creating assignments, teaching, and assessing these outcomes in course work. These rubrics were written by content level experts in committee and approved by the Provost’s office. Current rubrics may be found on the assessment webpage at https://www.oit.edu/academic-excellence/GEAC/essential-studies/Institutional-student-learning-outcome. During academic year 2024-25 rubrics for Quantitative Literacy, Inquiry and Analysis, Communication and Teamwork had all been update in the previous 2 years and posted. Ethical Reasoning and Global and Diverse Perspectives rubrics were edited during this year. The rubrics available to faculty on these few subjects were last reviewed in 2016.
Reported data during 2024-25 was from reports submitted in October covering academic year 2023-24. Institutional Outcomes (ISLO) Assessed during 2023-24 academic year were Quantitative Literacy and Inquiry and Analysis. 73% of Bachelor’s programs reported data on ISLOs. Graduate level programs were not required to report on ISLOs. Since most programs have aligned their PSLO schedule of assessment with the ISLO schedule of assessment, data collected on these outcomes was related to professional or degree related applications of inquiry and quantitation. For instance, the applied mathematics program measured abstract mathematical reasoning and the engineering and health related programs linked these outcomes to critical thinking program specific learning outcomes. 90% of programs reported students meeting outcomes on Quantitative Literacy and 80% of programs reported students meeting outcomes in Inquiry and Analysis. With a large number of programs with professional focuses in Science and Engineering it is no wonder that students perform well on these outcomes. Critical thinking and followup tends to be the gap identified in student work product, while design and execution tend to be where students thrive. For 2025-26 this committee will be challenged to work with CCT to develop faculty professional development on critical thinking instruction. 
	ISLO​ 
	Assessment
 Collection​ 
	Data 
	Actions Taken​ 

	Communication​ 
	2016-2017​ 
2021-2022
	Gap in: Student Technical Writing Skills ​ 
88% outcomes met

	Rubrics split into writing vs oral communication
Writing Program curriculum updates

	Ethics​ 
	2018-2019​
2021-2022 
	Gap in: Instructor knowledge of ethical theories.​ 
83% outcomes met
	Aligned assessment with Diverse Perspectives

	Teamwork​ 
	2019-2020​
2021-2022 
	Gap in: Inter-team Communications
88% outcomes met
	​IPE practice implementation
Allied Health intro course approved

	Quantitative  
Literacy​ 
	2020-2021
2023-2024​ 
	63% outcomes met
90% outcomes met
	Student Services Financial Education Inservice 
Math Tutoring Center Opened

	Inquiry and Analysis​ 
	2020-2021
2023-2024​ 
	80% outcomes met
80% outcomes met
	Transfer council alignment with state standards
2023 Rubrics Updates
Library sponsored critical evaluation of research

	Diverse  
Perspectives​ 
	2015-2016
2023-2023​ 
	Instructors unable to assess this item​ 
53% outcomes met
	SIB led DP series
DICE sponsored Universal Course Design series
Many programs added DP curriculum



The last time QL and IA data was collected was in academic year 2021-22. That year 53% of programs submitted ISLO data. The gap was larger in QL at 63% of programs reported students meeting outcomes. At that time actions planned for improvement on these outcomes included Student Education on Financial Literacy and critical review of literary resources, improvements to the University rubrics and examining College Algebra courses.  All of these actions have been implemented and the increase in QL demonstrates an improvement in student learning. 
During 2024-25 academic year, programs were directed to identify in curriculum and collect assessment products that reflect student performance on Communication and Teamwork. Rubrics available to standardize grading exist for Oral Communication and Written Communication and are loaded in the Canvas course shell for pull down into individual courses. They were also available on the OIT website for offline grading of student work product. The next stage of planning for collection on these outcomes will be a group work session of SPE311 and WRI121 faculty to develop a standard “signature” assignment that may be assessed in all sections of these high enrollment foundational courses. 
The Diverse Perspectives and Ethical Reasoning were combined into a single committee during 2024-25 academic year. This committee met to update rubrics for these topics in preparation for data collection during 2025-26 academic year. It was their intention to pull subject matter experts teaching anthropology courses into discussions about these rubrics. These rubrics will be posted on the webpage and updated in Canvas when approved by faculty. 
Assessment Data and Goals
	2024- 2025 Data
	2025- 2026 Goals

