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Overview and Summary

Southern Oregon University’s Foundations of Excellence Task Force was a direct response to the University’s concern that we educate ourselves on the multiple factors that influence student success and persistence and develop a strategic plan for instigating change while acknowledging successes. The partnership with the Policy Center on the First Year of College instituted an 8-month study and dialogue on Nine Dimensions, a set of principles that helps measure current efforts and defines aspirational goals for improving the entire first-year curricular and co-curricular experience for all incoming first-year students.

Report Outline
This Final Report lists the members of the various Task Force committees, gives an overview of the process, replicates the “Report Card” from the various Dimensions measured against Best Practices, summarizes some survey data, categorizes the various action items into seven areas of concentration, and highlights discussion findings and recommended actions of each committee. These abbreviated Dimension reports include the Performance Indicators (questions that direct the Task Force discussion), Current Situation, and the Recommended Actions with highest priority.
Appendix A is the detailed action plan that expands the seven areas of concentration into specific action items, including timeframes and responsible parties. Appendix B contains the full reports from each of the nine Dimensions, and Appendix C shows the survey results, in frequency form, of the Faculty/Administrative Staff Survey and the Student Survey.
Task Force Committees and Members

Final Report Workgroup: Meeting weekly from April through May, this group was responsible for categorizing and prioritizing the Action Items from the various Dimensions and recommending a specific Plan of Action.

Deborah Brown, Professional Faculty, University Seminar - Improvement Chair

Susan Koralek, Exec. Asst., School of Sciences - Diversity Chair
Kathleen McNeill, Director, Success at Southern - Organization Chair

Deborah Myers, Director, Student Activities - Learning Chair

Meredith Reynolds, Coordinator, MiM, Guanajuata/Ties - Roles and Purposes Chair

Matt Sayre, Asst. Prof, Health & PE; Asst. Athletic Director - Transitions Chair

Mada Morgan, Director of University Seminar/University Studies - Liaison

Steering Committee: Instituted from the beginning of the study, this group comprised active and advisory members. It was responsible for directing the study, overseeing the survey for both students and faculty/staff, and submitting drafts of the Dimension Reports for review by both the Steering Committee and the Policy Center:

Mada Morgan, Director of University Seminar/University Studies, Liaison

Jonathan Eldridge, Vice President for Student Affairs, Co-Liaison

Earl Potter, Executive Vice President and Provost, Co-Liaison

Matt Stillman, Senior Asst. Director, Admissions, WESS Administrator

Lee Ayers, Assoc. Professor, Criminology, Philosophy Chair

Deborah Brown, Professional Faculty, University Seminar, Improvement Chair

Sandra Coyner, Prof., Director of Honors, Faculty Chair

Susan Koralek, Exec. Asst., School of Sciences, Diversity Chair
Theresa Lowrie, Director, Disability Services, All-Students Co-Chair

Kathleen McNeill, Director, Success at Southern, Organization Chair

Carl Moody, Data Analyst

Deborah Myers, Director, Student Activities, Learning Chair

Pam Ogren, Coordinator, Nontrad Center, All Students, Co-Chair

Meredith Reynolds, Coordinator, MiM, Guanajuata/Ties, Roles and Purposes Chair

Matt Sayre, Asst. Prof, Health & PE; Asst. Athletic Director, Transitions Chair

Paul Steinle, Assoc. Provost

Task Force Members: Tapped in October and November, these individuals met from January through April to review survey results, contact necessary resource people, respond to the Performance Indicators of each Dimension, draft a preliminary report on the current situation, and recommend specific action items to address shortcomings. Representing faculty, administration and staff,  and students, these individuals devoted time and experience in defining the areas of concern for SOU: Lee Ayers, Craig Morris, Sue Walsh, Kathy McNeill, Bill Smith, Paul Steinle, Bill Gholson, Greg Miller, Doyne Mraz, Deb Meyers, Jill Brown, Ann Chambers, Ellen Siem, Craig Stillwell, Dale Vidmar, Elizabeth Whitman, Sandra Coyner, Laura O’Bryon, Greer Markle, Amy Belcastro, Deborah Winter, Mike Turner, Sarah Ann Hones, Claire Cross, Matt Sayre, Donna Mills, Regina Hanna, Pam Ogren, Vicki Purslow, Theresa Lowrie, Alena Ruggerio, Emily Miller-Francisco, Susan Koralek, Alma Alvarez, Diana Versluis, Peter Weston, Meredith Reynolds, John Sollinger, Jody Waters, Ruth Ann Stoddard, Kay Sagmiller, Lesley Pohl, Deb Brown, Peg Blake, Laura Young, and Dan DeNeui. Three students, Carl Green, Manuela Pacheco, and Tye Burgess, were especially helpful. 

Process 
Southern Oregon University officially joined the Foundations of Excellence in the First College Year with the 2006 cohort of 19 four-year institutions in August, 2006.  The Policy Center on the First Year of College provides a blueprint for colleges and universities to engage in a comprehensive process viewing current practices related to the first year and identifying areas where policy and practice can effect dramatic change.

The mission statement of the Policy Center spells out its concern for the first-year college students:

The Policy Center on the First Year of College has as its basic mission the improvement of the beginning college experience through enhanced learning, success, and retention of new students. This mission is grounded in the belief that an institution’s first-year policies and practices are the foundation for attainment of the larger goals of undergraduate education. The signature work of the Policy Center is the engagement of postsecondary institutions in a model for voluntary, comprehensive self-study and the development and implementation of an intentional action plan designed to enhance the effectiveness of the first year.

The Policy Center partners with Educational Benchmarking, Inc to provide web-based technology to capture and analyze responses, results of the student and faculty survey, and the work of the various Dimension committees. 

The heart of the Foundations of Excellence process rested with the nine committees, working with aspirational Performance Indicators to measure selected elements: Philosophy, Organization, Learning, Faculty, Transitions, Diversity, All-students, Roles and Purposes, and Improvement. The Dimension committees discussed, analyzed, graded, and recommended action items to improve the performance on each of the Dimensions, using data from the Current Practices Inventory (a comprehensive data base on the information about programs, policies, and assessments of data on students and assessments), survey results, and other data and information from various sources.

The individual reports from the Dimension committees, after receiving input and recommendations from the Policy Center, came to the Steering Committee for review. Through discussion on prioritizing action items and reviewing the grades on the Report Card, the Steering committee was responsible for the Plan of Action for implementing recommended action items.

The Foundations of Excellence Report Card
By using a series of performance indicators and a variety of data sources, the Task Force carefully reviewed the campus efforts that align with each Dimension. These reviews resulted in a collective judgment about the institution's level of achievement on each of the performance indicators. The final step in the process was to produce single-grade indicators of the institution's achievement of each Dimension. Because these grades are based on judgments made by the campus Task Force, they are not intended to be used in comparison to any other institution or in a ranking system. The Foundations Report Card can be used most effectively as an indicator of relative grades within SOU. The grades reflect the best collective judgment of the task force and are supported by the evidence collected during the project. 

	Foundational Dimensions
	Grade

	Foundations Institutions approach the first year in ways that are intentional and based on a philosophy/rationale of the first year that informs relevant institutional policies and practices. The philosophy/rationale is explicit, clear and easily understood, consistent with the institutional mission, widely disseminated, and, as appropriate, reflects a consensus of campus constituencies. The philosophy/rationale is also the basis for first-year organizational policies, practices, structures, leadership, department/unit philosophies, and resource allocation. (Philosophy)
	C-

	Foundations Institutions create organizational structures and policies that provide a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated approach to the first year. These structures and policies provide oversight and alignment of all first-year efforts. A coherent first-year experience is realized and maintained through effective partnerships among academic affairs, student affairs, and other administrative units and is enhanced by ongoing faculty and staff development activities and appropriate budgetary arrangements. (Organization)
	C 

	Foundations Institutions deliver intentional curricular and co-curricular learning experiences that engage students in order to develop knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors consistent with the desired outcomes of higher education and the institution’s philosophy and mission. Whether in or out of the classroom, learning also promotes increased competence in critical thinking, ethical development, and the lifelong pursuit of knowledge. (Learning)
	C-

	Foundations Institutions make the first college year a high priority for the faculty. These institutions are characterized by a culture of faculty responsibility for the first year that is realized through high-quality instruction in first-year classes and substantial interaction between faculty and first-year students both inside and outside the classroom. This culture of responsibility is nurtured by chief academic officers, deans, and department chairs and supported by the institutions’ reward systems. (Faculty)
	D

	Foundations Institutions facilitate appropriate student transitions through policies and practices that are intentional and aligned with institutional mission. Beginning with recruitment and admissions and continuing through the first year, institutions communicate clear curricular and co-curricular expectations and provide appropriate support for educational success. They are forthright about their responsibilities to students as well as students' responsibilities to themselves and the institution. They create and maintain curricular alignments with secondary schools and linkages with secondary school personnel, families, and other sources of support, as appropriate. (Transitions)
	D 

	Foundations Institutions serve all first-year students according to their varied needs. The process of anticipating, diagnosing, and addressing needs is ongoing and is subject to assessment and adjustment throughout the first year. Institutions provide services with respect for the students’ abilities, backgrounds, interests, and experiences. Institutions also ensure a campus environment that is inclusive and safe for all students. (All Students)
	D

	Foundations Institutions ensure that all first-year students experience diverse ideas, worldviews, and cultures as a means of enhancing their learning and preparing them to become members of pluralistic communities. Whatever their demographic composition, institutions structure experiences in which students interact in an open and civil community with people from backgrounds and cultures different from their own, reflect on ideas and values different from those they currently hold, and explore their own cultures and the cultures of others. (Diversity)
	C-

	Foundations Institutions promote student understanding of the various roles and purposes of higher education, both for the individual and society. These roles and purposes include knowledge acquisition for personal growth, learning to prepare for future employment, learning to become engaged citizens, and learning to serve the public good. Institutions encourage first-year students to examine systematically their motivation and goals with regard to higher education in general and to their own college/university. Students are exposed to the value of general education as well as to the value of more focused, in-depth study of a field or fields of knowledge (i.e., the major). (Roles & Purposes)
	D 

	Foundations Institutions conduct assessment and maintain associations with other institutions and relevant professional organizations in order to achieve ongoing first-year improvement. This assessment is specific to the first year as a unit of analysis—a distinct time period and set of experiences, academic and otherwise, in the lives of students. It is also linked systemically to the institutions’ overall assessment. Assessment results are an integral part of institutional planning, resource allocation, decision-making, and ongoing improvement of programs and policies as they affect first-year students. As part of the enhancement process and as a way to achieve ongoing improvement, institutions are familiar with current practices at other institutions as well as with research and scholarship on the first college year. (Improvement)
	  C-


If the Report Card is translated into SOU’s grading scale, the institution would be put on Academic Probation with a GPA of 1.42.  But just as SOU has instituted ways of helping students to recognize patterns and prioritize resources, we can also use these grades and recommendations to raise our performance levels.

Areas of Strategic Action with Primary Recommendations

All Dimension committees not only graded SOU on its performance in each area but also recommended action items. Once the Steering Committee received all reports and Policy Center feedback, we recognized that the perceived areas of concern and recommended action items often overlapped with other Dimensions. The initial task of the Steering Committee was to look for these commonalities and to identify the primary areas of concern and need. The intent is to define organizational contexts that influence and overlay the student experience and bring focus and direction to SOU’s commitment to a comprehensive and coherent first-year experience for all.

The following section summarizes these “Areas of Strategic Action.”  Detailed and focused strategic actions with projected timelines and resource needs are articulated in Appendix A of this report.

A. Incorporate First-Year Experience into Philosophy, Mission, and Vision
· Develop an SOU mission that clearly incorporates a philosophy/rationale of the first year. In addition to the SOU mission, articulate a comprehensive first-year experience philosophy that reflects a consensus of campus constituencies. Ensure mission and philosophies are explicit, clear, and widely disseminated.  

B. Commit to First-Year Experience through Institutional Governance
· Constitute a First Year Administration Team (FYAT) to provide strategic planning for a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated approach to the first year. 

· Incorporate comprehensive planning for the funding and support of the FYE into the University budgetary process.

C. Communicate all aspects of First-Year Experience to All Stakeholders

· Continue the emphasis on consistent messages of expectations for student success that Student Affairs has initiated. Promote expectations and support for success through consistency of pre-arrival communications. 

· Educate for transition and initiate or cooperate with current conversations on differences between high school and college. 

· Re-think and revision website and applicable technology. 

D. Commit resources to develop faculty awareness of first-year needs and reward faculty for involvement in all aspects of FYE. 
· Dedicate financial resources to funds to support the first-year experience in various ways.

· Promote priority of FYE involvement through non-monetary rewards.

· Institute promotion and tenure criteria for participation in teaching and advising. 

· Develop learning communities that embrace both regular faculty and professional faculty within or across departments to ensure courses are comparable in content, rigor, and instructional method. 

E. Improve and integrate data collection in both Student Activities and Academic Affair and track and manage enrollment in all lower division courses
· Endorse the Director of Enrollment and Analysis position and ensure there is a strategic plan to decide what information to gather and to prioritize its collection. 

· Gather data necessary for improvement throughout the University, collecting data in all areas that influence the first-year experience (e.g., ACCESS, Financial Aid, athletics, housing). 

· Create a Clearing House to accomplish data collection for all departments, to reduce duplicative surveying efforts, to improve cost-effectiveness, and to help disseminate information.

· Fund an Enrollment Management Position that includes all lower-division courses in order to track completion and to communicate to students on missing requirements.

F. Commit to and assess curricular reform and academic expectations
· Develop and disseminate rationale and passion for general education through SOU’s mission and commitment to liberal education. 

· Research and educate faculty and student awareness of the “intended,” “enacted,” and “received” curriculum to match intentions with performance by both faculty and students.

· Inventory and assess lower-division curriculum to create consistency for 100 and 200 level courses, endorse maximum size classes, set expectations for instructional pedagogies, and identify course instructional methods and ensure they are present in course syllabi and schedules.

· Commit to “premier” advising throughout campus.

· Improve advising training for faculty and staff by publicizing advising as a collective enterprise. Prioritize advising in by-laws and make it a factor in tenure/promotion.

· Research and fund an adequate writing and/or learning center.

· Increase student and faculty understanding of ADA accommodation

G. Define and inculcate campus and community life and values
· Cultivate “Raider Identity” to increase student sense of belonging and participation. 

· Re-institute Multicultural Affairs Office with director and staff to create “home” for diversity efforts/issues. 

· Re-vision residence hall life with specific input from all stakeholders.

· Increase appropriate use of residence hall facilities by educating students on benefits to living on campus, by increasing options of theme-based living/learning communities, and by helping students and their parents make wise choices on living situations.

· Develop a consistent and comprehensive strategic plan to address student health and wellness issues, including physical health, mental health, and substance abuse.

· Create a year-long student acculturation and development program, using upper-division students or pre-graduate assistants to design and implement.  
Specific shortcomings, recommended actions, responsible parties, and timelines are all listed in Appendix A. 
Survey Overview and Selected Findings
Under the direction of Matt Stillman, the Web-Enabled Survey System (WESS) was administered in November 2006. One survey was directed to 1160 first-year students, and the response of 418 students gave us a response rate of 36 percent. A shortcoming in the survey design complicated our interpretation of the results as no indication of “what” course the students were evaluating could be determined. In SOU’s circumstance, this omission raises concern: as University Seminar courses worked at getting the students to respond, we assumed most students were enrolled in University Seminar classes and perhaps a skewed picture would emerge. However, the results gave the Dimension committees valuable information from our student population. 

The survey administered to Faculty and Staff had an excellent response rate of 47.6 percent, with 313 responses from the 652 identified as faculty, administrators, or professional staff.  Filtering capabilities also allowed the Dimension committees to look at discrete populations and how they responded to the questions. The Dimension committee reports include references to survey data and show how some of the survey results helped inform their discussion and recommended actions. Answers to survey questions used a Likert Scale from 1 to 5, with the 1 being the lowest rating and 5 being the highest.  An overview of a limited number of each Dimension’s “factors” gives a snapshot of attitudes that helped lead to the recommended action items:

Philosophy:

· For The Faculty/Staff survey, 82.1 percent believe a formalized philosophy for the first year of college is valuable, but less than half (41 percent) say that the institutional philosophy had been communicated at a high to “very high level,” and a full 32 percent believed it was “slight” or “not at all.”
· Faculty also feel that although a department/unit may operate from a commonly held philosophy (47 percent at high or very high), the institution scores much lower (27.2 percent).

· In spite of the lack of recognition that we work from a commonly held philosophy, 72 percent of the respondents believe that SOU is committed to the success of first-year students.

Organization:

· While students and faculty agree that they can identify where to go for administrative policies (faculty, 61.4 percent and students 69.3 percent), they disagree on academic rules: 79 percent of the faculty/staff feel they are responding high or very high, but only 43 percent of the students agree. 

· When only 13 percent of the faculty staff felt that do not help students on personal issues (money, family matters, etc.), a full 35 percent of the students felt they are not getting adequate help.

· More than half of the faculty/staff respondents feel that they have little or no voice in decisions about first-year issues (52.5 percent rated the questions at “not at all” or “slight”).

Learning:

· The faculty/staff and student survey respondents are similar on how they rate knowing the “institution’s intended educational goals” (44 and 46 percent at “high” or “very high”). 
· Students consistently rate their quality of courses and instruction at a high level. In response to questions of how faculty organized course and material, communicated concepts clearly, and used effective teaching methods, nearly 80 percent of the students mark “often” or “always.”

· While 82.7 percent of the students agreed to an “often” or “always” of the instructor encouraging them to ask questions in class, 98.9 percent of the instructors say they do.

Faculty:

· In this survey portion, the only question that students and faculty shared is “What degree does the instructor make himself/herself available outside of class?” The response by students is 5 percent “not at all” or “seldom”; 18.3 percent “sometimes”; 76.8 percent at a 4 or 5 for “often” or “Always.” No faculty respond a “not at all,” and 95.6 percent rate themselves at a 4 or 5. 

· Almost 85 percent of the faculty feel that the involvement with first-year students is considered important by their colleagues, but only half (48.2 percent) feel that excellence in teaching first-year students is acknowledged, recognized, and/or rewarded by faculty colleagues. Institution leaders rate even lower: 54.9 percent say not at all or slight, 19.5 report “moderate,” and only 25.6 rate a “high” or “very high.”

· Faculty/staff noted that neither position descriptions nor interviews for new hires stressed faculty responsibilities to first-year students (65.4 percent and 62.3 percent).

Transitions:

· Students and faculty disagree markedly on advising: Almost 90 percent of the faculty rate themselves as “moderate” to “high” on helping first-year students select courses; only 45.9 percent of the students rate their experience as “high” or “very high,” and 27.3 percent rate advice as “slight” or “not at all.”

· Overall, students feel the institution is communicating fairly well on requirements: academic (54.1 percent); academic majors (72.3 percent); tuition and living expenses (66.3 percent); and financial aid opportunities (52.4 percent). 

· Overall, students see little degree of effort at helping them make connections: only 44.4 percent with other new students, only 21.2 percent with sophomore, juniors, and seniors; and only 25.4 percent with faculty members outside of class.

· Faculty and students differ widely on how much advice is given on how to be academically successful and future enrollment plans: Faculty/staff claim an 84.4 percent “high” or “very high” on discussing what it takes to be academically successful, whereas only 48.8 percent of the students agree.  A full 88.2 percent of the faculty say they have talked about future enrollment plans, but only 33.8 percent of the students agree.

All Students:

· First-year students are complimentary about SOU’s campus environment. On all questions of safety, respect, and equality of treatment of gender/race/ethnicity, the “high’ and “very high” are cited between 70 percent and 89 percent.

· “Academic needs” and “social needs” rate lower: 66 percent give the “high” or “very high” to academic, and 58 percent give “high” or “very high” to social.

· Faculty see SOU responding to student subpopulations unevenly: less than half (47.4 percent) feel the institution addresses needs of  Honors students at the highest levels, and a similar percentage (52 percent) see SOU addressing needs of students with academic deficiencies and racial/ethnic minority students.

· Athletes, students with learning disabilities, and students with physical disabilities fare better with faculty/staff, with the ratings ranging between 65.7 and 68.9 for the highest categories of giving support to these populations.
Diversity:

· Faculty and students vary widely on their perception of how much attention is given to diverse ideas and world views: only 11.3 percent of the faculty answer this question at a “not at all” or “slight” level, whereas between 30 percent and 47 percent of the students say “not at all” or “slight” to their exposure to world culture and world religions.

