Program Improvement Plan
Department: CHEMISTRY______________                                     

Program: __B.A. Secondary Education_____                                        Current Academic Year: __2003-2004___
In January you received a program summary  report that provided information from several data sources collected on/about or from candidates at the different program checkpoints (for example, at admission, in-program, at program completion, and after graduation). You also received or have in your possession other forms of data that should be reviewed as you plan program improvements. These include data from the Student Evaluation Instruments, the Undergraduate Program Evaluation (if relevant to your program), and records of formal candidate complaints and their resolutions. Your responses to the questions below should be based on the data from the program report. Use the responses to write a program improvement plan. A copy of this plan is due to the Dean’s Office and the Assessment Coordinator by March 1.

1. Did the summary report indicate any particularly strong areas in the program? If so, list these areas and cite the data sources that indicated these strong areas:

As of March, 2004, there are no graduates from this program.  Thus, there are no relevant data pertaining to majors.  
2. Did the summary report indicate any weak areas in the program? If so, list these areas and cite the data sources that indicated these weak areas:

As of March, 2004, there are no graduates from this program.  Thus, there are no relevant data pertaining to majors so as to comment on the weaknesses in the program.  

3. What specific plan do you have for addressing weak areas in the program? List the steps the program/department will take to strengthen the weak areas:

· What timeline is proposed for these changes?

· How will you solicit input on changes from other stakeholders (e.g., faculty from the Colleges of Arts and Sciences and/or Business, community stakeholders, etc.)?
Please refer to Question 2 above.  Once the program produces graduates, the department will employ a variety of means to obtain feedback.  These will include exit interviews of graduates (a practice employed for majors in other programs in the department) as well as surveys of high school administrators where the graduates are employed.  

4. What changes were made in your program based on last year’s program improvement plan (relevant only for programs that had a previous assessment system in place) and what were the effects of these changes? Include information from data sources in your response.

This is the first program improvement plan that the department is writing; there was none last year.  

5. What is your overall evaluation of your program (include strengths and weaknesses)?

In the absence of graduates, it is clearly too early to evaluate the program.  However, an evaluation of the department as a whole is summarized below.  
The mission of the Department of Chemistry is to provide undergraduate education of the highest quality and to be recognized nationally as a center of excellence in undergraduate chemical education.  The department offers a variety of undergraduate degree programs: a B.S. certified by the American Chemical Society (ACS), a pre-professional B.A. track, and a dual-degree program in Chemical Engineering in collaboration with Georgia Tech.  The past five years represent a period of growth, rejuvenation and tremendous productivity for the department.  The faculty, a majority of whom were assistant professors in 1997, are today largely tenured associate professors, and are a diverse, dynamic group.  They provide instruction of a high quality serving all science majors, pursue vigorous externally funded research, and promote an atmosphere in which students aspire for, and achieve lofty career goals that include admittance to the best graduate and professional programs in the nation.  

Innovations in teaching were at the forefront, both during semester conversion in 1998, and during the move to the Technology-enhanced Learning Center (TLC) in 2001.  All introductory courses, serving 750 plus students a year in all sciences, are taught in a one of a kind classroom in the nation that uses a novel “studio” paradigm that integrates lectures and laboratories.  Chemistry Workshops, led by peer leaders are also offered for students in groups of 10-12; together, these methods have shown a measurable improvement in learning in introductory courses, based on standardized examinations prepared by the ACS.  In upper division courses, students score within a standard deviation of the national mean on standardized ACS examinations, attesting to the quality of the courses and students’ performance therein.  

State-of-the-art instrumentation, uncommon for an undergraduate only department, has been acquired through vigorous pursuit of external funding, totaling 0.97 million dollars during 1997-2002 (including matching monies).  These are used in innovative instructional laboratories throughout the curriculum.  The instrumentation is widely used for faculty-directed undergraduate research, the central pillar of our program.  A total of 20 peer-reviewed publications resulted (14 with students as authors), and 134 presentations (104 by students) were made at local, regional and national meetings.  The department is the site for the prestigious NSF Research Experience for Undergraduate (REU) Program, one of 60 nationwide in Chemistry, only 10 being undergraduate departments.  
When all is said and done, the wonderful facilities and rigorous programs are merely fields of dreams, where the quality of “play” is ultimately defined by students.  The department is proud of its graduates, a vast majority of whom pursue careers in chemistry or an allied field after graduation.  These include a Barry Goldwater and Marshall scholar and students (25 out of 46) who have attended the best graduate programs in the nation including Harvard, Caltech and Cornell University, as well as highly reputed medical and pharmacy programs.  

Recommendations for improving the quality of the programs are in the areas of additional resources, improved infrastructure, curriculum and outreach.  The department is currently understaffed with a load of 10.5 contact hours in the classroom, as opposed to a recommended 9, and needs an additional faculty member and an additional staff member.  Additional itemized money is needed for routine maintenance of aging instrumentation.  While the TLC is for the most part an excellent facility, some issues pertaining to safety need to be addressed.  The library resources are the barest minimum for ACS accreditation and need significant upgrades to adequately support ongoing research.  The department will pursue the possibility of administering a diagnostic examination, along with other science departments, to ensure adequate preparation in introductory courses.  Another proposal is the institution of pre-requisites of grades of C or higher to take higher-level courses.  Finally, the move to the TLC and the recent successes of our students create excellent avenues for promoting UWG in general and the department in particular, in the region; the department proposes to increase its ongoing efforts to recruit students to the institution.  
6. Do you have any recommendations for the Assessment Coordinator and/or the Assessment Advisory Committee regarding the assessment system or unit evaluation (for example, are the current data sources providing your program with relevant data? Are additional data sources needed? Do faculty need training in assessment strategies? Have any problems with data collection instruments been noted?)? If so, please provide detailed feedback.

There are no specific suggestions at this time in view of the short period since the inception of the program in 2002, and the lack of graduates.  
