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Abstract 
Few events within a successful academic program are as administratively demanding as an on-
site accreditation assessment visit.  It is a particularly stressful period where a program must 
fully account for itself by presenting evidence to external evaluators that its students, faculty, 
alumni, administrators, curriculum, policies, resources, and facilities satisfy a rigorous criteria 
established by an accrediting body.  To accomplish this, the program must retrieve all of the 
relevant data, compile it into a prodigious report and organize it in a manner that is both 
profoundly clear and obvious while simultaneously complying with the report format 
requirements prescribed by the accrediting institution.   Anyone who has experienced an on-site 
accreditation visit is very familiar with these daunting challenges.   
 
A number of factors seem to conspire against the successful execution of this documentation 
process.  One of the most fundamental is the complexity associated with the ongoing, 
sustainable, semester-to-semester compilation of data from a myriad of different sources.  Of 
these various sources, faculty is one of the most critical.  It is the faculty after all, that is the 
origin of the assessment data that forms the bedrock of any program’s assessment regimen.  This 
challenge is compounded if the program is heavily dependent on adjunct faculty.  Many 
educational institutions that offer a technology-based curriculum are particularly reliant on 
adjunct faculty.  Clearly adjunct faculty is highly valued in technology programs for its course – 
specific expertise and industry correlation.  However this faculty is typically teaching as a 
supplement to a separate full time career and therefore does not have the resources available to 
devote to a protracted or confusing assessment routine.  
 
In order to compile a successful assessment report, a sustainable assessment program must be 
established that distills the complex requirements into components that can be easily and 
efficiently executed by its faculty.  The reporting system must be sufficiently clear and 
unambiguous such that it becomes a part of the semester close-out routine.  Additionally, a 
reporting system must be developed that efficiently captures crucial assessment data, making it 
available for systematic review at the conclusion of every semester and ultimately for inclusion 
in the accreditation report. 
 
This paper documents the process of a construction management technology program as it 
developed its own ultimately successful assessment structure by focusing on the methods and the 
tools.  The tools described include: 
 

 Simplified, unambiguous forms that capture assessment data  
 A reporting system to facilitate data dissemination 
 A formalized process that ensures collaboration through the utilization of the captured 

data on a regular, end-of-semester routine 
 Implementation of an assessment routine that clearly links course data to outcomes to 

program. 
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Literature review 
The importance of executing a well-designed assessment program is critical to its successful 
adoption because the very act of assessment can face considerable faculty resistance.  Indeed, 
Palomba and Banta reference national surveys that identify faculty resistance  “…as among the 
most important challenges facing assessment.”(1999, p. 70)  The authors reference a number of 
misconceptions that are commonly cited by faculty resistant to assessment. They include: 
 

1. Assessment data is valueless to faculty because it is intended for use exclusively outside 
the program. 

2. The assessment process consumes an excessive amount of time and resources. 
3. Data quality is inherently poor thereby making its acquisition unimportant. 
4. Assessment data is not used to make real program improvements. 
5. Assessment data is used as a kind of job performance evaluation, ultimately threatening 

career advancement, job security and/or academic freedom. (Palomba & Banta, 1999, p. 
71) 

 
All of these points only emphasize the importance of a well-designed assessment program with 
workable tools that are easy and efficient to use.  As will be demonstrated later in this paper, a 
number of these concerns were directly addressed in the development of a number of assessment 
processes.  Palomba and Banta validate this approach by noting faculty fears will be diminished 
provided they are given “… responsibility, resources and rewards for participating in 
assessment.”(1999, p. 71)   
 
The importance of adjunct faculty – particularly to a technology program – cannot be overstated.  
Charlier and Williams (2011) indicated that the virtues of adjunct faculty include their flexibility, 
practical experience, technical specialization, and reduced fiscal impact.  These benefits make it 
easy to understand their phenomenal growth within the college environment.  Indeed, the authors 
cite a statistic that use of part time faculty has more than doubled in the past three decades 
resulting in 68% of all faculty are now functionally  part-time. (2011, p. 2).   Within the program 
referenced in this study, 72% of the total faculty are adjunct / part time. 
 