· Although most students agree that the institution communicates the importance of respecting others with differing opinions (90 percent at the moderate, high, or very high), only slightly more than half (52 percent) see the institution providing opportunities for interaction with individuals from differing backgrounds outside the institution

Roles and Purposes:

· Only 38.9 percent give high marks to the faculty/staff for helping them examine personal reasons for getting a college education, leaving 251 of the 418 respondents claiming “not at all,” “slight,” or “moderate.”

· Replies to questions on understanding reasons for college for employment, community involvement, and betterment of society are fairly close between faculty/staff and students, with around 50 percent on both surveys giving a positive response.

Improvement:

Students did not have questions on their survey linked to the Improvement Dimension. Faculty responses show of lack of support/attention to issues surrounding the first-year experience:

· Only 42 of 226 respondents had attended a conference or workshop at SOU on professional activities focusing on the first year. This also leaves engagement at 69 people with “not at all, 46 with “slight,” and 48 with “moderate.”

· Regional and national conference or attendance rate even lower: 15 were engaged at “high” or “very high,” and 162 were at “not at all” or “slight.”

· Information on our first-year students does not get to our faculty or has little influence on their work: no more than 14 percent saw information or pre-enrollment data on demographics, academic skills, time management, or personal habits (alcohol consumption).

Abridged Dimension Committee Reports

Each of the following Dimension Reports captures the primary discussion items and summarizes the current situation at SOU on the specific Performance Indicators. Full Dimension Reports are included in Appendix B. 
Philosophy Dimension Report

Committee
Leader: Lee Ayers, Associate Professor, Criminology and Criminal Justice
Members: Sue Walsh, Associate Professor, Communication; Jon Eldridge, Vice President, Student Affairs; Craig Morris, Associate Vice President, Fiscal Affairs
Performance Indicators
1.1 - There is a written, campus-wide statement of philosophy that has been formally approved by the appropriate campus wide governance bodies and is specific and clear about the institution's established purpose for the first-year experience. 

1.2 - The philosophy statement influences current practices/policies for the first-year experience. 

1.3 - The University philosophy statement and the department first-year student statements are disseminated to first-year students, new and continuing faculty, and new and continuing Student Affairs staff. 

Current Situation

The evidence gathered to perform this investigation began with the mission and vision statements for the University’s schools, departments and programs (levels). Across the University, evidence suggested an apparent commitment to students and the learning environment (a common theme), but the focus on the freshmen first-year experience (across the board) was not explicitly stated in the materials reviewed. The only program specifically focused on the freshmen (first-year) students seemed to be University Seminar (USem). The universal commitment to first-year students was not formally developed or clearly articulated, and a widely accepted philosophy statement was lacking from programming and development for first-year students. 

Materials that are currently used to guide or influence the first-year experience seem to be buried in the general education experience. These philosophy statements are not carried across the curriculum and are not shared by all faculty teaching in the various general education courses or by a universal campus body message. 

The campus has experienced a state of flux. Changes in the general education, administration, and first-year writing experience have created gaps, and the University lacks a shared philosophy for first-year students. Although there are philosophies that are circulated, dissemination on a campus level is not visible. Recognizing the changes that are in the pipeline (SB 342, general education, CORE to USem conversion, re-tooled Raider Registration and Orientation), there lacks a clear charge that faculty are responsible or connected to the first-year experience and the philosophy of the University: a clear vision and mission for the connection is missing from the current practices. Additionally, a shared expectation for students from the perspective of student services to residential halls is not clear. Lack of shared practices in general education and USem makes the first-year experience philosophy misunderstood by students and hinders a campus-wide sharing.

Current state of "change" makes implementing a clear vision and mission harder. A process is needed to articulate a philosophy statement and disseminate this information across campus.

There is a lack of understanding by faculty, students, and staff as to what the philosophy of SOU is for the of first-year experience across campus. At this time our campus mission is in flux and will be retooled as the administration moves forward during this time of change. 

Recommended Grade: C-

Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Develop a campus-wide philosophy statement for lower-division classes. 

· Integrate this philosophy into the USem and general education experiences as well as other 100- and 200-level courses across campus.  
· Include the University Studies foundational goals that are part of USem into the four- year experience and take these across the program for all for years (Communication, Critical Thinking, Information Literacy).
Integration Dimension Report

Committee
Leader: Kathleen McNeill, Director, Success at Southern/TRIO Student Support Services
Members: Bill Gholson, Professor, English and Writing; Gregory Miller, Associate Professor, Chemistry; Doyne Mraz, Professional Faculty, University Seminar; William Smith, Associate Vice President, Residential Education and Services; Paul Steinle, Associate Provost for Curriculum and Personnel, Academic Affairs and Associate Professor, Communication

Performance Indicators
PI 2.1 Description. Which of the following statements best describes your campus's first-year organizational structure (FYOS)?

· Comprehensive Single Unit/Administrative Structure provides campus-wise oversight and alignment

· Single-Unit/Administration structure exists that meets some, but not all of conditions listed above

· Formal coordinating body oversees broad range of first-year efforts

· Multiple administrative structures cooperate to administer and align first-year policies.

· Discrete Structures exist that individually provide oversight.

PI 2.2 Integration. To what degree does the structure indicated in PI 2.1 result in an integrated approach that crosses division/unit lines (e.g., student affairs and academic affairs)?

PI 2.3 Evaluation. To what degree has the FYOS noted in PI 2.1 used evaluation results to improve its performance?

PI 2.4 Faculty/Staff Development. Which of the following statements best describes the role of the FYOS noted in PI 2.1 in providing faculty/staff development to increase understanding of first-year issues? 

· Reaches all or most faculty and staff who work with first-year students, is on-going year to year, and is of high quality as confirmed by appropriate evaluation.

· Conforms to most, but not all, of the conditions noted above.

· Conforms to only some of the conditions noted above.

· Is very limited (or not attempted at all).

PI 2.5 Financial Resources. Which of the following statements best describes the financial resources for the FYOS?

· Funding is adequate and reasonably consistent from year to year to support the FYOS’s mission of oversight for the first year

· Funding varies somewhat from year to year and/or is not fully adequate for the FYOS’s mission of oversight for the first year

· Funding is either highly inconsistent from year to year, clearly inadequate, or fails in some other way to support the FYOS’s mission of oversight for the first year.

· Insufficient evidence exists to judge the adequacy and consistency of funding.

Current Situation
After reviewing the available evidence, the committee agreed that the following statement best describes SOU's current first-year organizational structure: discrete structures exist that individually provide oversight for distinct aspects of the first year (i.e., University Seminar, new First Year Advisor position, orientation, university housing, etc.), but there is limited or no coordination among these structures. The committee perceived that there needs to be a collaborative effort to improve the communication and collaboration between Student Affairs and Academic Affairs and among those entities providing various aspects of the first year experience. The committee also recognized that the situation has improved since the hiring of a new Vice President of Student Affairs as he has worked to improve student retention efforts on campus through fostering organizational changes in student services and encouraging a collaborative, coherent and integrated approach with Academic Affairs and Student Affairs.
The appointment of Mada Morgan to serve as full-time USem Director and the creation of a Professional Faculty track have also strengthened SOU's commitment to the FYE. As Provost Potter has pointed out, ironically, the budget reduction process has strengthened USem by leading to the appointment of tenured and tenure-track faculty from major departments to USem, resulting in a more optimal balance between tenured/tenure-track faculty and Professional faculty. However, the committee also recognizes the perspective of some faculty on campus that the mixing of tenured professors in FYE and USem is really an experiment. According to reports by tenured professors who have taught in USem in the past, most are relieved they don't have to continue in the program. The president's comment that fewer and fewer professors are expected to teach in USem suggests tenured faculty participation in USem is a stop-gap measure. There is a fear, expressed informally among current USem faculty and others, that new USem faculty were chosen without much problem or regard for their positive contribution to USem.
The committee recognized that other aspects of the first-year experience need to be improved, including increased integration between the University Seminar, explorations sequences and departmental majors and increased commitment on the part of faculty to teaching, advising and mentoring freshmen. The committee recognized that many opportunities exist to coordinate and integrate academic and student life experiences, including community based learning, working with student organizations, creating living/learning communities in housing, and creating a centralized learning center that integrates all academic support programs, etc. The committee expressed that the ideal goal would be to achieve a Very High level of integration, but felt a more realistic, achievable goal would a High level of integration, at least initially.
The committee recognized that there was a wide difference amongst the various entities involved in the first-year experience in their use of data to improve performance. The committee recognized that University Seminar has used intensive evaluation and assessment of student learning to improve the structure and teaching within University Seminar as evidenced, in part, by the changes from the CORE curriculum to the new University Seminar curriculum. Other discreet entities (i.e., housing survey, recent audit of the Registrar's office, NSSE data, HERI faculty survey, etc.) are also utilizing assessment and evaluation tools to improve performance. The committee cites the work of the Center for Teaching and Learning as well as the relatively new Assessment Committee on campus as examples of an increasing focus on the need for assessment and evaluation to guide institutional decision making. In addition, a newly appointed Blue Ribbon Taskforce on the budget has been charged with aligning the university budget with the overall vision and mission of SOU, utilizing assessment and evaluation of programs to inform their process. 

Although a variety of evaluation and assessment tools are available, the committee recognized that the key indicators of success to be considered by the university are increased recruitment, retention, and graduation of students while maintaining high academic standards. However, there appears to be a general recognition among faculty that there is a need to improve significantly SOU's assessment capabilities relevant to the first-year experience. The university must evaluate what is relevant, disseminate results in a timely manner, and use the results of the evaluation for improvement. This conclusion is supported by the average response by faculty on the FYE survey which indicated that on average, less than 28% of faculty and staff would rate SOU as "good" or "excellent" on these dimensions of evaluation and assessment.

The committee also agreed that there is very little attention paid to Faculty/Staff development relative to increasing understanding of first-year issues. It is often difficult to get faculty and staff to attend those opportunities that are available due to the lack of support and incentives for faculty and staff to become involved with the FYE. If the university values involvement in the FYE and participation in staff development opportunities, the committee strongly felt that this needs to be reflected in its faculty and staff promotion and tenure processes.

The same held true relative to the question of the allocation of resources to support the first year organizational structure. The committee determined that funding is either highly inconsistent from year to year, clearly inadequate, or fails in some other way to support the first year organizational structure's mission of oversight for the first year. In coming to this conclusion the committee recognized that "It would have to be inadequately funded given the budget of the university." At the same time, there was recognition that the limited resources available have at times been poorly coordinated and managed and that there was a need, as VP of Student Affairs Jonathan Eldridge stated, "to leverage the funding we do have and make sure it is having the desired impact." 

Recommended Grade: C 
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Create a FYE Administrative Team. 
· Fund the FYE at SOU
· Enlist Presidential and Executive Council support for FYE through inclusion of the FYE into the University Mission and Vision Statement; collaboration with the FYE Administrative Team on strategic planning and budgeting, involvement of the FYE Administrative Team with the Blue Ribbon Taskforce regarding budgeting for FYE, and  expansion and support of efforts to increase external funding for FYE initiatives.
· Align Reward and Promotion Systems.

· Identify and fill needs for Faculty/Staff Development.
· Increase use of evaluation and assessment to guide decision making.
Learning Dimension 
Committee

Leader: Deb Myers, Director, Student Activities and Leadership

Members: Craig Stillwell, Professional Faculty, University Seminar; Elizabeth Whitman, Professional Faculty, University Seminar; Dale Vidmar, Library Instruction Coordinator, Hannon Library; Ellen Siem, Professor, Physics and Engineering; Jill Brown, First-Year Advisor, ACCESS;  Ann Chambers, Professor, Sociology & Anthropology; Carl Green, Student
Performance Indicators
PI 3.1 Learning Goals. To what degree has the campus established common learning goals specifically for the first year?
PI 3.2 Engaging Students. To what degree does the institution document instructional methods used in each course and evaluate their effectiveness in engaging students in learning?

PI 3.3 Course Outcomes. To what degree does the institution document and evaluate student learning outcomes across all sections of each course?

PI 3.4 Courses with High D/Failure/Withdrawal/Incomplete (DFWI) Rates. To what degree does the institution attempt to address the causes of high DFWI rates in the courses reported in Table E2 of the Current Practices Inventory?

PI 3.5 Placement. To what degree does the campus intentionally place first-year students in appropriate courses  to address deficiencies in academic preparation? to provide sufficient academic challenge for above-average students? 

PI 3.6 Out-of-class learning. To what degree does the institution document first-year students' learning outcomes for each of the following? Student affairs functions/initiatives other than residence life, Residence Life, Out-of-class activities linked to academic courses or programs (Examples of out-of-class activities include convocations, summer readings, art shows, theater, and other educational activities).

Current Situation
PI 3.1 Learning Goals To what degree has the campus established common learning goals specifically for the first year?

Foundational goals are established for University Studies and are geared toward the first year, although these "strands" are also to be integrated into years 2 to 4 as well. University Seminar has clear goals for the first-year. However, the university as a whole does not have specific learning goals for the first year that are common across department or division.
PI 3.2 Engaging Students To what degree does the institution document instructional methods used in each course and evaluate their effectiveness in engaging students in learning?

Generally course syllabi do document instructional methods for courses but students are unaware of these instructional methods before they attend class. Advisors, friends, and others may inform students of instructional methods in a certain course but no formal documentation outside of the syllabus exists. 
Department approaches vary widely from rigorous oversight to ensure syllabus consistency across section to allowing instructors to craft their own plan. Faculty do believe it is important for students to have similar experiences across sections of the courses. With the exception of USem, different sections of these courses do use the same text books and have similar learning objectives. 
Evaluations and assessments focus on mastery. Demonstrating knowledge of the material, which is documented through course grades, is viewed by many faculty as the indicator of engagement in learning. Grades for each instructor are analyzed on a regular basis. 
PI 3.3 Course Outcomes To what degree does the institution document and evaluate student learning outcomes across all sections of each course?

University Seminar does an excellent job in documenting learning outcomes across all sections throughout the academic year. Faculty engage in norming sessions, analyzing student essays according to Foundation Goal proficiencies. Instructors also regularly discuss assessment of learning outcomes in faculty meetings. All sections of USem incorporate student self-evaluation of their own learning goals and their view of the outcomes at many points within the course and at the conclusion of each term. No systematic documentation takes place for courses other than USem. 

PI 3.4 Courses with High D/Failure/Withdrawal/Incomplete (DFWI) Rates To what degree does the institution attempt to address the causes of high DFWI rates in the courses reported in Table E2 of the Current Practices Inventory?

It is unclear what the university as a whole considers "a high rate" in this area. The inclusion of dropped courses in this inventory confuses the data as students drop courses for a wide variety of reasons. Both USem and Psy 201 have a 10 percent DFWI rate. Perhaps this is acceptable. 
The Math department is aware that Math 253 is challenging for many students. The placement tests are an attempt to reduce the DFWI rate in all Math courses. Math department culture encourages a high level of faculty/student contact. Faculty are expected to connect struggling students to tutoring support and regularly do so. The Department faculty recognize there are many students with math-related learning disabilities and are expected to take a "firm but caring approach" to facilitate success in the course.
Faculty in the Criminology department are aware that CCJ 231 has a high number of first-year students and that these students are in need of additional support in order to succeed in the course. Measures include: strict attendance policy and attendance reward systems, attempts to help students draw connection between material and their own lives, formalized effort by faculty to get to know each student, review sessions before exams, extra credit earned when exam scores are lower than expected, and faculty use of the Student Affairs early warning system.

PI 3.5 Placement To what degree does the campus intentionally place first-year students in appropriate courses ? to address deficiencies in academic preparation? to provide sufficient academic challenge for above-average students? 

Math placement assessment is conducted for all new students. Faculty view placement as essential to student success. USem plans to implement a self-assessment for new students during registration this summer. 

The honors program is in a uncertain state. There does seem to be a wide interest among faculty and students that some type of honors program be continued.

PI 3.6 Out-of-class learning To what degree does the institution document first-year students' learning outcomes for each of the following? Student affairs functions/initiatives other than residence life, Residence Life, Out-of-class activities linked to academic courses or programs (examples of out-of-class activities include convocations, summer readings, art shows, theater, and other educational activities).
Student Affairs departments can verbally articulate learning outcomes for students and some can easily articulate outcomes for the first year. With the exception of the ACCESS Center, there is no documentation of these learning outcomes and it is unclear how these expected outcomes are communicated to students. Various assessment tools are used throughout Student Affairs but they are not tied to documenting desired learning outcomes. Residence Life does not document first-year learning outcomes. While Residence Life staff can discuss their goals for learning in the first year, they do not formally assess or communicate these.
Many opportunities for out-of-class learning occur on the SOU campus. The campus is rich with lectures, performing and visual arts, and films. Some faculty encourage students to participate in these activities and connect them with class. First-year learning outcomes of these activities are not in place.
Recommended Grade: C-
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Institute common learning goals & outcomes to inform University mission.
Collect accreditation knowledge, skills, and disposition outcomes for all academic programs. Gather mission, goals, and outcomes for student life, advising and University Studies.
· Revise syllabus template.

· Institutionalize ongoing professional development around the needs of first year students for all faculty who teach 100-200 level courses. Include syllabus, teaching methods, developmental issues, recognize overlap of student life and advising goals.

· Clearly identify course instructional methods.

· Revise end-of-term course evaluation.

· Institute consistent content across course sections Writing Support.

· Provide a writing support program.
· Provide remedial instruction on the Ashland campus. 
· Identify learning outcomes for out-of-class.

· Offer honors courses.

· Help students understand placement.
Faculty Dimension Report

Committee
Leader: Sandra Coyner, Professor/Director, Honors Program
Members: Amy Belcastro, Assistant Professor, Education; Greer Markle, Professor, Art; Laura O'Bryon, Dean of Students;  Mike Turner, Professional Faculty, University Seminar;  Deborah Winter, Professional Faculty, University Seminar 
Performance Indicators

PI 4.1 Campus-level Encouragement. To what degree do senior academic leaders1 encourage faculty to do the following? 

1. Use pedagogies of engagement in first-year courses?

2. Understand campus-wise learning goals for the first year?

3. Understand the characteristics of first-year students at this campus?

4. Understand broad trends and issues of the first year?

PI 4.2 Unit-level Encouragement. To what degree do unit-level academic administrators1 encourage faculty to do the following? 

· Use pedagogies of engagement in first-year courses?

· Understand unit-level learning goals for entry level courses?

· Understand the discipline-specific trends and issues related to entry level courses?

PI 4.3 Expectations. To what degree are expectations for involvement with first-year students clearly communicated to the following groups? 

· Newly hired full-time faculty?

· Newly hired part-time/adjunct instructors?

· Continuing faculty?

PI 4.4 Rewards. To what degree does the institution reward a high level1 of faculty performance in the following?

· Instruction in first-year classes?

· Out-of-class interaction with first-year students?

· Advising first-year students? 

Current Situation

4.1 Campus Level Engagement

As "senior academic leaders" is defined by FoE, we detect little to no encouragement for faculty on issues related to first-year students. Senior administrators have stressed the "broad trend" of SOU's low retention rate for freshman to sophomore year. The Vice President for Student Affairs has initiated and encouraged some efforts to increase this retention. University administration has given general support for the articulation of learning goals and generalized praise to teachers in University Seminar. However, these campus leaders have not been involved in any significant discussion of pedagogy of engagement, learning goals (beyond those developed through Faculty Senate), interactions with first-year students, or the characteristics of first-year students. Discussion of student characteristics (age, location, first generation status, other family members in college, etc) is desultory at best: survey results are available, but no discussion of their significance for SOU has been initiated.
FoE survey: faculty believe that institution leaders consider involvement with first-year students important (68.5 percent), but do not believe that institutional leaders acknowledge, recognize, or reward excellence in teaching first-year students (only 27 percent). University Seminar faculty would almost certainly answer all of these questions with the response "very high" or "high." Their high responses conceal the lowness of responses from other faculty. If USem faculty were about 10 percent of the survey respondents, and their numbers are subtracted from the total answering "high" or "very high," the remaining non-USem faculty answering high drops to almost zero. Thus, outside USem, we believe that faculty do not believe that institution leaders acknowledge, recognize, or reward excellence in first-year teaching, or that responsibilities to first-year students were addressed in new faculty orientation.

4.2 Unit Level Engagement

Note: At SOU, University Seminar faculty are treated very differently from other faculty, including non-USem faculty who teach freshmen.