	· Senior Institutional Evaluation Survey response rate from 2023-24 administration: 293 responses
· ISLO data collection on Communication and Teamwork using updated rubrics to be reported in 2024-25 reports.
· QLIA data reported by 73% of programs. 
· 90% met QL
· 80% met IA
· 83% student work products met expectations for the 89 PSLO assessed by programs.
	· Signature Assignments developed for Communication and Teamwork
· Signature Assignments developed for College Algebra
· Faculty development for Critical Thinking instructional techniques
· DP and ER updated rubrics published.
· Data collection of DP and ER program courses to be reported 2026-27.
· 100% of programs submit program assessment reports.
· Faculty report Course Learning Outcomes Assessment.




ACTIONS
Actions Summary
Applicable Regulations: 
1.C.7 The institution uses the results of its assessment efforts to inform academic and learning-support planning and practices to continuously improve student learning outcomes.
1.D.3 The institution’s disaggregated indicators of student achievement should be widely published and available on the institution’s website. Such disaggregated indicators should be aligned with meaningful, institutionally identified indicators benchmarked against indicators for peer institutions at the regional and national levels and be used for continuous improvement to inform planning, decision making, and allocation of resources.

	Assessment Driver
	Action Indicated 2023-24
	Success Indicator

	4+ programs identified early math performance as an indicator of poor outcomes success
	Support math tutoring center. Standardize assessment in MTH111 to identify specific performance gaps. 
Add extra curricular-specific practice in math. (Engineering, Math, MLS, Psych, Geomatics)
	PSLO improvements in calculations outcomes.

	3+ programs identified that online students didn’t perform as well as in-person on outcomes.
	Develop faculty onboarding Canvas shell for adjuncts and new hires on best online teaching practices. 
Incorporate more supplemental course materials to online shells.  
	Online performance gap closed.

	Unchanged/low retention
	Predictive Scheduling (Engineering, MMET)
Program-led student engagement opportunities (Pop Health, Management, Environmental Sciences)
Additions of real-world examples and practices to curriculum (Pop health, Natural Sciences)
Changes to curriculum map to make meaningful pathways to graduation (psychology, mathematics, engineering, MLS, comm)
Early interventions for late or missing assignments (MLS, Applied Math, Geomatics)
	Retention increases

	IA performance not improved
	Faculty professional development on critical thinking instructional techniques
	

	Lack of measures of DP and ER in program curriculum
	New courses added. (Math, Engineering, Pop Health) 
New interprofessional practice opportunities added. (DH, MLS)
More applied research opportunities added. (Natural Sciences)
	More data on DP and ER as reported in 2026-27



Closing the Loop 
Applicable Regulation:
1.B.4 The institution monitors its internal and external environments to identify current and emerging patterns, trends, and expectations. Through its governance system it considers such findings to assess its strategic position, define its future direction, and review and revise, as necessary, its mission, planning, intended outcomes of its programs and services, and indicators of achievement of its goals.
Past Actions Progress
	2022-23 Action Indicated 
	Actions Taken
	Success Indicator 
	Interpretation

	ISLO Communications/TW: Providing students examples of different customer perspectives and needs by partnering with industry. 
	4+ programs mentioned advisory and community involvement in curriculum updates
	Teamwork ISLO measurement in 2024-25 is increased over previous. 

	To be analyzed 2025 fall.

	Retention: Predictive Scheduling Implementation  
	Implemented by Registrar.
	Retention Increase.
	To be measured 2025-26

	ISLO QLIA: Investigate gatekeeper courses using DFWI 
	DFWI gatekeeper course investigation instructions added to chairs report
	Assessment conducted in Gate keeper courses
	To be collected 2025-26

	Retention: Hiring of faculty to fill courses. 