Of course there are potential liabilities as well.  According to author Frederick Jacobs, adjunct 
faculty are typically either simultaneously teaching at more than one institution or are hoping to 
use the adjunct position as an entrée to a full time teaching opportunity. (1998, p. 14)  This 
multiple institution workload presents the possibility that instructional focus may be diminished.  
Jacobs continues by noting other potential weaknesses: inaccessibility to students, unfamiliarity 
with institutional services and a sense of being disconnected from the program and its full time 
faculty.  In his conclusion, Jacobs offers a number of solutions to correct these challenges.  He 
states, “Part-time faculty can be helped to be more effective in their work if they understand the 
values and norms of the institution.  It is not that part-time faculty should be made part of the 
culture because it would make them feel good; rather, they need to be included so they can 
understand what is valued, what is expected, and what they should value and expect.” (1998, p. 
17)  Clearly, imparting the institution’s values would be particularly beneficial in overcoming 
assessment resistance, ultimately improving its implementation and sustainability as well. 
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Program background 
The construction management technology program that is documented in this paper consists of 
four full time faculty (one program director, one assistant professor and two instructors) and 13 
adjunct faculty, most of whom teach one course.  Contrary to Jacobs’ observations, the adjunct 
faculty within this program are not teaching at multiple locations or hoping for a full time 
opportunity.  This distinction is important because it suggests our adjunct faculty are already 
fully engaged with separate, full time occupations.  Thus an assessment obligation has the 
potential of being especially burdensome, particularly to part time instructors unfamiliar with 
academic documentation.  It was therefore imperative that documentation be unambiguous and 
specific to minimize wasted time during the data gathering process. 
 
During a typical semester 30 courses are offered by the construction management program.  It is 
one of seven programs within a department devoted exclusively to technology.  It offers a 
Bachelor of Science degree and an undergraduate certificate.  The department resides within an 
urban, nonresidential campus with a student enrollment population of 30,690 for the fall of 2014. 
(Indiana University, 2014)  Currently the program’s enrollment consists of 135 students. 
 
The program is accredited by ABET.  It does not utilize proprietary assessment software nor is 
there dedicated assessment staff.  The program’s accreditation plan was developed exclusively 
by its full time faculty with copious support by experienced faculty residing within the 
department and by the dean’s office.  Ultimately the responsibility for assessment 
implementation and data retrieval rests exclusively with the program’s full time faculty.   
 
Of the 30 courses offered within a semester, the actual data collection load consists of 17 courses 
involving 42 different outcome performance indicators.  In all 11 instructors (4 full time, 8 
adjunct) are affected.  In an effort to distribute the obligation as broadly as possible, adjunct 
faculty are responsible for 22 indicators with most having only one outcome data obligation.  
Three full time faculty are responsible for 20 indicators. (Chart 1.)  Assessment frequency for 
most of the data is every semester the targeted course is offered.   
 
 

 
 

Adjunct
52%

22 indicators
8 instructors

Full Time
48%

20 indicators
4 instructors
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Figure 1.  Outcome indicator assignments by full time faculty 
and adjunct faculty 

 
While this particular construction management had been assessed previously – receiving the 
maximum time interval to the subsequent assessment – over the years it has undergone 
fundamental staff changes to such an extent that its assessment practices had lapsed.  The 
documentation that was developed and subsequently described in this paper is the result of an 
extensive rebuilding effort.  Prior to the development of these tools and processes, the academic 
program faculty went through a period of re-establishing and clarifying a myriad of assessment 
fundamentals.  That is, establishing a sustainable assessment process integrating the program’s 
stakeholders with the curriculum, implementing process review policies, clearly defining course 
outcomes, and developing appropriate performance indicators.  Additionally it came to be 
understood that the assessment process – no matter how sophisticated or well intentioned it may 
be – would not stand up to the scrutiny of an on-site assessment without possessing a clarity and 
transparency that is obvious to the on-site accreditation evaluation team. 
 
Assessment tools 
In the development of every tool and process, consideration was given to the extensive 
complement of adjunct faculty residing in this program.  Every effort was made to simplify the 
data acquisition process by combining clear and unambiguous instructions with convenient 
accessibility from virtually any computer with an Internet connection.  This approach also offers 
the collateral benefits of facilitating last-minute personnel changes and reducing the time and 
resource commitment required of the faculty to execute their assessment obligations. 
 