University Seminar consistently encourages pedagogies of engagement and devotes extensive energy to requiring (not just encouraging) instruction focused on learning goals. Encouraging USem faculty to exercise vision beyond the SOU campus (either in disciplines related to writing, speaking, and critical thinking, or first-year experience in general) is sporadic and rather minimal. This FoE project is the first time USem/Colloquium has engaged any significant number of faculty in thinking about trends and issues beyond our own campus, and even FoE is essentially based on the home campus, with few resources or directives to learn about projects on other campuses.
Although unit-level expectations are high for University Seminar faculty, rewards are limited. Creating professional-track faculty positions (resulting from work of the FRRRTF in summer 2006) has increased salaries for USem faculty and provides for possible job security and promotion in the future; however, the current situation provides numerous disrewards. Faculty teaching USem may now be expected to teach 25 percent more than before the new agreement (resulting in possibly less salary per course than previously); promotion opportunities are extremely limited (only from Instructor to Senior Instructor); and in the current retrenchment, USem faculty are being forced out of their jobs to make positions available for department-based faculty so that their jobs will not be threatened.
Outside USem, we have no evidence that any of these encouragements exist in any academic unit at SOU. The few faculty who are interested in first-year students seem to be operating simply as committed individuals. As we understand University Assessment, efforts to assess the Explorations level of student work are barely begun. Academic units' attention to learning goals is generally limited to graduating students (learning goals for the major). 

4.3 Expectations

Current USem faculty are fully aware of expectations for successful involvement with first-year students, whether newly hired or continuing even into their eleventh year. These expectations are conveyed regularly at virtually all faculty meetings, and are clearly part of personnel documents and procedures.
Deborah Winters sent an e-mail, on behalf of this task force, to 32 departments, asking the questions in section 4.3 of this template: information on their mission statement, policies, procedures, pedagogy, and position descriptions that apply to faculty who teach or advise first year students (new faculty and those applying for promotion and tenure). Only three departments responded. Of these three, only one (Library) reported significant engagement with first year students. The other two (Anth./Soc. & Education) admitted to very little (if any) engagement with 1st year students. We believe that this low response rate may be due to little or no interest/respect for first year students.
FoE survey: Low percentages (around 20 percent) of faculty believed responsibilities to first-year students were addressed in position descriptions, in candidate interviews, or in new faculty orientation. Subtracting the USem faculty, whose orientation definitely stresses first-year students, virtually none of the other faculty believe responsibilities to first-year students were addressed in position descriptions, candidate interviews, or new faculty orientation. In campus-wide new faculty orientation, we are unaware of any attention given to first-year students' issues.
4.4 Rewards

Regarding the teaching of first-year students, the only reward we have seen is generalized praise given to USem instructors on two separate occasions in faculty breakfasts, plus words of appreciation spoken at a few USem faculty meetings. This "reward" of generalized praise has not specified any aspect of high performance, or differentiated high from low performance. We are not aware of any rewards offered by administrators or colleagues outside USem. 
NOTE: We would ideally assign two grades for this dimension:
Faculty outside USem: grade is D-

Faculty teaching USem: Grade is A-

With rare exceptions, faculty outside USem are not encouraged, expected, or rewarded for work with first-year students, either by senior academic leaders or at the unit level. USem faculty are encouraged, expected, and supported to work with first year students at the unit level; support from senior academic leaders is mixed.

We believe considerable confusion exists at SOU at all levels in two ways:

1. University Seminar often confused with students' entire first-year experience, whereas University Seminar is only part of the students' experience--only 1/3 or less of their academic work, which in turn is only part of their entire college experience.

2. University Seminar's work is often confused with SOU's work. When asked if "the University" supports, encourages, communicates, etc., the first year, some respondents appear to conflate the work of University Seminar with the work of the University as a whole. We believe that University faculty outside USem are only minimally engaged in this important aspect of teaching, and are somewhat complacent about first-year students, relying too heavily on USem (and their own department's adjuncts)

Recommended Grade: D (see note above)
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Increase Faculty Development programs

· Establish expectations for first-year courses and the faculty teaching them. Examples are maximum class sizes, expectations for instructional strategies, meaningful assessment, and loading policies.

· Increase high-level administrative awareness and support for faculty teaching first-year courses.

· Promote support for first-year teaching and advising by all Departments and Programs.

· Amend Faculty Senate by-laws to include competencies in teaching first-year students.

· Amend  APSOU contracts and policies to acknowledge loading issues and promotion/tenure possibilities.

Transitions Dimension
Committee

Leader: Matt Sayre, Assistant Professor, Health and Physical Education
Members: Regina Hanna, Associate Director, Success at Southern; Claire Cross, Summer Session Director, ECP;  Armando Lopez, Assistant Director, Admissions; Donna Mills, Professor, Health and Physical Education; Mike Hoskins, Coordinator, Athletics;  Sara Anne Hones, Director, ACCESS; Tye Burgess, Student.
Performance Indicators

PI 5.1 Communications to Students. To what degree does the institution effectively communicate the lived experience1 of first-year students through the following? 
PI 5.2 Communications to Students. To what degree does the institution communicate effectively with first-year students about the following? 
PI 5.3 Communication to Others. To what degree does the campus communicate to the following groups their role in facilitating student success in the first year of college? 
PI 5.4 Establishing Connections. To what degree does your campus structure and implement a first year in which students establish connections with the following? 
PI 5.5 Academic Advising. What is the overall quality of academic advising for the following tasks and in the following time periods for first-year and second-year students?

Current Situation

A. COMMUNICATION. Communication is the primary yardstick for gauging SOU's performance in the Transition Dimension. Most of the performance indicators wanted us to evaluate how well certain expectations and opportunities were parlayed to incoming and present first-year students. Good communication enables them to prepare for the transition from high school to college life. Poor communication leaves them dissatisfied with their first-year experience. The data from NSEE and the FOE survey shows that half (48 percent) of SOU first-year students are dissatisfied with their experience. That's a failing grade. 
B. CONNECTIONS Student satisfaction during the transition period also hinges on the connections they make during their first-year. Out-of-class interaction with faculty is an important driver of satisfaction for these students. From the surveys and data we have, we know that our first-year students want more interaction with faculty. The interaction they have with faculty now is meaningful but too infrequent. Interaction with other first-year students and older students is also in need of more structure and implementation. 
C. ADVISING. Advising is the cornerstone of a comfortable first-year transition. As a student makes the transition to the lived experience of college, he needs to feel secure in the knowledge that the classes he's enrolled in align with his life and career goals, and he understands the rationale for the selection of those classes. First-year advising has two facets to evaluate; advising done in preparation for the first year, and in preparation for the second. Our committee saw the first facet as needing the most attention in terms of commitment from the institution for its improvement. The second facet is in good hands with the USem instructors, but there are some holes and discrepancies which need to be addressed. Also, the USem instructors are overworked in this regard. We feel the institution needs to realize the importance of good advising in the first year and allocate more personnel and resources to that end. 

Recommended Grade: D 
Highest Priority Recommended Actions:
· Publicize and communicate mission to students and make it relevant and tangible for students.
· Institute First Year College Orientation Classes (separate from USEM).
· Develop a four-year plan for advising.

· Make academic advising for prospective students more uniform across campus departments.
· Consolidate and focus Orientation classes.

· Increase Professional Development for Staff and Faculty.
· Incorporate recruitment, retention, and student success into considerations for promotion and tenure.
· Insist on best and most engaging faculty teaching freshman courses. 
· Articulate high academic expectations.
· Add student mentor/leadership practicum or leadership class for students to be peer advisors, tour guides, mentors, etc.

· Redesign website navigation and information to make it clear and useful. 

· Ensure print materials draw attention to SOU’s strengths and make them more available to staff and faculty in departments for travel and tours.
· Target specific publications to specific students.
· Increase Student/Staff/Faculty Outreach via high school visits, college fairs, parent and high school counselor conference. 
All-Students Dimension

Committee
Leaders: Theresa Lowrie, Director, Disability Services/Pamela Ogren, Coordinator, Nontrad./Commuter Resource Center

Members: Emily Miller-Francisco, Electronics Resources Coordinator, Hannon Library;  Vicki Purslow, Director, Medford Campus; Alena Ruggerio, Assistant Professor, Communication 
Performance Indicators
PI 6.1 Identified Needs. To what degree has your campus identified groupings of first-year students who predictably have the following unique needs?

5. Academic?

6. Social/personal?

7. Safety?

PI 6.2 Addressed Needs. To what degree does the campus address the following unique needs of groupings of first-year students1 known to benefit from predictably targeted assistance? 

· Academic?

· Social/Personal?

· Safety?

PI 6.3 Student Experiences. To what degree does your campus assure that all first-year students experience the following? 

· Individualized attention from faculty/staff?

· Academic support outside the classroom?

· Opportunities for campus involvement?

· Inclusive campus environment?

Current Situation
We are in desperate need of better data collection on areas surrounding this Dimension. However, we have several areas that clearly need to be addressed as can be seen by our recommendations.

1. We need to know which subpopulations have low reporting of belonging (probably do not live on campus) and address their needs. 

2. Collect data from Housing on student experiences and satisfaction in the residence halls so that housing problems can be addressed. 

3. Collect data on first-generation college students and veterans and student parents and socioeconomic status in Admissions.

4. Conduct a full ADA analysis of safety/emergency procedures. Then implement and educate students, faculty, and staff. 

5. Get data about Campus Public Safety effectiveness and student perceptions of it. 

6. Track the connection between athletics and multiculturalism and academic achievement. 

Recommended Grade: D
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items:
Academic Needs 

· Provide support for students with academic needs who do not qualify for or cannot be served by Success at Southern, especially math, writing, and technology (use existing educational format to include students in Word, Excel, e-mail training, etc. and open it to students). 

· Increase ADA education and outreach.
Social Needs 

· Cultivate "Raider identity" to increase student sense of belonging and participation in co-curricular activities. 

· Identify and accommodate the needs of an orientation for adult and commuter students. 

· Provide more housing options, including theme-based residence Living-Learning Communities. Help students and parents choose the best living situation for the first year. 

· Increase support for students with long-term mental health needs. 

Socioeconomic Needs 

· Incorporate financial plan and proactive financial counsel for all students in the one stop process, and market these services. 

· Increase the application rate for financial aid.

Safety Needs 

· Campus Safety needs a more proactive outreach to students.
· more consistently supported and publicized escort service

· blue phones

· community safety as opposed to an enforcement model

· Increase ADA education and outreach across campus.
· implement the suggestions in the Transition Plan.
· Institute emergency and evacuation plans.
Student Experiences 

· Increase support, training, and rewards/incentives for individualized attention to students from faculty and staff, especially advising.  Prioritize advising in the Bylaws and in tenure and promotion decisions. 

Diversity Dimension

Committee
Leader: Susan Koralek, Executive Assistant, School of Sciences
Members: Alma Alvarez, Associate Professor, English and Writing; Diana Versluis, Professional Faculty, University Seminar

Performance Indicators
PI 7.1 Diverse ideas. To what degree does the institution assure that first-year students experience diverse ideas and world views through the following?

Initiatives based in the curriculum?

Initiatives based in the co-curriculum (campus sponsored out-of-the-class activities)? 

Initiatives integrated across the curriculum and co-curriculum?

PI 7.2 Interactions. To what degree does the institution structure opportunities for first-year students to interact with individuals from backgrounds and cultures different from their own within the following categories? 

Faculty/staff at the institution?

Other students at the institution?

Individuals outside the institution?

PI 7.3 Behaviors. To what degree does the institution convey to first-year students the standards of behavior it expects for participants in an open and civil campus community?
Current Situation
The majority of SOU students come from Oregon, with most coming from Jackson County, and a large group coming from the Portland area (585). Most of the out-of-state students are from California.

Seventy percent of students are ages 18-22; of these, slightly less than 50 percent come directly from high school. Of students 22 and older, 15 percent are over 30, with only 3 percent over 50. The remainder fall somewhere in between 22 and 50.

The economic background of our students is mainly lower middle and middle class, and a fairly large percentage are eligible for Pell grants.

The minority population has significantly increased in the past 30 years. The total number of minority students in 1976 was 85 out of 3818.  Minority populations were 2.18 percent of the student body. In 2006, 591 out of 5002 students are of minority populations, 11.3 percent of the student body. The breakdown in terms of ethnic/race group is the following:
	
	1976
	2006

	American Indian
	26
	105

	African American
	19
	68

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	21
	189

	Hispanic
	19
	229



The faculty/staff numbers in 2006 are lower than those of the student body. Slightly more than 8 percent of faculty/staff are from minority populations. The breakdown is as follows:
	
	2006

	American Indian
	10

	African American
	8

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	20

	Hispanic
	15


Additional Data:

· In 2004, 53 percent of SOU students were first generation college students.

· SOU has the highest percentage of students with registered disabilities in our ADA office in comparison to any of the other OUS campuses.

· The average high school GPA of entering freshmen is 3.21. The average SAT score is 1018.

· In terms of minority population presence, SOU and the community it services have relatively low minority population numbers or low numbers of people of color. Interestingly enough, in spite of this, SOU does have a variety of students from various countries. In addition, we have students that are representative of a diversity of religious backgrounds. At this point, it is difficult to assess the diversity of the student body in terms of political inclinations. In terms of class make-up, SOU has students that are primarily of the middle class. There is a small number of students that are wealthy. Increasingly, students also seem to be coming from a working class. A large number of students work while they are in school. Outside of the university, the community of Ashland is made up of two socio/economic classes with a vanishing middleclass. 

In terms of the feedback from the survey as it pertains to questions of diversity, the committee discovered a lack of alignment in what faculty think students' exposure to diversity experiences are and what students think they are. The largest survey answer discrepancy was on the question of student exposure to world cultures: Faculty and staff felt SOU was doing a better job than the students did. Among faculty/staff, only 16 percent gave the lowest rating, whereas 52 percent students gave the lowest rating, and 36 percent of faculty gave the highest rating and 30 percent of students gave the highest rating. 

On the other survey questions, faculty and student scores exhibited fewer discrepancies. In both the faculty and student responses

· the lowest scores assigned to SOU were on providing opportunities for interaction with diverse people outside SOU

· The highest scores given SOU were on SOU's ability to communicate the importance of respecting others with differing opinions: 8 percent of faculty/staff gave the lowest rating and only 9 percent of students gave the lowest rating; 68 percent of faculty/staff and 64 percent of students gave the highest rating.
The numbers indicate that faculty/staff and students are in close alignment.

Related to the highest scored section on the survey by both faculty and students, in the 2006-2007 academic year, freshmen students were provided with a freshman orientation that emphasized the standards of behavior expected for participants in an open and civil campus community. The lecture with Charles Lane, specifically, helped set a tone of openness for incoming freshmen. In addition, the orientation contained other sessions that taught students about behavioral issues outside the classroom such as sexuality, finances, and familial connections. 

In addition, in 100-level courses primarily made up of freshmen, professors make it clear to students what is acceptable in terms of communication and dialogue with peers. Professors stress the idea that the university is a place where the exchange of ideas takes place and that students need to approach learning in a respectful and open manner. 
USem also directly addresses this issue of behavior. Because of the seminar/discussion format, students undergo a review of behaviors that are appropriate in the university setting. 
Faculty and staff are also trained on appropriate behaviors in the university. There is expanded, specialized training for some faculty on the appropriate cultural interactions with members of the Latino community.
Recommended Grade: C-
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Recruit diverse students/faculty/staff.
· Reinstitute the Multicultural Affairs Office w/ Staff. 
· Communicate disparity of survey results between faculty and students. 
· Continue first-year orientation and make it accessible to students in video format. 
· Support outreach to local minority populations. 
· Create a welcoming and supportive environment for faculty of diverse backgrounds. 

· Eliminate Tokenism.
Roles and Purposes Dimension

Committee
Leader: Meredith Reynolds, Business, Coordinator for MiM, Guanajuata/Ties

Members: John Sollinger, Associate Professor, Biology; Ruth Ann Stoddard, Director, Housing and Residential Life; Jody Waters, Assistant Professor, Communication; Peter Weston, Director, Career Development Services
Performance Indicators:

8.1 Purposes: To what degree does the campus effectively communicate to first-year students its vision for the following purposes of higher education?

Knowledge acquisition for personal growth


Learning to prepare for future employment?

Learning for engaged citizenship?

 Learning for serving the public good?

8.2 Motivation: To what degree does the institution intentionally provide opportunities for first-year students to examine their personal motivation for pursuing higher education?

8.3 Rationale: To what degree does the campus effectively communicate its rationale for the following? 

Required courses (e.g., core curriculum, distribution, and general education) 
Required competencies (e.g., library skills, computing, writing) 
Requirements for entry into majors 
Current Situation

Performance Indicators 8.1 Purposes and 8.2 Motivation: 
Academic programs:

· There is no stated institutional vision related to this Performance Indicator.

· Discussions with USem teachers indicate that they are encouraged to include discussion of the purpose of higher education and students' personal motivation to pursue a university degree in their curricula. 

· Discussions with non-USem teachers indicate that they are given no such direction or encouragement. 

Support services:

· Part of the training of Residential Life staff members (residential hall assistants) includes discussion of student development in the college years and the importance of higher education and examination of personal motivation to study. Staff members relay this information to student residents in individual and living group meetings. 

· The director of Residential Life discusses personal motivation with students who are referred to her for behavior problems. 

· The advisor for first year students in the Access Center discusses the purpose of higher education and personal motivation with students in individual sessions and through the Student Success Seminar. This class that provides students an opportunity to learn and practice skills and strategies for academic success, and includes the discussion of motivation for being in college, learning styles, time management/procrastination, balancing life, goal setting, test taking, note taking, memorization, active listening, etc.

Performance Indicator 8.3 Rationale:
· In a review of the catalog and website, we found the following:
1. The rationale for required courses is inconsistent. 
University Seminar is clearly stated. "This three-term sequence introduces students to key foundational skills that help them develop as researchers, critical thinkers, and communicators." (2006-07 catalog, page 21)

· The description of University Studies is clear but the rationale is not stated.

· The rationale for competencies is not clearly stated anywhere. 

· The description of the requirements for entry into majors is clear, but the rationale is not always stated.
Recommended Grade: D 
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Standardize the approach to discussion of the purpose of higher education. 
· Articulate visions for civic engagement and community education and alert students to opportunities to identify and pursue employment and career directions. 

· Institute consistent presentation of University Studies (gen ed) requirements, core competencies, and entrance to majors. 

· Increase awareness of services and resources for first year students. 
· Reflect first year experience in campus mission and vision statements. 

· Measure understanding of rationale for University Studies (gen ed), core competencies, and major requirements. 
· Increase discussion of personal reasons for higher education.
Improvement Dimension Report
Committee 

Leader: Deborah Brown, Professional Faculty, University Seminar 

Members - Peg Blake, Director, Financial Aid; Dan DeNeui, Associate Professor, Psychology; Lesley Pohl, University Seminar; Kay Sagmiller, Director, Center for Teaching and Learning; Laura Young, University Seminar,  Assessment and Writing Center Coordinator
Performance Indicators
PI 9.1 Assessment. (Using Table B of the Current Practices Inventory, identify the five first-year initiatives that serve the largest percentage of students.) To what degree does each initiative include systematic1 assessment? 
PI 9.2 Use of Assessment. To what degree have assessment results been used to improve existing practices across the following initiatives? 

University Seminar

Orientation: 

Financial Aid

Housing-Residential Life: 

Advising

PI 9.3 Understanding. To what degree have recent assessment activities improved campus understanding of the following elements of student success? 

Student allocation of their time?

Student/faculty connections?

Student use of campus services?

Student class attendance patterns?

9.4 Strategies. To what degree have the following strategies been used by your campus to improve the first year? 

Attendance at higher education meetings (e.g., conferences, institutes, workshops)

Participation in multi-campus initiatives focused on the first year?

Broad campus exposure to external experts

Broad exposure to campus-based knowledge/expertise about the first year?

Current Situation
A number of SOU programs and departments (Housing, Student Affairs, University Seminar, etc.) are collecting first-year experience data from students, but the data are not being properly/effectively communicated to the campus community. There are also inconsistencies in data collection. The data do indicate that the connection between faculty and students is a key to student retention and satisfaction, and this finding seems to be articulated around campus. In one example, Preview Days have improved to include faculty leaders paired with student leaders, who then meet with small groups of prospective students and tour facilities, eat dinner, and attend entertainment events together. 
Financial Aid has an opportunity to implement new ways of evaluating how financial aid relates to a first-year student's rate of retention. There is limited money available to accomplish the huge goal of getting and keeping students here at SOU. Small parcels of money are given out, but we don't follow up to see what impact this has on the overall retention of the students who receive these funds. Consideration is being given to offer larger amounts to fewer students in the future. 
The Access Center currently bears most of the burden of advising first-year students, with University Seminar being the only other program responsible for first-year advising. This creates a problem since it distances first-year students from department faculty, and places a burden on the Access Center and USem that should be shared by all departments. 
Student Affairs has recently implemented a procedure for online reporting of at-risk students. Since faculty do not always find out what happens to students who are reported to various services on campus, we need to develop a reporting system that ensures communication between faculty and staff members concerning student progress. Currently it is possible that a student's situation might be reported by a faculty member, and the student contacted by a counselor or advisor, but then overlooked by both in the future. 
There are limited opportunities available on campus and beyond for workshops to help faculty understand the needs of first-year students, but few faculty members are taking advantage of them. Some method of reward or incentive might increase faculty and staff's willingness to address the special needs of the first-year student. With increased communication of data, SOU will become more aware of the need for further improvement of the first-year experience and possible ways that faculty and staff can become involved.