	Some critical positions filled, some still open. Student survey responses support the need for filling faculty positions.
	Retention Increases for 2024-25. 
Critical open positions are filled by fulltime faculty. 
	UnMet. Retention is lower than previous year.


	ISLO DP: Add DP into program level work. 
Previous assessment: 50% of programs assessed it. 
	3 programs mentioned curricular additions related to DP and ER in program assessment reports.
Rubrics updated.
	80% of programs assess this outcome in 2026-27

	To be analyzed Fall 2027

	Equity Gaps: Marketing and recruitment of underserved populations. 
Language center and tutoring supports for English as second language learners. 
	Writing center plan. 
	Diversity in programs is equal to general population by 2026-27 
	UnMet. Resources requested to support tutoring centers and TA training.

	Post-Graduation Success Data collection process developed
	Senior Institutional Evaluation Survey general questions administered
3-month post-graduation survey developed
	Response rate >25%
	Senior Institutional Evaluation Survey Response higher than previous year.
Post grad survey to be analyzed Fall 2026

	General Education Assessment Plan Development
	Attended NWCCU conference to get ideas.
ISLO committees enacted.
Gen Ed courses identified.
	Signature Assignments Implemented 2026-27
	Progressing. Needs a faculty expert workgroup. 



Needs Assessment
University Accreditation Committee didn’t meet until a month before Accreditation visitors were scheduled as reported in the May Board meeting. The process of delivering Resource needs based on assessment to this committee has been discontinued. The following is the list of needs published in this report last academic year and how they were fulfilled. 
	2023-24 Resource Needs Requested
	Resource Needs Fulfilled

	· Faculty positions filled 
· Support for Math tutoring Center 
· Advising and Retention support 
· OER investment 
· Scheduling and Admissions focus on predictive scheduling 
· Construction on clinics 
· New hospital beds 
· Marketing plan to reach underserved populations 
· Collaboration in Interprofessional Practice 
· Construction on lab to make them handicap accessible 
· Standard training warehouse for new hires
· Workload for Assessment work
· Executive Assistant Support for OAE
· Cultural Competency professional development for faculty 

	· Interim and adjunct positions approved
· OER and Library investment made
· Predictive Scheduling implemented
· Construction on clinics and housing approved
· Interprofessional Collaborations implemented
· Allied Health pathways approved
· Marketing consultant firm hired
· New Advising platform implemented and faculty training completed
· New hire training Canvas course shell developed
· SIB series on Diverse Perspectives


A new process that matches the budget setting cycle of the University will document resource discussions between Deans and Programs. In 2024-25 the Assessment Committee and AVPAE were tasked with developing program review process to aid in this endeavor. The process is in draft form and under review. Items accomplished to move this process forward consist of documenting accreditation cycles for externally accredited programs and the development of internal facing Annual Chairs reports to track Program and Department trends. These reports will be submitted to Deans for the first time in Summer 2025. 
In 2025-26 a Template for Dean review of program assessment reports and Chairs reports will be developed to guide the discussion and prioritization of resources. CPC and Academic council will collaborate in the prioritization and sharing of resource requests as much as possible.
In reports submitted to the Office of Academic Excellence in 2024-25 identifying resources needed based on assessment data collected in 2023-24 the following resource needs were indicated: 
2024-25 Resource Needs
· Critical full-time faculty positions 
· Staff Executive Assistant for OAE and Survey administration 
· Administrative positions: DEAN of HAS, Provost, Chair of MMET, Chair of MIT
· Writing Center and Resources for English as Second Language Learners
· Math Tutoring Center support
· Faculty professional development in critical thinking instructional techniques
· Faculty professional development in cultural competency education
· Simplified Student Worker hire process
· Faculty Workload for Assessment 
· Accreditation cycle master calendar
· Construction for handicap accessible labs
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