Recommended Grade: C-
Highest Priority Recommended Action Items: 

· Develop and implement a campus-wide, first-year student assessment tool 
· Develop a Strategic Plan for information gathering.

·  Create Central "Clearing House" for Surveys.

· Improve Advising Perspective.

· Develop Financial Aid assessment tools.
Appendix A: Detailed Recommended Action Plan

(Shortcomings, Recommended Actions, Timeline, and Responsible Parties)

	SOU Foundations of Excellence

	

	Mission and Philosophy
	Shortcomings

	Faculty, administration, and students recognize need to have a philosophy/rationale of the first year to inform policies and practices and to make the message clear, consistent, and coherent.
	1.
	SOU does not adequately address the roles and purposes of liberal education to faculty as well as to students.

	
	2.
	SOU does not have philosophy for entire campus that guides policy, practice, structure, leadership, and resources.

	
	3.
	SOU does not have philosophy that addresses first-year issues.

	
	4.
	SOU does not communicate mission/vision effectively to students and faculty of first-year students.

	Shortcoming
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1
	Craft and draft new mission statement that captures value and principles of liberal education.
	Spring 2007

Work with Planning Committee



	2
	Craft strategic planning that uses mission to make wise choices on policy and resources.
	Spring 2007

Work with Planning Committee



	3
	Incorporate first-year priorities into mission/vision
	Spring 2007

Work with Planning Committee



	4
	Initiate and increase consistent message of mission/vision throughout campus
	Spring 2007 and ongoing

University Seminar

ACCESS

Public Relations and Marketing

Academic Units

Student Affairs


	Administration and Structure
	Shortcomings

	Absence of recognized administrative team to provide strategic planning to ensure a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated approach to the first year.
	1.
	No individual or group responsible for coherence and leadership.

	
	2.
	Too little communication among student affairs/academic affairs/ living units (residence halls and off-campus students). 

	
	3.
	Little or no voice in budgetary planning.

	
	4.
	Lack of understanding of University Seminar versus other FY courses and experiences. 

	
	5.
	Potential of FYE to fall off institution’s radar.


	Shortcoming 
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1 - 4
	Constitute FYAT with suggested members of USem Director, University Studies Director, Residence Hall Director, Dean of Students, First-Year Advisor, Faculty, Athletics. Enrollment Services.
	Summer 2007

Executive  Council/President

	3
	Incorporate FYAT into budgetary process by bringing specific action plans and needs to appropriate budget authorities (e.g., Blue Ribbon Task Force, UPC). 
	Summer 2007

Executive Council/President

	4
	Maintain attention on value of first-year experience to recruitment and retention.
	Summer 2007

VP of Student Affairs, Academic Affairs

Director, University Seminar


	

	Presentation and Communication 
	Shortcomings

	The inconsistency and inadequacy of the messages we generate and send occur at multiple levels. 
	1.
	Uncertain about how successful our communications are to the students/faculty/staff. Are we saying things the way we want to say it rather than how others hear it? 

	
	2.
	Consistency of pre-arrival communications (Admissions, Web, college success events, etc.).

	
	3.
	Inadequate instruction to students on how to navigate the expectations and mechanics of higher ed.  

	
	4.
	 Unclear or unstated message about the expectations of the first year experience for student.

	
	5.
	Publications Office does not have authority to dictate/maintain uniformity.

	Shortcoming 
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1
	FYAT ensure effective research conducted by appropriate bodies: surveys or research done by faculty and/or students to evaluate effectiveness of communication.
	Spring 2008

Coincide with Task Force analyzing NSEE, HERI, and FoE or other surveys.

	2
	Publicize and communicate SOU’s expectations and opportunities to students.
	Spring 2007 to ongoing 

Cooperation among Portal team, Marketing and Publications, and departments and programs.

	2
	Rethink and revision website and applicable technology.
	Spring 2007

Portal Team, IT

	3
	Institute complete description and rationale of Gen Ed curriculum, major & minor curriculum, course prerequisites. 
	Spring 2007

University Studies,  ACCESS, department advisors, Faculty Advisory Committee



	3
	Be more explicit about available resources and how to access them.
	Spring 2007

Student Affairs



	4
	Create few but powerful messages. 

Educate students on differences between high school and college; display models of competency and proficiency; help self-assess on strengths/shortcomings.
	Fall 2007

 FYAT to define and disseminate.

(Higher One card)



	4
	Target specific audiences with specific materials (e.g., minority, nontraditional, first-generation college, Honors). 
	FYAT to define and disseminate.

Fall 2007

	5
	 Fund Publications adequately to produce program print material for all units.
	 Next Budget Cycle

Blue Ribbon Task Force


	Faculty Responsibility and Reward
	Shortcomings

	To improve FYE through Faculty emphasis, expectation, and reward. 
	1.
	Lack of institutional support for FYE faculty (hiring, tenure, promotion, incentives, etc.).

	
	2.
	No intentional direction for FYE outside of USEM (pedagogy). Lack of professional development for FYE faculty, including curriculum design.

	
	3.
	Faculty and departments are not adequately trained, motivated, and rewarded for first-year advising.

	Shortcoming
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1
	Spell out expectations for interactions with FY students during hiring process and designate they must be considered by Search Committee as hiring criteria.  


	Summer 2007 

Academic Affairs.

	1
	Reward faculty and staff for excellence in FYE through promotion and tenure. The criteria need to be amended into faculty and senate bylaws to reward teaching and advising first-year students effectively.  


	Fall 2007

Faculty Senate (By-Laws)



	1
	Develop incentives (mandatory or reward) and opportunities for professional development for faculty and staff relative to the FYE. 


	Summer/Fall 2007

APSOU (professional development funds)

Pursue grant opportunities

Provost Funds

State Funding

	1
	Create and increase symbolic rewards, through various institutional events, that recognize staff and faculty for excellence with FYE.
	Fall 2007

President’s Office

Provost

Departments/Programs

	2
	Establish and require attendance for at least one meeting every term for all faculty teaching first-year students.

Establish clear means for articulating, identifying, and evaluating effective work with first-year students, including advising and out-of-class interactions. Apply these criteria for all decisions for hiring, retention, promotion, and tenure.


	Summer Institute

Fall 2007

Deans/chairs

	2
	Ask departments to develop learning communities among faculty to ensure their courses are comparable in content, rigor, and instructional method.


	Spring 2008

Deans, Department Chairs

	3
	Adjust loading to recognize faculty advising of first-year students
	Spring 2008

Deans, Department Chairs


	

	Data Collection and Analysis 
	Shortcomings

	Includes student course evaluations, Admissions, Housing, support services, national surveys, etc. and surveys of faculty and staff.  Includes Departmental assessment tools.
	1.
	Too many surveys with no use, sharing, or analysis of results.

	
	2.
	Inconsistent surveying; some areas may collect too much while others collect nothing.

	
	3.
	Ineffective use of financial resources, duplicative efforts.

	
	4.
	Poor surveys tools.

	
	5.
	Unable to communicate relevance and rationale for surveys and evaluations to students, faculty and staff.

	
	6.
	Lack of resources to analyze data.

	
	7.
	Inadequacy and lack of consistency in student course evaluations

	Shortcoming
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1-7
	Develop a strategic plan to decide what information to gather and prioritize its collection.
	Fall 2007  

Strategic Planning Committee in conjunction with Executive Council and UPC



	1-6
	Centralize the development and implementation of student surveys to be administered by one central “clearing house,” to accomplish data collection for all departments, thus reducing the number of surveys given to students and faculty/staff and increasing the quality and quantity of responses. Clearing House will reduce duplicative surveying efforts and improve cost effectiveness.    
	Fall 2007    

FYAT In conjunction with Director of Enrollment and Analysis                                                            



	1-6
	Fill the Director of Enrollment and Analysis position to create a better understanding of the data we collect and share results in order to guide decision making.  
	In process

VP Student Affairs



	2
	Gather data necessary for improvement in the University.  Collect data in all areas that have influence on the first-year student (e.g. Access Center, Financial Aid, Athletics, Housing).
	In process

VP Student Affairs



	3
	Collect Data Regarding Student Demographics Collect Data Regarding Course Data
	In process

VP Student Affairs



	4
	Collect Data Regarding Student Satisfaction
	In process

VP Student Affairs



	4-6
	Continue assessment—How the Data Would be Best Used
	Fall 2007

Dir of Enrollment Data and Analysis is responsible for distributing information to all appropriate parties, including FYAT; Academic Affairs; Student Affairs; Faculty Senate; and individual students, faculty and staff.



	7
	Create a standardized course evaluation form that also allows for additional customized comments. This must accomplish a clear evaluation of both instructor and course content.
	June 2008  

.

Academic Affairs and Faculty Senate


	Academic Excellence and Aspirations
	Shortcomings

	Perception of learning experience and support to measure up to desired outcomes. 
	1.
	Lack of sufficient advising resources and training, especially in light of multiple general education models and curriculum reorganization.

	
	2.
	Lack of alignment of course curricula to lower division goals and proficiencies.

	
	3.
	Lack of understanding regarding learning outcomes and pedagogies in lower division courses.

	
	4.
	Lack of academic support programs to support student success.

	
	5.
	Students at academic risk are not identified in a timely manner. 

	Shortcoming
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1
	Improve strategies and tactics for advising to students:

· expand to prospective students

· Institute 4-year academic plans

· make advising documents more uniform across campus

· expand conversation beyond course selection to personal reasons for higher education, including career, life planning, and real world application.
	Summer 2007

Provost and Deans

Department Chairs

ACCESS Center

Faculty Advising Council



	1
	Earmark monies from state retention and graduation funding to hire additional FYE advisors, and identify and train faculty to work collaboratively to identify and support student success. Make this part of faculty promotion and tenure decisions.
	Spring 2007
President

VP for Student Affairs

VP for Academic Affairs

Faculty Senate 



	1
	Redefine faculty advising role to emphasize importance of FY student advising by departmental faculty; do not depend primarily upon ACCESS and USem to advise FY students.


	Summer 2007

Provost, Deans, Dept Chairs

Faculty Advising Council



	2
	Align curriculum by 

· reviewing course curricula for lower-division Explorations.

· Identifying needed consistency in 100 & 200 level courses. 

· Developing guidelines for a 100 & 200 level course and publishing for faculty and students. 

· Determining appropriate class sizes for lower-division classes. 


	Spring 2008

FYAT

University Studies

Assessment Committee 

Curriculum Committee

Faculty Senate 

CTLA

	3
	Set expectations for instructional strategies and pedagogies in FY courses.
· Use appropriate evaluative tools

· Specify opportunities for a variety of instructional strategies

· Include use of technology
· Use SOU guidelines for creating syllabi.

Identify course instructional methods in course schedule.

Recognize and reward exemplary teaching in FY courses.   


	Spring 2008

CTLA

Assessment Committee

Curriculum Committee

Department Chairs

	4
	Develop academic support programs for student success 

· Writing Center

· Learning Center

· Tutors in residence halls

· Use of upper class, honors. and graduate students for supplemental instruction 

· Instructional support courses

· Collaborate with RCC to define responsibility for remedial instruction

Develop financial resources to fund academic support programs.


	Winter 2008

FYAT

Graduate Council

Grants Office

Institutional Support

	4
	Increase student and faculty understanding of ADA requirements.
	Fall 2007

President

Provost

VP for Student Affairs

Office of Disability Services

	5
	Review academic standards and the academic standing policy and define satisfactory academic progress.

Strengthen, expand and enforce Early Warning system to identify academic at-risk students.
	Fall 2007

Academic Policies Committee

Student Affairs 

	
1, 4
	Evaluate availability of services to FY students at Medford Campus (RCC and SOU).


	Spring 2008

VP for Student Affairs 

Director of Medford Campus


	Campus Life and Values
	Shortcomings

	The realities of campus life, both in and out of the classroom. These include peer culture, academic experiences, student/faculty connections, and other interactions that shape the daily college experience for first-year students.
	1.
	La    Lack of identity with campus and curricular/co-curricular programs.

	
	2.
	Lack of commitment to diversity and multicultural environment.

	
	3.
	Residence Hall experiences often fall short of student, faculty and staff expectation.

	
	4.
	Inadequate use of campus residence hall facilities and wrong assignment of students to an appropriate living environment. 

	
	5.
	Lack of consistent and comprehensive approach to student health and wellness, including health, mental health, and substance abuse issues.

	
	6.
	Education/Orientation currently serves students before school starts.  Education/Orientation should become an ongoing process throughout their SOU experience with particular emphasis on the FYE.

	
	7.
	 The misperception of SOU’s curricular and extracurricular cultures by first year students.

	
	8.
	Lack of one-on-one interaction with upper classman and faculty/staff.

	Shortcoming
	Tactic / Action Plan
	Timeline

	1
	Cultivate “Raider identity” to increase student sense of belonging and participation in co-curricular activities including the Medford campus. 

· Establish and encourage traditions (e.g. orientation, convocation, graduation, holidays, mini-cohorts, 
· Identify and create an orientation and other activities that accommodate the needs of non-traditional and commuter students
	Immediate and ongoing

Student Affairs and Alumni

	1
	Create an “Adopt Your Campus” Program – various departments, programs, etc. adopt a portion of the campus, a building, etc. for beautification and presentation of public spaces.  
	Summer 2007 in time for Raider Registration

Associate VP of Facilities Management 

	2
	Re-institute Multicultural Affairs Office with Director and staff to create “home” for diversity efforts/issues for faculty, staff, and students. 

· Support outreach to local minority populations, e.g., ads in Spanish. 

· Strengthen feeder programs, e.g.,Academia Latina, Konaway Nika Tilikum

· Create welcoming and supportive environment for faculty and expand support into departments
· try to avoid “tokenism” by relying on few individuals to carry banner

· address “disparity” issue that faculty see exposure to “diversity” where students do not 


	At earliest appropriate moment.

President

	3
	Re-vision residence hall life with specific input from all stakeholders.

· Collect data from Housing on student experiences and satisfaction in the residence halls 

· Ask Residence Life to develop, articulate, and publish their learning goals and outcomes for first-year students. 

· Create a strategic plan and programming that address the above findings.


	Fall 2007

Director of Residential Life

Inter Residence Hall Council (IRC)

	4


	Increase appropriate use of residence hall facilities

· Educate students on the learning and practical benefits to living on campus.

· Provide more on-campus housing options, including theme-based residence Living-Learning Communities. 

· Help students and parents choose the best living situation for the first year. 

· Conduct a full ADA analysis of safety/emergency procedures.

· Collect data about Campus Public Safety effectiveness and student perceptions.

	Winter 2008

Associate VP, Residential Education & Services

FYAT

International Programs

Athletics

Honors Council

Academic departments

	5
	Develop a consistent and comprehensive strategic plan to address student health and wellness issues at SOU, including physical health, mental health, and substance abuse.
	June 2008

Dean of Students and Health and Wellness Committee

	6-8
	Create a year long student acculturation and development program; this may include:

· First term College Orientation classes

· First Year (Freaky Freshman) Fridays

· talks about courses/majors (seminars)

· mixing it up with upper division students

· connecting to faculty 

· Organizing Majors Orientation Fair

· Creating a team of pre-graduate assistants to work ala AmeriCorps with Student  Affairs
	Immediate and ongoing

FYAT

Academic Affairs

Student Affairs


APPENDIX B
Philosophy Dimension Report

Committee
Leader: Lee Ayers, Associate Professor, Criminology and Criminal Justice
Members: Sue Walsh, Associate Professor, Communication; Jon Eldridge, Vice President, Student Affairs; Craig Morris, Associate Vice President, Fiscal Affairs
Best Practice 

Foundations Institutions approach the first year in ways that are intentional and based on a philosophy/rationale of the first year that informs relevant institutional policies and practices.
The philosophy/rationale is explicit, clear and easily understood, consistent with the institutional mission, widely disseminated, and, as appropriate, reflects a consensus of campus constituencies. The philosophy/rationale is also the basis for first-year organizational policies, practices, structures, leadership, department/unit philosophies, and resource allocation. 

Performance Indicators
1.1 - There is a written, campus-wide statement of philosophy that has been formally approved by the appropriate campus wide governance bodies and is specific and clear about the institution's established purpose for the first-year experience. 

1.2 - The philosophy statement influences current practices/policies for the first-year experience. 

1.3 - The University philosophy statement and the department first-year student statements are disseminated to first-year students, new and continuing faculty, and new and continuing Student Affairs staff. 

Current Situation

The evidence gathered to perform this investigation began with the mission and vision statements for the University’s schools, departments and programs (levels). Across the University, evidence suggested an apparent commitment to students and the learning environment (a common theme), but the focus on the freshmen first-year experience (across the board) was not explicitly stated in the materials reviewed. The only program specifically focused on the freshmen (first-year) students seemed to be University Seminar (USem). The universal commitment to first-year students was not formally developed or clearly articulated, and a widely accepted philosophy statement was lacking from programming and development for first-year students. 

Materials that are currently used to guide or influence the first-year experience seem to be buried in the general education experience. These philosophy statements are not carried across the curriculum and are not shared by all faculty teaching in the various general education courses or by a universal campus body message. 

The campus has experienced a state of flux. Changes in the general education, administration, and first-year writing experience have created gaps, and the University lacks a shared philosophy for first-year students. Although there are philosophies that are circulated, dissemination on a campus level is not visible. Recognizing the changes that are in the pipeline (SB 342, general education, CORE to USem conversion, re-tooled Raider Registration and Orientation), there lacks a clear charge that faculty are responsible or connected to the first-year experience and the philosophy of the University: a clear vision and mission for the connection is missing from the current practices. Additionally, a shared expectation for students from the perspective of student services to residential halls is not clear. Lack of shared practices in general education and USem makes the first-year experience philosophy misunderstood by students and hinders a campus-wide sharing.

Current state of "change" makes implementing a clear vision and mission harder. A process is needed to articulate a philosophy statement and disseminate this information across campus.
There is a lack of understanding by faculty, students, and staff as to what the philosophy of SOU is for the of first-year experience across campus. At this time our campus mission is in flux and will be retooled as the administration moves forward during this time of change. 

Opportunities and Challenges

· Clearly articulated mission and vision for first-year and campus

Opportunities: 
· working through the process of developing a new mission and vision

· using the Nine Dimensions as guides in developing and assessing the first year approach (foundation)

· integrating first-year experience across the curriculum

· Current climate given the budget cuts and changes falling in USem program
Opportunities: 
· implementing clear criteria for teaching USem
· understanding of the philosophy for first-year students across campus

· committing all campus to implement this change and resources to carry out the full integration of this plan into the first-year experience across campus

· Changes in the structure of the departments (new college of Arts & Sciences)

· USem clearly has articulated the vision and mission for first year students; however, they not widely known on campus. 
· Understanding SB 342 and the outcomes-based implication for the general education piece should also be part of this conversation. 
· SOU has the following opportunities:

· USEM is in place, and the new gen Ed structure offers a framework to support complete buy in for first year experience.
· Early registration is being replaced with a Raider Day that allows the first-year experience to be integrated into the process from the start of scheduling and getting an ID card.

· Campus connection and commitment to this process

Sources of Evidence
JBAC Writing Outcomes (SOU feedback appears as italics or as “track changes") 

University Seminar Faculty Qualifications

University Seminar USem 101, 102, 103 (General Syllabus 2006-2007)

USem Faculty Obligations

Dimension subcommittee reports

FoE student and faculty/staff surveys and the other evidence used from SB 342
,Response by JBAC

University Studies and USem documents

Accreditation midterm report (former CREAC work)

CORE surveys
Recommendations

•
Develop an institutional philosophy statement that becomes part of the fabric of the organization. This needs to be in all parts to include: policy, practice, structure, leadership, department, unit, and resource levels. As the university creates a new campus vision and mission this should be part of that initial ground work, not an afterthought. 

•
Publications and messages both on the Website and in printed distributed materials should reflect the commitment to this first year experience. Identify ways of making this possible through the parts listed above and distribute the information to faculty, as well as students, as part of the "understanding SOU commitment to students" framework. 

•
Align the reports for student success and measurement to become the "evidence" that the philosophy changes are changing as demonstrated through an outcome-base approach. "How can be PROVE we have succeeded in this task?"

Recommended Grade: C-

Recommended Action Items: 

Develop a campus-wide philosophy statement for lower-division classes. (High priority)

This philosophy could then be integrated into the USem and General Education experiences as well as other 100 and 200 level courses across campus. A shared process can allow for reinforcement across the campus of the first-year experience. The University is in the process of redefining its mission statement. During this process clearly articulating the commitment to the first year in an explicit statement allows for universal understanding and recognition of the campus approach to first-year experiences and commitments. 

Include the foundational goals that are part of USem into the four year experience and take these across the program for all for years (Communication, Critical Thinking, Information Literacy)
Organization Dimension Report

Committee
Leader: Kathleen McNeill, Director, Success at Southern/TRIO Student Support Services
Members: Bill Gholson, Professor, English and Writing; Gregory Miller, Associate Professor, Chemistry; Doyne Mraz, Professional Faculty, University Seminar; William Smith, Associate Vice President, Residential Education and Services; Paul Steinle, Associate Provost for Curriculum and Personnel, Academic Affairs and Associate Professor, Communication
Best Practices
Foundations Institutions create organizational structures and policies that provide a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated approach to the first year. These structures and policies provide oversight and alignment of all first-year efforts. A coherent first-year experience is realized and maintained through effective partnerships among academic affairs, student affairs, and other administrative units and is enhanced by ongoing faculty and staff development activities and appropriate budgetary arrangements.

Performance Indicators
PI 2.1 Description. Which of the following statements best describes your campus's first-year organizational structure (FYOS)?
· Comprehensive Single Unit/Administrative Structure provides campus-wise oversight and alignment

· Single-Unit/Administration structure exists that meets some, but not all of conditions listed above

· Formal coordinating body oversees broad range of first-year efforts
· Multiple administrative structures cooperate to administer and align first-year policies.

· Discrete Structures exist that individually provide oversight.

PI 2.2 Integration. To what degree does the structure indicated in PI 2.1 result in an integrated approach that crosses division/unit lines (e.g., student affairs and academic affairs)?
PI 2.3 Evaluation. To what degree has the FYOS noted in PI 2.1 used evaluation results to improve its performance?

PI 2.4 Faculty/Staff Development. Which of the following statements best describes the role of the FYOS noted in PI 2.1 in providing faculty/staff development to increase understanding of first-year issues? 
· Reaches all or most faculty and staff who work with first-year students, is on-going year to year, and is of high quality as confirmed by appropriate evaluation.

· Conforms to most, but not all, of the conditions noted above.
· Conforms to only some of the conditions noted above.
· Is very limited (or not attempted at all).
PI 2.5 Financial Resources. Which of the following statements best describes the financial resources for the FYOS?

· Funding is adequate and reasonably consistent from year to year to support the FYOS’s mission of oversight for the first year
· Funding varies somewhat from year to year and/or is not fully adequate for the FYOS’s mission of oversight for the first year

· Funding is either highly inconsistent from year to year, clearly inadequate, or fails in some other way to support the FYOS’s mission of oversight for the first year.

· Insufficient evidence exists to judge the adequacy and consistency of funding.

Current Situation
After reviewing the available evidence, the committee agreed that the following statement best describes SOU's current first-year organizational structure: discrete structures exist that individually provide oversight for distinct aspects of the first year (i.e., University Seminar, new First Year Advisor position, orientation, university housing, etc.), but there is limited or no coordination among these structures. The committee perceived that there needs to be a collaborative effort to improve the communication and collaboration between Student Affairs and Academic Affairs and among those entities providing various aspects of the first year experience. The committee also recognized that the situation has improved since the hiring of a new Vice President of Student Affairs as he has worked to improve student retention efforts on campus through fostering organizational changes in student services and encouraging a collaborative, coherent and integrated approach with Academic Affairs and Student Affairs.
The appointment of Mada Morgan to serve as full-time USem Coordinator and the creation of a Professional Faculty track has also strengthened SOU's commitment to the FYE. As Provost Potter has pointed out, ironically, the budget reduction process has strengthened USem by leading to the appointment of tenured and tenure-track faculty from major departments to USem, leading to a more optimal balance between tenured/tenure-track faculty and Professional faculty. However, the committee also recognizes the perspective of some faculty on campus that the mixing of tenured professors in FYE and USem is really an experiment. According to reports by tenured professors who have taught in USem in the past, most are relieved they don't have to continue in the program. The president's comment that fewer and fewer professors are expected to teach in USem suggests tenured faculty participation in USem is a stop-gap measure. There is a fear, expressed informally among current USem faculty and others, that new USem faculty were chosen without much problem or regard for their positive contribution to USem.
The committee recognized that other aspects of the first-year experience need to be improved, including increased integration between the University Seminar, explorations sequences and departmental majors and increased commitment on the part of faculty to teaching, advising and mentoring freshmen. The committee recognized that many opportunities exist to coordinate and integrate academic and student life experiences, including community based learning, working with student organizations, creating living/learning communities in housing, and creating a centralized learning center that integrates all academic support programs, etc. The committee expressed that the ideal goal would be to achieve a Very High level of integration, but felt a more realistic, achievable goal would a High level of integration, at least initially.
The committee recognized that there was a wide difference amongst the various entities involved in the first year experience in their use of data to improve performance. The committee recognized that University Seminar has used intensive evaluation and assessment of student learning to improve the structure and teaching within University Seminar as evidenced, in part, by the changes from the CORE curriculum to the new University Seminar curriculum. Other discreet entities (i.e., housing survey, recent audit of the Registrar's office, NSSE data, HERI faculty survey, etc.) are also utilizing assessment and evaluation tools to improve performance. The committee cites the work of the Center for Teaching and Learning as well as the relatively new Assessment Committee on campus as examples of an increasing focus on the need for assessment and evaluation to guide institutional decision making. In addition, a newly appointed Blue Ribbon Taskforce on the budget has been charged with aligning the university budget with the overall vision and mission of SOU, utilizing assessment and evaluation of programs to inform their process. 

Although a variety of evaluation and assessment tools are available, the committee recognized that the key indicators of success to be considered by the university are increased recruitment, retention, and graduation of students while maintaining high academic standards. However, there appears to be a general recognition among faculty that there is a need to improve significantly SOU's assessment capabilities relevant to the first year experience. The university must evaluate what is relevant, disseminate results in a timely manner, and use the results of the evaluation for improvement. This conclusion is supported by the average response by faculty on the FYE survey which indicated that on average, less than 28percent of faculty and staff would rate SOU as "good" or "excellent" on these dimensions of evaluation and assessment.

The committee also agreed that there is very little attention paid to Faculty/Staff development relative to increasing understanding of first-year issues. It is often difficult to get faculty and staff to attend those opportunities that are available due to the lack of support and incentives for faculty and staff to become involved with the FYE. If the university values involvement in the FYE and participation in staff development opportunities, the committee strongly felt that this needs to be reflected in its faculty and staff promotion and tenure processes.

The same held true relative to the question of the allocation of resources to support the first year organizational structure. The committee determined that funding is either highly inconsistent from year to year, clearly inadequate, or fails in some other way to support the first year organizational structure's mission of oversight for the first year. In coming to this conclusion the committee recognized that "It would have to be inadequately funded given the budget of the university." At the same time, there was recognition that the limited resources available have at times been poorly coordinated and managed and that there was a need, as VP of Student Affairs Jonathan Eldridge stated, "to leverage the funding we do have and make sure it is having the desired impact." 

Opportunities and Challenges 
Identified Opportunities: 
As SOU enters into a period of intensive reorganization, in part, as a consequence of its recent budget cutting process, opportunities to integrate the work of Academic Affairs and Student Affairs in support of the FYE, and strengthen collaboration between University Studies and major departments are anticipated by the committee. In particular, the creation of the College of Arts and Sciences, the reorganization and realignment of departments and the transfer of tenure and tenure-track faculty to USEM from major departments could strengthen and enhance the FYE. This period of reorganization may also foster creative opportunities for increased integration of student residential life and the FYE through the creation of living/learning communities, and themed residence experiences, among others.

Examples of collaboration and cooperation that are already occurring between Academic Affairs and Student Affairs in support of the FYE, and that are expected to grow, include increased faculty involvement in recruitment efforts such as Raider Reach Out, Preview Days, and Orientation.

Reorganization within Student Affairs including the creation of a one-stop service center for students integrating the services of financial aid, registrar and business services is intended to create greater satisfaction for students and greater administrative efficiencies. In addition, collaborations between Career Services, Student Activities and Leadership and the Director of Community Based Learning should lead to increased opportunities for student engagement and involvement which should in turn increase student satisfaction and retention.

The committee strongly recommends the creation of an administrative team of 3-5 key individuals to guide the FYE. Suggested key administrators would be the Director of University Studies, Associate Vice President of Residential Education and Services, Dean of Students, the director of the one-stop service center, and a representative from Advising and Student Support Services. It would be the responsibility of this administrative team to provide strategic planning and oversight of the implementation of the strategic plan.

The newly created Assessment Committee, working in conjunction with University Studies, and the Curriculum Committee and the Center for Teaching and Learning, is working to standardize the institution-wide process for use of evaluation resources to improve performance results. This committee recognized a need for increased training relative to evaluation and assessment, particularly for department chairs and for increased sharing across departments of "best practices" currently in use on campus.

Jon Eldridge is leading the efforts to identify, create and widely disseminate information that will be useful in guiding our efforts to increase student recruitment, retention and enrollment. He has proposed the creation of the position of Director of Enrollment Analysis. The person in this position would collect and analyze data that would guide decision making to improve student experiences and satisfaction and ultimately student retention at SOU. This information would empower the FYE Team identified above in making decisions relative to the coordination of the FYE for all students. The assessment and evaluation processes should lead us to a better understanding of why students come to SOU, why they make the decision to stay or leave, and what efforts on our part could positively impact this decision making process. This process has already begun, but opportunities to further these efforts are needed.

The committee would recommend several steps be taken to strengthen faculty and staff development relative to the first year experience. First, as a university we need to identify the training that would be most beneficial; second, we must identify the resources available to provide the training; and third, the university must determine the most appropriate delivery of this training and provide faculty and staff incentives necessary to engage faculty and staff in these programs. The committee recognized that if these programs are to be effective, the university needs to build into its structures for faculty promotion and tenure and reward systems for staff, the value of the FYE and of participation in activities related to the FYE. These activities include teaching USEM and explorations sequences, attending staff development activities related to the first year experience, and advising and mentoring freshmen.

The committee also recognized that without strong administrative and budgetary support, beginning with the office of the President, these efforts at strengthening the FYE, will not accomplish their intended objectives. The committee recognized that these efforts have already begun. However, the committee recommended the university support the creation of an administrative team. This administrative team would develop a strategic plan for FYE, which would emanate from the Executive Council. The committee further recommended that adequate resources be provided to support the work of this proposed committee. It is hoped that the Governor's budget for higher education, in cooperation with the Chancellor's Office, would provide some additional resources to support these efforts, but even if this does not come to pass, continued realignment of the university's current resources to support these efforts will be needed. Grant writing may allow the university to bridge the funding gap for such a structure until increased enrollment would allow institutionally sustained resources to be available to support these efforts.

Identified Challenges: 
As noted above, the budget situation and current process of reorganization at SOU creates a series of challenges as well as opportunities. Working to overcome these challenges and taking advantage of the opportunities will be of paramount importance and require creative problem solving and collaboration between entities on many different levels, from the federal and state government level, to the student level and all administrative units in between.

The recent announcement that Provost Earl Potter will be leaving SOU to accept a university presidency also will leave a leadership vacancy that will need to be filled as expeditiously as possible, because this position has a key role to play in support of the strategic plan for the FYE. This also presents an opportunity to hire a person into this position who has experience and expertise in creating collaborative relationships to support the freshmen experience. 

Another challenge faced by the university is the loss of personnel due to the budget cutting process. This diminished workforce will require leadership to identify priorities and efficiencies that will best serve the mission and strategic direction of the university. President Cullinan' s most recent presentation on the "New SOU" provides a framework for our current priorities and direction. The work of the Blue Ribbon Task Force, which has been charged "to work quickly on the timeline and plan for a consultative budget planning process and for integrating strategic planning and budgeting," is of vital importance to this process. The taskforce will be challenged to identify the resources necessary to support the efforts of the FYE balanced against the other priorities of the university.

Financial challenges faced by SOU also necessitate expanded efforts to secure external funding that will support the efforts of the university to enhance the FYE for students. Such efforts may include support for additional grant writing efforts to obtain both federal (FIPSE grant, additional TRIO funding) and state resources (new monies identified in the Governor's budget for institutional initiatives on student support and retention) as well as resources from private foundations.

This committee has identified the challenge of aligning the reward and promotion systems on this campus with the identified priorities of the university including the university's commitment to the FYE. If teaching, advising, mentoring, and involvement in student activities and community based learning, along with attendance at staff development opportunities relevant to the FYE, are not recognized and rewarded on this campus and institutionalized in the governing and human resource structures of the university, then support for these endeavors will wane with the prevailing winds of university administrations. The work of the Roles and Responsibilities Committee relative to the promotion and tenure process at SOU needs to be continued; this committee's work should include involvement in FYE as part of the tenure and promotion process. Similar efforts need to be identified and rewarded within the Student Affairs Division of the University.

The ultimate challenge will be to create an administrative structure to guide the strategic planning, budgeting and implementation process of the FYE. This administrative structure would use best practices in assessment and evaluation to gather all of the relevant information. This information would then be used to guide a continuous quality improvement process that will support student success, increase student and faculty satisfaction with the educational experience, and increase retention and graduation rates which support the healthy growth of Southern Oregon University.

Sources of Evidence
SOU Organizational Chart
Enrollment, Retention and Graduation reports from SOU Enrollment Services and OUS
Recruitment and Retention Overview, Executive Summary, Jonathan Eldridge, 2/25/2007
2006 NSSE Data
FOE Faculty/Staff Survey Results
FOE Student Survey Results
Jonathan Eldridge's PowerPoint on NSEE Data
Report from the HERI Task Force
The New SOU, All Campus Presentation, March 12, 2007, President Mary Cullinan
Interview responses from "key players": Earl Potter, Executive VP and Provost, Academic Affaris; Jonathan Eldridge, VP Student Affairs; Mara Affre, Assistant Vice President for Enrollment Services and Director of Admissions; Mada Morgan, Director of University Studies; Peg Blake, Director of Financial Aid (also currently coordinating the One-Stop Student Service Center)
Experience and insight of FOE Organization Committee members
Recommended Grade: C 
Recommended Action Items: 

· Creation of a FYE Administrative Team (High priority)

The Organization Committee recommends the creation of an administrative team to provide strategic planning and oversight of the implementation of the strategic plan relative to the FYE at SOU.

· Funding of the FYE at SOU (High priority)

The Organization Committee strongly recommends planning for the funding of the FYE in the university budgetary process.

· Presidential and Executive Council support for FYE is essential (High priority)

The Organization Committee recommends that the SOU President and Executive Council strongly support for the FYE include the following:
1. Possible inclusion of the FYE into the University Mission and Vision Statement
2. Working with the FYE Administrative Team on strategic planning and budgeting
3. Involvement of the FYE Administrative Team with the Blue Ribbon Taskforce regarding budgeting for FYE
4. Expansion and support of efforts to increase external funding for FYE initiatives

· Alignment of Reward and Promotion Systems (High priority)

The Organization Committee emphasizes the need to align the reward and promotion systems at SOU with the identified priorities of the University including the University's commitment to the FYE.

· Faculty/Staff Development (High priority)

The Organization Committee recommends identifying needed training opportunities for faculty and staff relative to the FYE, including assessment and evaluation, and either making attendance at these opportunities mandatory or provide sufficient incentives to ensure broad participation.

· Recommend Increased use of evaluation and assessment to guide decision making (High priority)

The Organization Committee recommends increased use of assessment data and evaluation to guide decision making and budgetary processes at SOU.

Learning Dimension 
Committee
Leader: Deb Myers, Director, Student Activities and Leadership
Members: Craig Stillwell, Professional Faculty, University Seminar; Elizabeth Whitman, Professional Faculty, University Seminar; Dale Vidmar, Library Instruction Coordinator, Hannon Library; Ellen Siem, Professor, Physics and Engineering; Jill Brown, First-Year Advisor, ACCESS;  Ann Chambers, Professor, Sociology & Anthropology; Carl Green, Student
Best Practices:

Foundations Institutions deliver intentional curricular and co-curricular learning experiences that engage students in order to develop knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors consistent with the desired outcomes of higher education and the institution’s philosophy and mission.  Whether in or out of the classroom, learning also promotes increased competence in critical thinking, ethical development, and the lifelong pursuit of knowledge.
Performance Indicators
PI 3.1 Learning Goals. To what degree has the campus established common learning goals specifically for the first year?
PI 3.2 Engaging Students. To what degree does the institution document instructional methods used in each course and evaluate their effectiveness in engaging students in learning?

PI 3.3 Course Outcomes. To what degree does the institution document and evaluate student learning outcomes across all sections of each course?

PI 3.4 Courses with High D/Failure/Withdrawal/Incomplete (DFWI) Rates. To what degree does the institution attempt to address the causes of high DFWI rates in the courses reported in Table E2 of the Current Practices Inventory?

PI 3.5 Placement. To what degree does the campus intentionally place first-year students in appropriate courses  to address deficiencies in academic preparation? to provide sufficient academic challenge for above-average students? 

PI 3.6 Out-of-class learning. To what degree does the institution document first-year students' learning outcomes for each of the following? Student affairs functions/initiatives other than residence life, Residence Life, Out-of-class activities linked to academic courses or programs (Examples of out-of-class activities include convocations, summer readings, art shows, theater, and other educational activities).

Current Situation
PI 3.1 Learning Goals To what degree has the campus established common learning goals specifically for the first year?

Foundational goals are established for University Studies and are geared toward the first year, although these "strands" are also to be integrated into years 2-4 as well. University Seminar has clear goals for the first-year. However, the university as a whole does not have specific learning goals for the first year that are common across department or division.
PI 3.2 Engaging Students To what degree does the institution document instructional methods used in each course and evaluate their effectiveness in engaging students in learning?

Generally course syllabi do document instructional methods for courses but students are unaware of these instructional methods before they attend class. Advisors, friends, and others may inform students of instructional methods in a certain course but no formal documentation outside of the syllabus exists. 
Department approaches vary widely from rigorous oversight to ensure syllabus consistency across section to allowing each instructor to craft their own plan. Faculty to believe it is important for students to have similar experiences across sections of the courses. With the exception of USem, different sections of these courses do use the same text books and have similar learning objectives. 
Evaluations and assessments focus on mastery. Demonstrating knowledge of the material, which is documented through course grades, is viewed by many faculty as the indicator of engagement in learning. Grades for each instructor are analyzed on a regular basis. 
PI 3.3 Course Outcomes To what degree does the institution document and evaluate student learning outcomes across all sections of each course?

University Seminar does an excellent job in documenting learning outcomes across all sections through-out the academic year. Faculty engage in norming sessions, analyzing student essays according to Foundation Goal proficiencies. Instructors also regularly discuss assessment of learning outcomes in faculty meetings. All sections of USem incorporate student self-evaluation of their own learning goals and their view of the outcomes at many points within the course and at the conclusion of each term. No systematic documentation takes place for courses other than USem. 

PI 3.4 Courses with High D/Failure/Withdrawal/Incomplete (DFWI) Rates To what degree does the institution attempt to address the causes of high DFWI rates in the courses reported in Table E2 of the Current Practices Inventory?

It is unclear what the university as a whole considers "a high rate" in this area. The inclusion of dropped courses in this inventory confuses the data as students drop courses for a wide variety of reasons. Both USem and Psy 201 have a 10percent DFWI rate. Perhaps this is acceptable. 
The Math department is aware that Math 253 is challenging for many students. The placement tests are an attempt to reduce the DFWI rate in all Math courses. Math department culture encourages a high level of faculty/student contact. Faculty are expected to connect struggling students to tutoring support and regularly do so. The Department faculty recognize there are many students with math-related learning disabilities and are expected to take a "firm but caring approach" to facilitate success in the course.
Faculty in the Criminology department are aware that CCJ 231 has a high number of first-year students and that these students are in need of additional support in order to succeed in the course. Measures include: strict attendance policy and attendance reward systems, attempts to help students draw connection between material and their own lives, faculty formalize effort to get to know each student, review sessions before exams, extra credit can be earned is exam scores are lower than expected, faculty use the Student Affairs early warning system.

PI 3.5 Placement To what degree does the campus intentionally place first-year students in appropriate courses ? to address deficiencies in academic preparation? to provide sufficient academic challenge for above-average students? 

Math placement assessment is conducted for all new students. Faculty view placement as essential to student success. USem plans to implement a self-assessment for new students during registration this summer. 

The honors program is in a uncertain state. There does seem to be a wide interest among faculty and students that some type of honors program be continued.

PI 3.6 Out-of-class learning To what degree does the institution document first-year students' learning outcomes for each of the following? Student affairs functions/initiatives other than residence life, Residence Life, Out-of-class activities linked to academic courses or programs (Examples of out-of-class activities include convocations, summer readings, art shows, theater, and other educational activities).
Student Affairs departments can verbally articulate learning outcomes for students and some can easily articulate outcomes for the first year. With the exception of the ACCESS Center, there is no documentation of these learning outcomes and it is unclear how these expected outcomes are communicated to students. Various assessment tools are used throughout Student Affairs but they are not tied to documenting desired learning outcomes. Residence Life does not document first-year learning outcomes. While Residence Life staff can discuss their goals for learning in the first year, they do not formally assess or communicate these.
Many opportunities for out-of-class learning occur on the SOU campus. The campus is rich with lectures, performing and visual arts, and films. Some faculty encourage students to participate in these activities and connect them with class. First-year learning outcomes of these activities are not in place.
Opportunities and Challenges
Faculty who teach in University Seminar participate in a great deal of professional development regarding first-year teaching. Other faculty, however have little development in this area. CTLA does provide some training in this area, but few faculty participate.
Many on campus view University Seminar is responsible for learning in the first-year. There seems to be little recognition across the University of everyone's responsibility for participating in first-year learning. Faculty outside of USem are focused on majors and not on their general ed students.
New University leadership, working on Foundations of Excellence, and the University Seminar course has heightened concern for the first-year experience. New initiatives in advising, course placement, and summer registration all address concerns addressed in the Learning Dimension.

Sources of Evidence:
NSSE
Foundations of Excellence Faculty Survey
Foundations of Excellence Student Survey
Syllabi Collection
Faculty & Staff interviews

Recommended Grade: C-
Recommended Action Items: 

· Common learning goals & outcomes inform University mission (High priority)
1. Collect accreditation knowledge, skills, and disposition outcomes for all academic programs.
2. Gather mission, goals, and outcomes for student life, advising and University Studies.
3. Correlate 1&2 to identify areas of overlap and synergies.
4. Use #3 to create meaningful University mission based on student learning outcomes.
5. Widely publicize and develop buy-in across campus.
6. Revise all campus syllabus templates to explicitly include university studies goals and instructional methods.
7. Incorporate goals in course syllabi that students receive.
8. Institutionalize professional development for all faculty who teach 100-200 level courses.
· Revise syllabus template (High priority)
Revise the all campus syllabus template to explicitly include university studies goals and instructional methods.

· Professional Development for Faculty (High priority)
Institutionalize ongoing professional development around the needs of first year students for all faculty who teach 100-200 level courses. Include syllabus, teaching methods, developmental issues, recognize overlap of student life and advising goals.

· Clearly identify course instructional methods (High priority)
Develop a key for identifying course delivery and instructional methods: e.g. weekly writing, weekly reading, nightly homework, large lecture, etc. Note this in class schedule, not catalog, to allow for differences across section.

· Revise end-of-term course evaluation (High priority)
Student course evaluations should measure social and intellectual engagement. Evaluations should be used to determine effectivness of course. e.g. did you apply the material of the class to out-of-class experiences? did you interact with classmates out-of-class?

· Consistent content cross course sections (High priority)
Same courses should contain same content. Course objectives should be consistent across sections.

· Writing Support (High priority)
Provide a writing support program

· Provide remedial instruction on the Ashland campus (High priority)
RCC instructional opportunities on campus for remedial instruction

· Identify learning outcomes for out-of-class learning (High priority)
Student Affairs departments should identify their learning outcomes for first-year students.

· Residence Life (High priority)
Residence Life should develop, articulate, and publish their learning goals and outcomes for first-year students. Students should be able to identify the learning benefits to living on campus.

· Offer honors courses (High priority)
Offer honors courses for highly motivated students

· Help students understand placement (High priority)
Help students understand rationale for their own placement classes as well as the overall structure, logic and utility of the placement system. Include information on Raider Registration website. What is placement and why?

8. Develop Social Science Statistics Course (Medium priority)
To address high DFWI rates of Math 243 a social science statistics course should be developed as an alternative.

· Collect Course Drop data (Medium priority)
Require students to select an option from a drop-down menu on the online course drop page detailing their reason for dropping the course.

· Create consistency for 100 & 200 level courses (Medium priority)
Develop guidelines for what makes a 100 & 200 level course and make these guidelines available for students. Number should be consistent across departments.

· Faculty learning communities (Medium priority)
Departments develop learning communities among faculty to ensure their courses are comparable content, rigor, and instructional method to those taught be regular faculty.

· Discuss effective assessments (Low priority)
Institute campus-wide discussion of ways to do effective outcome assessments at the end of a course and the extent to which grades provide an appropriate measure of learning in a course.

Faculty Dimension Report

Committee
Leader: Sandra Coyner, Professor/Director, Honors Program
Members: Amy Belcastro, Assistant Professor, Education; Greer Markle, Professor, Art; Laura O'Bryon, Dean of Students;  Mike Turner, Professional Faculty, University Seminar;  Deborah Winter, Professional Faculty, University Seminar 
Best Practices
Foundations Institutions make the first college year a high priority for the faculty. These institutions are characterized by a culture of faculty responsibility for the first year that is realized through high-quality instruction in first-year classes and substantial interaction between faculty and first-year students both inside and outside the classroom. This culture of responsibility is nurtured by chief academic officers, deans, and department chairs and supported by the institutions' reward systems. 
Performance Indicators
PI 4.1 Campus-level Encouragement. To what degree do senior academic leaders1 encourage faculty to do the following? 

9. Use pedagogies of engagement in first-year courses?

10. Understand campus-wise learning goals for the first year?

11. Understand the characteristics of first-year students at this campus?

12. Understand broad trends and issues of the first year?

PI 4.2 Unit-level Encouragement. To what degree do unit-level academic administrators1 encourage faculty to do the following? 

· Use pedagogies of engagement in first-year courses?

· Understand unit-level learning goals for entry level courses?
· Understand the discipline-specific trends and issues related to entry level courses?
PI 4.3 Expectations. To what degree are expectations for involvement with first-year students clearly communicated to the following groups? 

· Newly hired full-time faculty?
· Newly hired part-time/adjunct instructors?
· Continuing faculty?
PI 4.4 Rewards. To what degree does the institution reward a high level1 of faculty performance in the following?
· Instruction in first-year classes?

· Out-of-class interaction with first-year students?

· Advising first-year students? 

Current Situation

4.1 Campus Level Engagement

As "senior academic leaders" is defined by FoE, we detect little to no encouragement for faculty on issues related to first-year students. Senior administrators have stressed the "broad trend" of SOU's low retention rate for freshman to sophomore year. The Vice President for Student Affairs has initiated and encouraged some efforts to increase this retention. University administration has given general support for the articulation of learning goals and generalized praise to teachers in University Seminar. However, these campus leaders have not been involved in any significant discussion of pedagogy of engagement, learning goals (beyond those developed through Faculty Senate), interactions with first-year students, or the characteristics of first-year students. Discussion of student characteristics (age, location, first generation status, other family members in college, etc) is desultory at best: survey results are available, but no discussion of their significance for SOU has been initiated.
FoE survey: faculty believe that institution leaders consider involvement with first-year students important (68.5percent), but do not believe that institutional leaders acknowledge, recognize, or reward excellence in teaching first-year students (only 27percent). University Seminar faculty would almost certainly answer all of these questions with the response "very high" or "high." Their high responses conceal the lowness of responses from other faculty. If USem faculty were about 10percent of the survey respondents, and their numbers are subtracted from the total answering "high" or "very high," the remaining non-USem faculty answering high drops to almost zero. Thus, outside USem, we believe that faculty do not believe that institution leaders acknowledge, recognize, or reward excellence in first-year teaching, or that responsibilities to first-year students were addressed in new faculty orientation.

4.2 Unit Level Engagement

Note: At SOU, University Seminar faculty are treated very differently from other faculty, including non-USem faculty who teach freshmen.

University Seminar consistently encourages pedagogies of engagement and devotes extensive energy to requiring (not just encouraging) instruction focused on learning goals. Encouraging USem faculty to exercise vision beyond the SOU campus (either in disciplines related to writing, speaking, and critical thinking, or first-year experience in general) is sporadic and rather minimal. This FoE project is the first time USem/Colloquium has engaged any significant number of faculty in thinking about trends and issues beyond our own campus, and even FoE is essentially based on the home campus, with few resources or directives to learn about projects on other campuses.
Although unit-level expectations are high for University Seminar faculty, rewards are limited. Creating professional-track faculty positions (resulting from work of the FRRRTF in summer 2006) has increased salaries for USem faculty, and provides for possible job security and promotion in the future, the current situation provides numerous disrewards. Faculty teaching USem may now be expected to teach 25percent more than before the new agreement (resulting in possibly less salary per course than previously); promotion opportunities are extremely limited (only from Instructor to Senior Instructor); and in the current retrenchment, USem faculty are being forced out of their jobs to make positions available for department-based faculty so that their jobs will not be threatened.
Outside USem, we have no evidence that any of these encouragements exist in any academic unit at SOU. The few faculty who are interested in first-year students seem to be operating simply as committed individuals. As we understand University Assessment, efforts to assess the Explorations level of student work are barely begun. Academic units' attention to learning goals is generally limited to graduating students (learning goals for the major). 

4.3 Expectations

Current USem faculty are fully aware of expectations for successful involvement with first-year students, whether newly hired or continuing even into their eleventh year. These expectations are conveyed regularly at virtually all faculty meetings, and are clearly part of personnel documents and procedures.
Deborah Winters sent an e-mail, on behalf of this task force, to 32 departments, asking the questions in section 4.3 of this template: information on their mission statement, policies, procedures, pedagogy, and position descriptions that apply to faculty who teach or advise first year students (new faculty and those applying for promotion and tenure). Only three departments responded. Of these three, only one (Library) reported significant engagement with first year students. The other two (Anth./Soc. & Education) admitted to very little (if any) engagement with 1st year students. We believe that this low response rate may be due to little or no interest/respect for first year students.
FoE survey: Low percentages (around 20percent) of faculty believed responsibilities to first-year students were addressed in position descriptions, in candidate interviews, or in new faculty orientation. Subtracting the USem faculty whose orientation definitely stresses first-year students, virtually none of the other faculty believe responsibilities to first-year students were addressed in position descriptions, candidate interviews, or new faculty orientation. In campus-wide new faculty orientation, we are unaware of any attention given to first-year students' issues.
4.4 Rewards

Regarding the teaching of first year students, the only reward we have seen is generalized praise given to USem instructors on two separate occasions in faculty breakfasts, plus words of appreciation spoken at a few USem faculty meetings. This "reward" of generalized praise has not specified any aspect of high performance, or differentiated high from low performance. We are not aware of any rewards offered by administrators or colleagues outside USem. 
Opportunities and Challenges

Opportunities:

With a new President, we have an opportunity to increase the attention given to first-year issues. SOU has many potential opportunities for top administrators to engage with faculty and both encourage and teach about first-year issues. The faculty breakfasts are an important venue, as would be e-mail communications and meetings with schools or all-faculty.

The existence of University Seminar and its knowledgeable faculty is an opportunity. Anecdotal evidence suggests that many students credit University Seminar as "the reason I stayed" at SOU. USem faculty are expected, trained, involved, encouraged, and evaluated for working with first-year students.

Creation of a new College of Arts and Sciences is probably both an opportunity and a challenge—an opportunity for a Dean to work for increased attention to first-year students across the board, but also a challenge to get time for first-year issues from a Dean who will have a very large number of issues to deal with.

Hiring a new Provost, similarly, may be both an opportunity and a challenge. In searching for a new Provost, SOU has an opportunity to make understanding of and engagement with first-year issues one of the search criteria.

Challenges:

SOU has no money

Faculty contracts, Senate Bylaws, and APSOU documents do not encourage work with first-year students
SOU faculty tend to focus their interest on students in their majors. Faculty determination and activity to preserve their majors is dramatically larger than their involvement in any aspect of first-year student work or general education. We see this faculty focus on the major in the low response to our survey, in the actual response from anthropology, and the tendency of departments to assign first-year courses to adjuncts as much as possible. FoE data report the lowest level of support as coming from colleagues, and in the lack of interest in first-year skills in all aspects of faculty hiring. We would go so far as to say that SOU faculty have little interest in teaching or interacting with first-year students, and their lack of interest is a serious challenge.

Sources of Evidence

APSOU contract and Faculty Senate Bylaws (neither mentions first-year teaching in any way).

FoE survey

“Qualifications for University Seminar Faculty”

HERI and NSSE survey results
Members’ own experience and observations. 
HERI & FoE survey: 
· SOU Faculty agree that faculty are not rewarded for teaching first year students; are encouraged to interact with first year students outside of the classroom; are encouraged to learn about first year students and how to help them succeed but not rewarded; and that faculty colleagues consider the first year as a time to help students lay the foundation for the rest of their college education.

· SOU faculty somewhat agreed that first year students at SOU do not know what is expected of them academically and outside of the classroom. SOU faculty believes that the institution does a good job of communicating to new students about values SOU considers important. However, SOU faculty were more likely to disagree with the statements, "My institution does a good job of helping new students get off to a good start academically"; "My institution does a good job of conveying to new students the sense that they 'belong' here"; and "My institution does a good job of conveying to new students the sense that, if they make the effort, they can succeed here."

Anecdotal evidence especially from honors students that many faculty members who teach first-year exploration classes do not use prescribed pedagogies, but rather "teach from the text book." This issue seems to be wide spread in various departments across campus. Some of our first-year exploration courses are "among the most boring and least challenging," according to student sources.

NOTE: We would ideally assign two grades for this dimension:
Faculty outside USem: grade is D-

Faculty teaching USem: Grade is A-

With rare exceptions, faculty outside USem are not encouraged, expected, or rewarded for work with first-year students, either by senior academic leaders or at the unit level. USem faculty are encouraged, expected, and supported to work with first year students at the unit level; support from senior academic leaders is mixed.

We believe considerable confusion exists at SOU at all levels in two ways:

1. University Seminar often confused with students' entire first-year experience, whereas University Seminar is only part of the students' experience--only 1/3 or less of their academic work, which in turn is only part of their entire college experience.

2. University Seminar's work is often confused with SOU's work. When asked if "the University" supports, encourages, communicates, etc., the first year, some respondents appear to conflate the work of University Seminar with the work of the University as a whole. We believe that University faculty outside USem are only minimally engaged in this important aspect of teaching, and are somewhat complacent about first-year students, relying too heavily on USem (and their own department's adjuncts)
Recommended Grade: D(see note above)
Recommended Action Items: 

· Faculty Development (High priority)
Faculty development opportunities should highlight the excellence in FYE.
It is imperative that faculty development opportunities highlight the critical nature of the relationship between faculty and first year students; expectations regarding classroom connections, out-of-class connections and faculty academic advising relationships should be clarified by the Provost and Deans. The Task Force strongly recommends the development of on going faculty development opportunities related to excellence in the first year of college. 
Add first-year teaching to APSOU agreement Article 9 "Professional Development." Add professional development to "increase understanding of first-year students and teach them effectively" to list of purposes for which professional development funds may be spent
CTLA should set up sessions on first-year teaching competencies These events should reach more faculty than the current "brown bag" series, which dedicated only one of 14 events in fall 2006 to first-year issues. 


· Expectations should be established for first-year courses and the faculty teaching them (High Priority)
Set a maximum class size for designated FYE courses known to be important to student success.
Set expectations for instructional strategies and pedagogies in important first-year courses. (Example: avoid large-scale lecture classes with multiple-choice tests; specify opportunities for small-group class discussion, group work, and authentic assessment.)
Require faculty development for all faculty teaching significant numbers of first-year students, including advising, the basic psychology of 18-year-olds, effective instructional strategies, how to design classes that are engaging and authentic.
Establish and require attendance for at least one meeting every term for all faculty teaching first-year students.
Establish clear means for articulating, identifying, and evaluating effective work with first-year students, including advising and out-of-class interactions. Apply these criteria for all decisions for hiring, retention, promotion, and tenure.
Adjust loading to recognize faculty advising first-year students.
Consider university-wide setting of learning goals and assessment standards for first-year courses.

· Senior level administrators should promote faculty engagement with first-year student issues in at least the following ways (High Priority)::
Discuss first-year teaching skills at faculty breakfasts 
Discuss first-year teaching expectations at orientation for new faculty 
Follow through with development and implementation of criteria to require FYE skills in hiring and reward them positively in retention, and promotion decisions 
Provide significant training for department chairs in first-year issues and pedagogies, with expectations for sharing this knowledge with department colleagues.
Develop means to determine accurately the extent to which first-year pedagogies are actually used in first-year courses outside USem. (In surveys, faculty perception of wide use of such pedagogies is not matched by student perceptions, which are considerably lower.)
Provide symbolic, if not monetary, rewards. SOU does not appear to have financial resources to reward good teaching, but financial monetary rewards could become a new priority. Monetary awards usually need to be significant to make a difference however, and SOU might work mainly with symbolic rewards until and unless a significant amount of reward and recognition money becomes available. Symbolic recognition could include such things as certificates of recognition, publication of achievement and recognition in local media; or administrative recognition by means of a tangible item, such as a coffee and snack basket or a fruit basket.


· Departments and Programs should all support first-year teaching and advising (High Priority)
Departments and programs should provide professional development, training, and workshops for their faculty.
Departments should organize presentations for their faculty by SOU faculty with knowledge and expertise about teaching firs-year students, and include such presentations and information as part of regularly scheduled department meetings.
Follow through in applying criteria for excellence in first-year teaching and advising in all personnel decisions, including hiring tenure, and promotion.
Include first-year teaching considerations in a prominent way in following up development of the "cube" according to 2006 report of FRRRTF.


· Faculty Senate and APSOU should formally support first-year teaching (High Priority)
Amend Faculty Senate Bylaws to mention competencies in teaching first-year students to be discussed explicitly by all candidates and evaluated as significant factors in all personnel decisions. Section 5.132, 5.220(b), 5.221a(b), 5,222(b)b&c,5.223(b)b, 5.232c.
Explicitly include expectations of first-year teaching competencies in 5.222(b)c2,), 5.223(b)b3),5.223(c)2, 5.233b, 5.363(3)
Add first-year teaching to APSOU agreement Article 9 "Professional Development." Add professional development to "increase understanding of first-year students and teach them effectively" to list of purposes for which professional development funds may be spent.
Amend APSOU contract and the loading policy to include the following stipulations regarding professional track faculty teaching first-year students
• considered to be teaching a full load with three sections of University Seminar (each section loaded as five faculty loads);
• eligible for full-time equivalent of personal professional development funds (APSOU contract article 9, section b). USem faculty received 60percent for winter/spring 2007. 
• eligible to apply and be considered for promotion from senior instructor to assistant professor, if the individual meets the qualifications and desires such promotion.


· Gather better data and more information (Medium priority)
3. At a minimum, existing FoE data, and perhaps HERI data, should be re-interpreted to separate responses of USem faculty from those of non-USem faculty.

4. Find out what other universities are doing effectively to advise first-year students.

Transitions Dimension
Committee
Leader: Matt Sayre, Assistant Professor, Health and Physical Education
Members: Regina Hanna, Associate Director, Success at Southern; Claire Cross, Summer Session Director, ECP;  Armando Lopez, Assistant Director, Admissions; Donna Mills, Professor, Health and Physical Education; Mike Hoskins, Coordinator, Athletics;  Sara Anne Hones, Director, ACCESS; Tye Burgess, Student.
Best Practices
Foundations Institutions facilitate appropriate student transitions through policies and practices that are intentional and aligned with institutional mission. Beginning with recruitment and admissions and continuing through the first year, institutions communicate clear curricular and co-curricular expectations and provide appropriate support for educational success. They are forthright about their responsibilities to students as well as students' responsibilities to themselves and the institution. They create and maintain curricular alignments with secondary schools and linkages with secondary school personnel, families, and other sources of support, as appropriate
Performance Indicators

PI 5.1 Communications to Students. To what degree does the institution effectively communicate the lived experience1 of first-year students through the following? 
PI 5.2 Communications to Students. To what degree does the institution communicate effectively with first-year students about the following? 
PI 5.3 Communication to Others. To what degree does the campus communicate to the following groups their role in facilitating student success in the first year of college? 
PI 5.4 Establishing Connections. To what degree does your campus structure and implement a first year in which students establish connections with the following? 
PI 5.5 Academic Advising. What is the overall quality of academic advising for the following tasks and in the following time periods for first-year and second-year students?
Current Situation

A. COMMUNICATION. Communication is the primary yardstick for gauging SOU's performance in the Transition Dimension. Most of the performance indicators wanted us to evaluate how well certain expectations and opportunities were parlayed to incoming and present first-year students. Good communication enables them to prepare for the transition from high school to college life. Poor communication leaves them dissatisfied with their first-year experience. The data from NSEE and the FOE survey shows that half (48percent) of SOU first-year students are dissatisfied with their experience. That's a failing grade. 
B. CONNECTIONS Student satisfaction during the transition period also hinges on the connections they make during their first-year. Out-of-class interaction with faculty is an important driver of satisfaction for these students. From the surveys and data we have, we know that our first-year students want more interaction with faculty. The interaction they have with faculty now is meaningful but too infrequent. Interaction with other first-year students and older students is also in need of more structure and implementation. 
C. ADVISING. Advising is the cornerstone of a comfortable first-year transition. As a student makes the transition to the lived experience of college, he needs to feel secure in the knowledge that the classes he's enrolled in align with his life and career goals, and he understands the rationale for the selection of those classes. First-year advising has two facets to evaluate; advising done in preparation for the first year, and in preparation for the second. Our committee saw the first facet as needing the most attention in terms of commitment from the institution for its improvement. The second facet is in good hands with the USem instructors, but there are some holes and discrepancies which need to be addressed. Also, the USem instructors are overworked in this regard. We feel the institution needs to realize the importance of good advising in the first year and allocate more personnel and resources to that end. 

Challenges and Opportunities 

PI 5.1 Communications to Students. To what degree does the institution effectively communicate the lived experience of first-year students through the following? 
A. INSTITUTIONAL WEBSITE: The opportunities and challenges involve making the website more accessible to prospective students. Information about the lived experience (the realities of campus life) of a first-year student is hard to distinguish on the current web-site. The Transitions dimension focuses on the communication of that information, with the rationale being that first-year students look to our website as a guide for what their life may be like as college students--and not just in the classroom. The challenge is to give them that sense in formats that are easy to understand and accessible, and that have relevance to them. 
B. ADMISSIONS PRINT MATERIAL: The opportunities here center on the availability and dispersion of print material. The material itself is very good in its presentation of SOU. The use of that material by entities other than Admissions, however, is where the most improvement can be made. Cost for extra material and the employment of it by individual departments and programs during recruitment efforts is the challenge. 
C. CAMPUS TOURS FOR PROSPECTIVE STUDENTS: Many opportunities exist for making campus tours more effective and interconnected with student ambassadors from programs across campus. Currently, the tours are conducted by a handful of students who aren't properly trained, not financially nor academically compensated at a rate adequate enough to attract or keep the best, and are not representative of the entire campus in terms of background, gender, or academic pursuit. Free parking anywhere on campus and overnight housing and meals should also be considered for prospective students who sign up for tours. 
PI 5.2 Communications to Students. To what degree does the institution communicate effectively with first-year students about the following? 
A. INSTITUTIONAL MISSION: What mission? First-year students are definitely not indoctrinated into any grand SOU theme. If the faculty and staff are aware of one (or more than one) they are not parlaying it to students. Our committee thought the creation of a "mission statement" specifically for 1st year students built into a larger theme is warranted. Also, a wallet-sized mini-brag book (Boise State) for SOU staff/faculty about SOU to get the word out to students should be available. 

B. INSTITUTION'S ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS: There are a lot of different influences for academic expectations, but those expectations need to be consolidated and articulated earlier and more clearly by faculty (during recruitment, advising, and in first year classes). 

C. OUT-OF-CLASS ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES: There are opportunities, but at what level are they communicated? There seems to be parallel programs for academic credit in this area. How are we presenting these options to students? Strides are being made in this area (Orientation, Student Affairs). 

D. ENTRY REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIFIC ACADEMIC MAJORS: Currently there is disconnect between major's orientation classes that leaves advisors guessing. A format realignment of these classes is in order. Faculty are also needed to communicate this to prospective students through more preview presentations and one on one advising. Prospective students should also talk to an academic advisor before they are "officially" admitted, better customer service/recruitment. 

E. FINANCIAL AID (During Recruitment and also during first year): Workshops on actual costs for incoming students; intro to finances. Need financial aid workshops for current students. Financial aid trainings, professional development for faculty/staff. Consistency/training in services across the board: registrars, registration, access center; reducing pinball effect. Users guide to accessing & understanding financial aid info.

PI 5.3 Communication to Others. To what degree does the campus communicate to the following groups their role in facilitating student success in the first year of college? 
A. SECONDARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL: When Admissions visits high schools how much is communicated about "success"? Mostly recruiting? Current OUS website and counseling conferences are available to secondary school personnel. Faculty involvement (Teams of faculty who recruit, high school visits, etc.) need to get into the high schools more and discuss actual strategies for college success. Go into the schools (maybe the top 5 feeder schools) and visit with the students who are coming to SOU (and give an orientation on success). 

B. FAMILIES OF FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS: Mostly financial discussions? A checklist or some communication regarding resources that parents can use to promote college success with their son or daughter needs to be developed. Accepted students and families are counseled (DVD, reg., orientation) before coming to SOU. (free ECP college preparedness and success class for parents of area high school students) (Informational Open houses in areas for accepted students--Highlight Raider receptions) 

C. OTHER SUPPORT NETWORKS (Churches, Businesses, etc.): Mostly about fundraising/promotion rather than first year success. Explore ways in which community organizations might be willing and/or able to share info on first year success 

Cannot cut money out of recruitment and institutional advancement (marketing)!
PI 5.4 Establishing Connections. To what degree does your campus structure and implement a first year in which students establish connections with the following? 
A. FACULTY (especially out-of-class): Faculty connection drives satisfaction, but the absence of those connections on our campus is reason for students not returning. When there is interaction with faculty on our campus the students perceive it as "quality". Mentoring, Recruitment, retention, and student success be more incorporated into consideration for promotion and tenure. Teach faculty during recruitment and hiring process what the expectations are for student interaction and success. All faculty interaction with students should aspire to be meaningful. Best and most engaging faculty teaching freshman courses. Sharing the responsibility for educational quality and student success. 

B. UPPER-LEVEL STUDENTS: Capstone connects meaning for (seniors) students. Utilize clubs and student leadership more (info more prevalent). Residential peer academic tutors or upper-level peers as mentors. 

C. OTHER FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS: Survey-Preview weekend, Orientation, and Raider registration are all times to connect and are fairly well structured. Residential life also serves historically well in this regard 

D. ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES: Academic Support services - USEM instructors educate students, academic holds, first year advisors (ACCESS), Early Warning, Study Table for athletes, Supportive campus environment is rated low (NSSE) by SOU students. 62percent of NSSE surveyed students said the institution provided substantial academic support. Currently, Financial aid, Registrar, Admissions, are being streamlined to make the "pathway" more clear. 
PI 5.5 Academic Advising. What is the overall quality of academic advising for the following tasks and in the following time periods? 
Our committee would formally hereby take credit for the suggestion of taking "early" out of Registration.

I. In preparation for the first year of college: 
A. SELECTING COURSES/SCHEDULE PLANNING: students who miss "early" reg. (phone, late registration particularly going into fall, drop-ins) allows idea of late reg. (suggests that there is a normal session reg.) First time advising is not really advising, just plugged into classes admissions letter info on advising (checklist) Not enough staff and faculty to accommodate number of students for "early not allowing students to opt out extend time for "early" reg. ("early" reg. informs students with regard to orientation 

B. EXPLORING THE RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF COURSES: group pre-advising and individual advising Departmental involvement 

C. EXPLORING LIFE AND CAREER GOALS RELATED TO HIGHER EDUCATION: 

II. In preparation of the second year of college:
A. SELECTING COURSES/SCHEDULE PLANNING: First advising contact with students is not as strong as second contact Training USEM instructors involves more hours with ACCESS personnel 15percent of students who don't take USEM? Out of advising loop Systematic approach to training of advisors 

B. EXPLORING THE RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTION OF CLASSES: Disconnect between academic departments and USEM Dedicated time for USEM instructors to advise as well as meet other goals for USEM First year advising teams (level of training would improve for specific members of the team) Sophomore advising plan available to departments (from USEM) 

C. REVIEWING ACADEMIC PROGRESS TO DATE: Mandatory first -year advising 

D. DISCUSSING STUDENT INTENTIONS ABOUT FUTUIRE ENROLLMENT PLANS (Stay, drop out, transfer): Discussing student intentions about future enrollment plans (stay, drop-out, transfer) Freshmen complete four-year plan (goals) (Business dept. has a good plan) 

Sources of Evidence 
2006 NSSE Data
FOE Faculty/Staff Survey Results
FOE Student Survey Results
Jonathan Eldridge's PowerPoint on NSEE Data
Enrollment, Retention and Graduation statistics from Enrollment Planning Committee (Carl Moody)
Student handbook
Residence hall website and info
ACCESS Center (Sara Anne Hones, Jill Brown)
University Seminar (Deb Brown)
Admissions Department (Armando Lopez, Mara Afree)
Success at Southern (Regina Hanna)
Department of Athletics (Dennis Francois, Mike Hoskins)

Recommended Grade: D 
Recommendations:
· Institutional Mission-Do we have one? (High priority)

Publicize and communicate mission to students and make it relevant and tangible for students.
Are we in transition right now, are we using the old one?
Are we "living" that philosophy, and articulating it to students?

· First Year College Orientation Classes (separate from USEM) (High priority)

Include Fin aid, registration/advising, campus/student resources and opportunities. 
Community how to's, career counseling, etc.
USEM should focus more on critical thinking, writing, speech, etc.

· Academic advising for prospective students (High priority)

· Four year academic plans (High priority)

Make more uniform across campus departments (include on web pages).

· Consolidate and focus Orientation classes (High priority)

Communication regarding USEM, a new first year orientation class, and a majors orientation class.
Articulation of content between the classes (who's doing what)

· Professional Development for Staff and Faculty (High priority)

Financial Aid, advising, housing, employment, and campus resources for for incoming (Raider Registration) and current students.
Access and training for campus tech info systems (i.e., Banner, PowerFaids).

· Recruitment, retention, and student success be incorporated into considerations for promotion and ten (High priority)

· Best and most engaging faculty teaching freshman courses (High priority)

· Academic expectations articulated (High priority)

Earlier and more clearly by faculty (during recruitment, advising, and in first year classes)

· Sharing the responsibility for educational quality and student success (High priority)

All faculty interaction with students should aspire to be meaningful Teach faculty during recruitment and hiring process what the expectations are for student interaction and success

· Teach faculty during recruitment and hiring process what the expectations are for student interaction (High priority)

· Student mentor/leadership practicum (High priority)

upper division practicum class offered for students to be peer advisors, tour guides, mentors, etc.

· Website navigation and info more clear and useful (High priority)

1. Navigation needs to improve 2. Eliminate abstract link 3. All departmental web pages should be same template (four-year plan should be preeminent) as well as all staff and faculty contact info and PICTURES 4. Links to maps (city/valley/nat'l forests), as well as RVTD, weather and travel reports 5. Applicable technology (blogs, chat rooms, pod casts, kiosks, video) linked to give students an opportunity to see it and be a part of it

· Print material needs (High priority)

1. Student/Faculty connections not very strong 2. Outdoor Program and opportunities should be marketed better 3. more Posters and Pennants to counseling offices 4. recruitment materials more available to staff and faculty in departments for travel and tours

· Campus tours need improvement (High priority)

1. Need more diverse range of students (academics, background, gender) 2. Departmental involvement (leadership practicum?) 3. Better training for tour guides (leadership class) 4. Improve housing tours and free overnight stay and meal 5. Provide further financial compensation to the Campus Ambassadors for their work. 5. Parking should be free for visitors 
· Student Leadership Class (High priority)

Develop a leadership class for students interested in being ambassadors, registration and orientation leaders. Students will take this class for practicum credit. In addition, they will get pay by participation in recruitment events such as preview programs, registration and orientation.
Has to be an academic class, fulfill a GE (upper division citizenship & social responsibility) 330 or 400 level class. Pre-req maybe you've spent a year on campus.
Maybe use MAP folks.


· Publications targeted Specific Students (High priority)

Create publications geared specifically towards prospective transfer, non-traditional and minority students. These materials will be developed to effectively outreach these student populations.

· Universal training/gatherings for staff & faculty (High priority)

Utilizing Master Faculty Advisors to assist with cultural change
Advising is teaching
Stress importance of developmental advising (VP and Provost)
Jonathan Eldridge-"Fringe benefits of retention efforts" involvement
Once a month advising luncheon w/ various SOU folks (idea is to bridge the disconnect and encourage more interaction in an informal setting)

· Student/Staff/Faculty Outreach (High priority)

Current students, staff and faculty should participate in high school visits, college fairs, parent and high school counselor conferences. They should be doing this as presenters, facilitators or motivator speakers. Their goal would be promoting SOU and providing orientation on success.

· First Year (Freaky Freshman) Fridays (High priority)

talks about courses/majors (seminars)
mixing it up with first year students
emphasize on-campus activity for first-year students and faculty to connect. 
Faculty focus on advising, mentoring, recruitment, retention.
Homework class (lab assistant, tutors)
· Family Weekends (High priority)
Need Friday classes.
Dads, moms, etc weekends could occur during specific events (i.e. Dad's weekend w/ football 
All-Students Dimension

Committee
Leaders: Theresa Lowrie, Director, Disability Services/Pamela Ogren, Coordinator, Nontrad./Commuter Resource Center
Members: Emily Miller-Francisco, Electronics Resources Coordinator, Hannon Library;  Vicki Purslow, Director, Medford Campus; Alena Ruggerio, Assistant Professor, Communication 
Best Practices
Foundations Institutions serve all first-year students according to their varied needs. The process of anticipating, diagnosing, and addressing needs is ongoing and is subject to assessment and adjustment throughout the first year. Institutions provide services with respect for the students’ abilities, backgrounds, interests, and experiences. Institutions also ensure a campus environment that is inclusive and safe for all students. 
Performance Indicators
PI 6.1 Identified Needs. To what degree has your campus identified groupings of first-year students who predictably have the following unique needs?
13. Academic?

14. Social/personal?

15. Safety?

PI 6.2 Addressed Needs. To what degree does the campus address the following unique needs of groupings of first-year students1 known to benefit from predictably targeted assistance? 

· Academic?

· Social/Personal?

· Safety?

PI 6.3 Student Experiences. To what degree does your campus assure that all first-year students experience the following? 

· Individualized attention from faculty/staff?

· Academic support outside the classroom?

· Opportunities for campus involvement?

· Inclusive campus environment?
Current Situation
We are in desperate need of better data collection on areas surrounding this Dimension. However, we have several areas that clearly need to be addressed as can be seen by our recommendations.

1. We need to know which subpopulations have low reporting of belonging (probably do not live on campus) and address their needs. 

2. Collect data from Housing on student experiences and satisfaction in the residence halls so that housing problems can be addressed. 

3. Collect data on first-generation college students and veterans and student parents and socioeconomic status in Admissions.

4. Conduct a full ADA analysis of safety/emergency procedures. Then implement and educate students, faculty, and staff. 

5. Get data about Campus Public Safety effectiveness and student perceptions of it. 

6. Track the connection between athletics and multiculturalism and academic achievement. 

Sources of Evidence:
NSSE
Foundations of Excellence Survey
Campus Climate Survey 

Interviews with and answers from:
Barbie Buckley, Health and Wellness Center
Laura O'Bryon, Dean of Students
Kathleen McNeill, Success at Southern
Judy Kawamoto, ACCESS Center Counseling
Vicki Purslow, Medford Campus
Diana Watson-Paul, Financial Aid
Brandi Shivers, Housing
Sarah Ann Hones, ACCESS Center
Brian Kinsey, Admissions
Peg Blake, Financial Aid
Holly Freeman, Foreign Languages
ACCESS Center (general advice on math placement testing process)
We contacted three people in Athletics without success.
Pamela Ogren, Commuter Resource Center
Theresa Lowrie, Disability Services for Students
Alena Ruggerio, Department of Communication
Emily Miller-Francisco, Library

Recommended Grade: D
Recommended Action Items:
Academic Needs 

1. Provide support for students with academic needs who do not qualify for or cannot be served by Success at Southern, especially math, writing, and technology (use existing educational format to include students in Word, Excel, e-mail training, etc. and open it to students). 

2. Increase ADA education and outreach

Social Needs 

1. Cultivate "Raider identity" to increase student sense of belonging and participation in co-curricular activities. 

a. Office of Multicultural and Plural Affairs, including the safety of the climate 
b. Traditions (e.g., Graduation in Lithia Park but  important that not all traditions are residentially based), mini-cohorts,  Living-Learning Communities.

c. Student Affairs, student services (DSS, SaS, Resource Centers, tutoring), co-curricular activities and other opportunities for involvement are extremely limited at our Medford Campus.

2. Identify and accommodate the needs of an orientation for adult and commuter students. 

3. Provide more housing options, including theme-based residence Living-Learning Communities. Help students and parents choose the best living situation for the first year. 

4. Increase support for students with long-term mental health needs. 

Socioeconomic Needs 

1. Incorporate financial plan and proactive financial counsel for all students in the one stop process, and market these services. 

2. Increase the application rate for financial aid.

Safety Needs 

1. Campus Safety needs a more proactive outreach to students

a. more consistently supported and publicized escort service

b. blue phones

c. community safety as opposed to an enforcement model

2. Increase ADA education and outreach across campus

3. implement the suggestions in the Transition Plan

4. emergency and evacuation plans

Student Experiences 

1. Increase support, training, and rewards/incentives for individualized attention to students from faculty and staff, especially advising.  Prioritize advising in the Bylaws and in tenure and promotion decisions. 

Diversity Dimension

Committee
Leader: Susan Koralek, Exec. Assistant, School of Sciences
Members: Alma Alvarez, Associate Professor, English and Writing; Diana Versluis, Professional Faculty, University Seminar

Best Practices:

Foundations Institutions ensure that all first-year students experience diverse ideas, worldviews, and cultures as a means of enhancing their learning and preparing them to become members of pluralistic communities. Whatever their demographic composition, institutions structure experiences in which students interact in an open and civil community with people from backgrounds and cultures different from their own, reflect on ideas and values different from those they currently hold, and explore their own cultures and the cultures of others. 
Performance Indicators:

PI 7.1 Diverse ideas. To what degree does the institution assure that first-year students experience diverse ideas and world views through the following?
Initiatives based in the curriculum?

Initiatives based in the co-curriculum (campus sponsored out-of-the-class activities)? 

Initiatives integrated across the curriculum and co-curriculum?

PI 7.2 Interactions. To what degree does the institution structure opportunities for first-year students to interact with individuals from backgrounds and cultures different from their own within the following categories? 

Faculty/staff at the institution?

Other students at the institution?

Individuals outside the institution?

PI 7.3 Behaviors. To what degree does the institution convey to first-year students the standards of behavior it expects for participants in an open and civil campus community?
Current Situation:

The majority of SOU students come from Oregon, with most coming from Jackson county, and a large group coming from the Portland area (585). Most of the out-of-state students are from California.

Seventy percent of students are ages 18-22; of these, slightly less than 50 percent come directly from high school. Of students 22 and older, 15 percent are over 30, with only 3 percent over 50. The remainder fall somewhere in between 22 and 50.

The economic background of our students is mainly lower middle and middle class, and a fairly large percentage are eligible for Pell grants.

The minority population has significantly increased in the past 30 years. The total number of minority students in 1976 was 85 out of 3818.  Minority populations were 2.18 percent of the student body. In 2006, 591 out of 5002 students are of minority populations, 11.3 percent of the student body. The breakdown in terms of ethnic/race group is the following:
	
	1976
	2006

	American Indian
	26
	105

	African American
	19
	68

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	21
	189

	Hispanic
	19
	229



The faculty/staff numbers in 2006 are lower than those of the student body. There is 8.26 percent of faculty/staff from minority populations. The breakdown is as follows:

	
	2006

	American Indian
	10

	African American
	8

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	20

	Hispanic
	15


Additional Data:

· In 2004, 53 percent of SOU students were first generation college students.

· SOU has the highest percentage of students with registered disabilities in our ADA office in comparison to any of the other OUS campuses.

· The average high school GPA of entering freshmen is 3.21. The average SAT score is 1018.

· In terms of minority population presence, SOU and the community it services have relatively low minority population numbers or low numbers of people of color. Interestingly enough, in spite of this, SOU does have a variety of students from various countries. In addition, we have students that are representative of a diversity of religious backgrounds. At this point, it is difficult to assess the diversity of the student body in terms of political inclinations. In terms of class make-up, SOU has students that are primarily of the middle class. There is a small number of students that are wealthy. Increasingly, students also seem to be coming from a working class. A large number of students work while they are in school. Outside of the university, the community of Ashland is made up of two socio/economic classes with a vanishing middleclass. 

In terms of the feedback from the survey as it pertains to questions of diversity, the committee discovered a lack of alignment in what faculty think students' exposure to diversity experiences are and what students think they are. The largest survey answer discrepancy was on the question of student exposure to world cultures: Faculty and staff felt SOU was doing a better job than the students did. Among faculty/staff, only 16 percent gave the lowest rating, whereas 52 percent students gave the lowest rating, and 36 percent of faculty gave the highest rating and 30 percent of students gave the highest rating. 

On the other survey questions, faculty and student scores exhibited fewer discrepancies. In both the faculty and student responses

· the lowest scores assigned to SOU were on providing opportunities for interaction with diverse people outside SOU

· The highest scores given SOU were on SOU's ability to communicate the importance of respecting others with differing opinions: 8 percent of faculty/staff gave the lowest rating and only 9 percent of students gave the lowest rating; 68 percent of faculty/staff and 64 percent of students gave the highest rating.
The numbers indicate that faculty/staff and students are in close alignment.

Related to the highest scored section on the survey by both faculty and students, in the 2006-2007 academic year, freshmen students were provided with a freshman orientation that emphasized the standards of behavior expected for participants in an open and civil campus community. The lecture with Charles Lane, specifically, helped set a tone of openness for incoming freshmen. In addition, the orientation contained other sessions that taught students about behavioral issues outside the classroom such as sexuality, finances and familial connections. 

In addition, in 100 level courses primarily made up of freshmen, professors make it clear to students what is acceptable in terms of communication and dialogue with peers. Professors stress the idea that the university is a place where the exchange of ideas takes place and that students need to approach learning in a respectful and open manner. 
USem also directly addresses this issue of behavior. Because of the seminar/discussion format, students undergo a review of behaviors that are appropriate in the university setting. 
Faculty and staff are also trained on appropriate behaviors in the university. There is expanded, specialized training for some faculty on the appropriate cultural interactions with members of the Latino community.
Challenges:

· The number of international students is relatively small. In spite of this, as mentioned earlier, the backgrounds represented in this small number are fairly diverse.

· It is difficult to recognize what classes open to freshmen provide students with the ability to experience diverse ideas and world views. An example of this is English 105, Introduction to Literature (Fiction and Drama). This class generally exposes students to diverse ideas and world views. However, nothing in the catalogue or the title of the class indicates this.  

· The native population is not ethnically diverse.

· Although there are co-curricular activities that expose students to diversity, students often do not have the time to participate in these activities. Many students are commuters and workers. In some cases, students also have family responsibilities. 
· Faculty can be reluctant to integrate material that reflects diversity. 

· Faculty can be reluctant to implement new pedagogical methods that address a variety of learning styles.

· Faculty/staff can fail to recognize that they can learn more about diversity issues.

· Faculty does not always stress diversity issues taught in the classroom. Students, therefore perceive that diversity is not part of the material being taught. 

· People interacting with diverse groups on and off campus need to be sensitive to the cultural group(s) being interacted with. 

· Although respondents to the survey felt we communicated standards of behavior well, there are 8 or 9 percent of faculty, staff and students who believe we do this very poorly. How do we find out what the communication problem is with this small percentage. How do we communicate effectively with this group?

· Isolated incidents in the dorms or off campus have large ripple effects across campus, leading to misinformation or misrepresentation of SOU and/or our students. These incidents could also be viewed as learning opportunities. 

· We do not have adequate methods for evaluating the effectiveness, outreach, necessity, quality, quantity of activities and programs that center around diversity. 

Opportunities:

· Currently a CAMP grant is being pursued. This grant, if secured, would create a cohort of migrant Latino students. The students, would change the demographics of the campus. The students would also contribute to the diversity of perspectives on campus. The students would also experience exposure to perspectives different from their own through USEM coursework as specified by the grant proposal. 

· USEM courses, particularly those topically connected to issues of identity or place could expose students to issues of diversity.   

· Active groups in the community that represent/incorporate some form of diversity are student friendly. 

· Capstones, practica and workshops are opportunities for enhancing student exposure to diversity issues.

· Bringing international students into the mainstream can enhance student exposure to diversity issues.

· The current reorganization offers us an opportunity to reevaluation what we do around diversity issues and not fall back on the excuse of "because that's the way we have always done it" way of handling these issues.  An example is the reestablishment of the Office of Multicultural Affairs and how that office could be aligned and what function it could have on this campus.

· Syllabi of 100 level courses and some 200 level courses are good places to teach that the university is a place for the exchange of ideas. The syllabi can also state that certain behaviors are required for these exchanges to take place. 

· The multicultural coalition can provide an opportunity to teach faculty/staff/students the appropriate interactions and behaviors with students from different cultural backgrounds. 

· The centralization of student organizations in the Sours Leadership Center could serve as a space for learning experiences on behaviors and appropriate interactions on campus. 

Sources of Evidence:
SOU catalog
Course syllabi and assignments
Professor experiences
Survey
Various program mission statements
Values of the university 
Orientation
Early registration
Student clubs/unions 
Course descriptions
Program Listing of topics for freshman orientation
CERP data 
Student handbook
Dorm trainings and events (students and staff)

Recommended Grade: C-
Recommended Action Items: 

· Recruitment of diverse students/faculty/staff (High priority)

Greater recruitment of diverse students and faculty.

· Reinstitute the Multicultural Affairs Office w/ Staff (High priority)

When the Director of Multicultural Affairs position was eliminated the "office" was basically disbanded and the message was clear to students and faculty that coordination of efforts was disjointed and "part time" and left up to individuals to pursue. Faculty members, that already have commitments and are overworked were commissioned to work as a council to work on issues of diversity. Because of primary loyalties, faculty members were not able to maintain a real commitment to multicultural affairs. By reinstituting the office with a director or coordinator that is directly affiliated with academic affairs, there will be a campus-wide "home" for diversity efforts/issues for faculty and students.

· Communicate disparity of survey results between faculty and students (High priority)

Faculty need to be made aware that students' perceptions of their exposure to diversity is different than what the faculty believes it to be. Students felt they were not being exposed to diversity at the same levels that the faculty did.

· Continue first-year orientation and make it accessible to students in video format (High priority)

The freshmen orientation seems to have been very successful in setting the tone for how to engage in university discourses and behaviors. To make this available for those students unable to attend, a video presentation should be available. 



· Support outreach to local minority populations (High priority)

We are aware that various individuals on campus are participating in outreach efforts. As a university, however, we could do better in supporting existing efforts and to expand those efforts. Example of things that could be done would be offering programs that get students familiar with the university (pipeline programs), providing Spanish ads on local radio stations to compete with U of O ads on the air.

· Create a welcoming and supportive environment for faculty of diverse backgrounds (High priority)

We recommend that the multicultural director (that we really want) would be the point person to work with departments to create a welcoming enviornment for new faculty members from diverse departments. This is crucial for retention of faculty members

· Eliminate Tokenism (High priority)

The university and departments should be sensitive to faculty from diverse backgrounds and not assume that faculty are the most appropriate in leading student organizations or connecting with outside populations. It is often overwhelming for faculty from diverse backgrounds to adjust to new jobs, new communities and to feel the added responsibility for a group.

· Statement of Expected Behaviors (Medium priority)

Faculty with classes heavily impacted with freshmen should issue, either verbally or in written form, a statement of the expected behaviors for information exchange at the university, the first day of class.

Roles and Purposes Dimension

Committee
Leader: Meredith Reynolds, School of Business
Members: John Sollinger, Associate Professor, Biology; Ruth Ann Stoddard, Director, Housing and Residential Life; Jody Waters, Assistant Professor, Communication; Peter Weston, Director, Career Development Services
Best Practices: Foundations Institutions promote student understanding of the various roles and purposes of higher education, both for the individual and society. These roles and purposes include knowledge acquisition for personal growth, learning to prepare for future employment, learning to become engaged citizens, and learning to serve the public good. Institutions encourage first-year students to examine systematically their motivation and goals with regard to higher education in general and to their own college/university. Students are exposed to the value of general education as well as to the value of more focused, in-depth study of a field or fields of knowledge (i.e., the major). 

Performance Indicators:

8.1 Purposes: To what degree does the campus effectively communicate to first-year students its vision for the following purposes of higher education?

Knowledge acquisition for personal growth


Learning to prepare for future employment?
Learning for engaged citizenship?
 Learning for serving the public good?

8.2 Motivation: To what degree does the institution intentionally provide opportunities for first-year students to examine their personal motivation for pursuing higher education?

8.3 Rationale: To what degree does the campus effectively communicate its rationale for the following? 

Required courses (e.g., core curriculum, distribution, and general education) 
Required competencies (e.g., library skills, computing, writing) 
Requirements for entry into majors 
Current Situation

Performance Indicators 8.1 Purposes and 8.2 Motivation: 
Academic programs:

· There is no stated institutional vision related to this Performance Indicator.

· Discussions with USem teachers indicate that they are encouraged to include discussion of the purpose of higher education and students' personal motivation to pursue a university degree in their curricula. 

· Discussions with non-USem teachers indicate that they are given no such direction or encouragement. 

Support services:

· Part of the training of Residential Life staff members (residential hall assistants) includes discussion of student development in the college years and the importance of higher education and examination of personal motivation to study. Staff members relay this information to student residents in individual and living group meetings. 

· The director of Residential Life discusses personal motivation with students who are referred to her for behavior problems. 

· The advisor for first year students in the Access Center discusses the purpose of higher education and personal motivation with students in individual sessions and through the Student Success Seminar. This class that provides students an opportunity to learn and practice skills and strategies for academic success, and includes the discussion of motivation for being in college, learning styles, time management/procrastination, balancing life, goal setting, test taking, note taking, memorization, active listening, etc.

Performance Indicator 8.3 Rationale:
· In a review of the catalog and website, we found the following:
1. The rationale for required courses is inconsistent. 
University Seminar is clearly stated. "This three-term sequence introduces students to key foundational skills that help them develop as researchers, critical thinkers, and communicators." (2006-07 catalog, page 21)

· The description of University Studies is clear but the rationale is not stated.

· The rationale for competencies is not clearly stated anywhere. 

· The description of the requirements for entry into majors is clear, but the rationale is not always stated.
Opportunities and Challenges

PI 8.1 Purposes and Pi 8.2 Motivation:

Opportunities

· The campus mission and vision statements should communicate SOU's commitment to excellence in the first-year experience.

· The following areas should bring significant improvement to SOU's service to first-year students by Fall:

· 2006 reorganization of Colloquium to University Seminar

· Formalization in spring 2006 of community-based learning program with a director.

· Reorganization of Career Development Services in Spring 2006.

· New director

· Career Exploration courses

· Workshops in resume writing, interview techniques, etc.

· Increased opportunities for student internships and volunteerism in all disciplines.

· Projected co-location of offices of Career Development Services, Community Based Learning, Student Activities and Leadership.

· Summer 2007 co-location of the offices of Admissions, Registrar, Financial Aid, Business Services with services designed to improve service to all students.

· Increased opportunities for internships and practica within academic programs.

· On-going development of discipline- and interest-based residence halls with educational programming provided by academic departments. 

· In Fall 2007, Residential Life and USEM will begin the initial phase of a Freshmen Interest Group program. The FIG program is designed to enhance service to first year students and will take 3 years to reach full potential.

Challenges

· Few people on campus know about the first-year advisor in the ACCESS Center, or of other services to first-year students. 

· Serious budget restrictions may limit the duration, expansion, and success of the services listed above in Career Services
PI 8.3 Rationale:

Opportunities
· As an institution, we can identify the appropriate entry points to impart the rationale for the various components of a liberal arts education. 

· We can also identify where, when and how to explain the rationale the requirements for each major's curriculum.

Challenges

· There is no consistent approach to presenting the rationale for general education, competencies, and entry into majors.

· Faculty may not be prepared to communicate their vision of the liberal arts approach to higher education. It may be necessary to formulate this vision and learn how to communicate it effectively. 

Sources of Evidence:

NSSE 2005-06 data re: freshman, concentrating on selected data from Means Comparison Reports that demonstrate potential weaknesses and strengths. 
Foundations of Excellence student and faculty surveys
May 2006 SOU Faculty Survey Taskforce Report and Recommendations on 2005 HERI survey
Discussions with or written responses from Elizabeth Whitman, USem instructor; John Sollinger, Biology; Jody Waters, Communication, teachers and advisors of non-USem first-year students
Peter Weston, director of Career Development Services
Jill Brown, First-Year Student Advisor in ACCESS Center
Ruth Ann Stoddard, Director Residential Life and Housing
Review of documents from Residential Life and Housing (program model, evaluation forms, academic study/tutoring sessions, communication with ACCESS Center re: at-risk students)

SOU website

SOU financial aid website and private scholarship applications

SOU school and department websites 

Recommended Grade: D 
Recommended Action Items: 

· Standardize the approach to discussion of the purpose of higher education. (High priority)

1. Develop and implement a standard approach to the discussion of the purposes of higher education to be applied in all services to first year students, including academic classes and support services. 

2. SOU needs to more clearly articulate visions for civic engagement and community education, and alert students to opportunities to identify and pursue employment and career directions. 


· Institute consistent presentation of gen ed requirements, core competencies, and entrance to majors. (High priority)
· Develop and implement a consistent approach to Early Registration for all departments that clearly presents general education requirements, admission to majors, and degree requirements. Provide a template that each department can adapt to its own requirements. This information should also be posted on each department's website. Make sure departments have adequate time to make presentations to students and also register them in classes. 

· Encourage all academic departments to incorporate a one-credit introductory course for all majors that articulates the rationale for the following: liberal arts curriculum, prerequisites for the major, curriculum for the major, and expected outcomes for graduates. (See Business Administration, Criminology, other departments that offer this course.) This information should also be posted on the department website and in the catalog.

· Increase awareness of services and resources for first year students. (High priority)
· In order to increase awareness of services to first year students among students, faculty and staff, SOU must clearly identify academic and support staff who are directly involved with all first-year students, including traditional and non-traditional students. 

· SOU web page and campus phone directory listings under a heading such as: Services to First Year Students. 

· List should include, but not be limited to: Student Affairs, USem, other academic departments with large first year populations, ACCESS Center, Residential Life, Career Development Services, Financial Aid, Admissions, Disability Services, Nontraditional/Commuter Student Center, Writing Center, Student Activities and Leadership, Student Health and Wellness. 

· Give campus-wide recognition to the people who provide services to first year students.

· Introduce first year faculty and support staff at fall faculty breakfast.

· Explain emphasis on First Year Services at new faculty orientation

·  Recognize efforts of teachers and support staff of first year students at spring faculty breakfast
· First year experience reflected in campus mission and vision statements. (High priority)
The campus mission and vision statements should communicate SOU's commitment to excellence in the first-year experience.

· Measure understanding of rationale for University Studies (gen ed), core competencies, and major requirements. (Medium priority)
In order to know how to measure our efficacy in communicating the rationale for the above, we recommend the following:

· USEM survey 

· Survey prior to approval of Junior Plan 

· Senior exit survey - add to existing survey
· Increase discussion of personal reasons for higher education. (Medium priority)
Encourage all faculty teaching first year students and all first year student academic advisors and other support staff to talk with students about their personal reasons to pursue higher education.

Improvement Dimension Report
Committee 

Leader: Deborah Brown, Professional Faculty, University Seminar 

Members - Peg Blake, Director, Financial Aid; Dan DeNeui, Associate Professor, Psychology; Lesley Pohl, University Seminar; Kay Sagmiller, Director, Center for Teaching and Learning; Laura Young, University Seminar,  Assessment and Writing Center Coordinator
Best Practices:
Foundations Institutions conduct assessment and maintain associations with other institutions and relevant professional organizations in order to achieve ongoing first-year improvement.  This assessment is specific to the first year as a unit of analysis—a distinct time period and set of experiences, academic and otherwise, in the lives of students. It is also linked systemically to the institutions’ overall assessment. Assessment results are an integral part of institutional planning, resource allocation, decision-making, and ongoing improvement of programs and policies as they affect first-year students. As part of the enhancement process and as a way to achieve ongoing improvement, institutions are familiar with current practices at other institutions as well as with research and scholarship on the first college year.
Performance Indicators:
PI 9.1 Assessment. (Using Table B of the Current Practices Inventory, identify the five first-year initiatives that serve the largest percentage of students.) To what degree does each initiative include systematic1 assessment? 
PI 9.2 Use of Assessment. To what degree have assessment results been used to improve existing practices across the following initiatives? 
University Seminar

Orientation: 

Financial Aid

Housing-Residential Life: 

Advising
PI 9.3 Understanding. To what degree have recent assessment activities improved campus understanding of the following elements of student success? 

Student allocation of their time?

Student/faculty connections?

Student use of campus services?

Student class attendance patterns?

9.4 Strategies. To what degree have the following strategies been used by your campus to improve the first year? 

Attendance at higher education meetings (e.g., conferences, institutes, workshops)

Participation in multi-campus initiatives focused on the first year?

Broad campus exposure to external experts

Broad exposure to campus-based knowledge/expertise about the first year?

Current Situation
A number of SOU programs and departments (Housing, Student Affairs, University Seminar, etc.) are collecting first-year experience data from students, but the data are not being properly/effectively communicated to the campus community. There are also inconsistencies in data collection. The data do indicate that the connection between faculty and students is a key to student retention and satisfaction, and this finding seems to be articulated around campus. In one example, Preview Days have improved to include faculty leaders paired with student leaders, who then meet with small groups of prospective students and tour facilities, eat dinner, and attend entertainment events together. 
Financial Aid and the Access Center currently do not collect data of any kind from students. 

Opportunities and Challenges
Financial Aid has an opportunity to implement new ways of evaluating how financial aid relates to a first-year student's rate of retention. There is limited money available to accomplish the huge goal of getting and keeping students here at SOU. Small parcels of money are given out, but we don't follow up to see what impact this has on the overall retention of the students who receive these funds. Consideration is being given to offer larger amounts to fewer students in the future. 
The Access Center currently bears most of the burden of advising first-year students, with University Seminar being the only other program responsible for first-year advising. This creates a problem since it distances first-year students from department faculty, and places a burden on the Access Center and USem that should be shared by all departments. 
Student Affairs has recently implemented a procedure for online reporting of at-risk students. Since faculty do not always find out what happens to students who are reported to various services on campus, we need to develop a reporting system that ensures communication between faculty and staff members concerning student progress. Currently it is possible that a student's situation might be reported by a faculty member, and the student contacted by a counselor or advisor, but then overlooked by both in the future. 
There are limited opportunities available on campus and beyond for workshops to help faculty understand the needs of first-year students, but few faculty members are taking advantage of them. Some method of reward or incentive might increase faculty and staff's willingness to address the special needs of the first-year student. With increased communication of data, SOU will become more aware of the need for further improvement of the first-year experience and possible ways that faculty and staff can become involved.

Sources of Evidence
Peg Blake, Financial Aid
Sarah Ann Hones, Access Center 
Jon Eldridge, Student Affairs
Bill Smith, Housing
Housing Staff 
University Seminar Faculty
Lesley Pohl, University Seminar
Carl Moody, Registrar
NSSE Survey
HERI Survey
University Seminar Surveys
Syllabi from departments with high first-year student enrollment

Recommended Grade: C-
Recommended Action Items: 

· Campus-Wide, First-Year Student Assessment Tool (High priority)

Develop and implement a single survey to accomplish data collection for all departments/programs, thus decreasing the number of student surveys and increasing the quality and quantity of student responses.

· Strategic Plan for Information Gathering (High priority)

Develop a strategic plan to decide what information to gather and prioritize its collection.

· Create Central "Clearing House" for Surveys (High priority)

Create a central "clearing house" for conducting surveys and collecting information around campus.

· Improve Advising Perspective (High priority)

Value advising collectively throughout all Faculty and departments, not just as the responsibility of University Seminar and the Access Center.

· Develop Financial Aid Assessment Tools (High priority)

Financial Aid needs to develop assessment tools and methods to make effective use of the information they possess. Financial Aid could use the results to go to the Foundation Board and solicit additional funds.
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