Performance Assessment Form 
Utilizing an assessment document that is clear in its intent and meaning is crucial to ensuring 
objective and consistent data collection.  The value of a clear assessment document is 
particularly important when a program relies heavily on adjunct faculty.  To assist all faculty in 
the execution of its assessment responsibilities, an outcome documentation form was created that 
simplified execution while simultaneously clarifying the data acquisition process.  The form is 
composed of three parts: 1) a description of the outcome including a detailed description of the 
target indicator and the frequency of its collection; 2) data as collected from the particular class 
with an optional space for faculty comments and 3) an area dedicated to specifying what work is 
evaluated.  In Figure 2, Part 3 displays an example of the work that is being utilized as the source 
of the data.  There is no mistaking exactly what type of work is required to assess a given 
outcome.  In Figure 3, Part 3 displays a grading rubric which is utilized to evaluate student work.  
The distinction between the two different Part 3’s is important to note.  Some courses utilize 
coursework that demands objective evaluation.  Other courses utilize work that must be 
subjectively graded.  The inclusion of rubrics is critical in ensuring a consistent grading effort 
when evaluating subjective material. 
 
It is important to note that the form has only four entries that are editable by the faculty: the 
number of students engaged in the assessment, the number of students satisfying the performance 
target, the percentage equivalent and faculty comments.  These editable variables were carefully 
considered in the design of the form.  Because outcomes are created at the program level by the 
program’s full time faculty, individual course instructors cannot alter the outcomes or the 
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performance targets.  If faculty determines that a target must be revised, a preliminary / proposal 
form is submitted.  This form permits the individual course instructor to make his/her 
recommendations while clearly alerting the program faculty that the submitted data is not in 
compliance with the established outcomes and that further review is required during the 
program’s annual assessment meeting.   
 

 
Figure 2.  Typical performance indicator report form including 
prototypical student work. 

 
 

Part 1 

Part 2 

Part 3 
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Figure 3.  Typical performance indicator report form including 
grading rubric. 
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Centralized Data Storage 
All of the assessment documentation resides electronically within the university’s proprietary 
web based learning management system (LMS).  Utilizing the LMS offers a number of benefits 
to enhance the assessment data gathering process.  Benefits include: 
 

 Universal access – Every faculty member is given access to the LMS almost immediately 
after hiring.  Every computer on campus points to the LMS site and accessing it from an 
off-campus computer is simple and quick.  The program’s assessment site appears similar 
to a class that is being taught by the instructor.  Additionally, because it resides within the 
LMS, the faculty member uses the same log-in and pass phrase as is used for course 
access. 

 Controlled views – The resources that are viewed by faculty are dependent on their role 
in the program.  At the instructor level, the adjunct faculty member sees only the course 
folders that apply directly to him / her.  There are no unnecessary folders, files, features 
or resources visible which greatly simplifies site navigation.   At the course coordinator 
level, course coordinators (typically full time faculty within the program), are assigned 3 
– 4 adjunct faculty to provide support and direction.  The course coordinators will view 
their own assessment folders in addition to the folders of the adjunct faculty they’ve been 
assigned.  System administrators can view every folder within the assessment site for a 
quick appraisal of contributed content and assessment progress. 

 Clear expectations – Residing within the folders that are visible to the instructors are 
either other folders indicating what is expected to be placed within, e.g., examples of 
student work, self-assessments or blank files requiring execution e.g., blank performance 
assessment forms. 

 Shared and hidden resources – Made available to every instructor within the program, a 
folder “Assessment Tools & Forms” contains assessment forms, rubrics, outcome details, 
etc. all of which serve as an assessment resource.  Still another folder, “Assessment 
Administration” is hidden to all but system administrators.  This folder contains 
templates, original files and official submissions which can conveniently reside with the 
program’s assessment material but remain unavailable to the entire faculty. 

 Data upload / download control – The individual course folder permits the faculty 
member full upload, download and deleting privileges, while other folders (e.g., the 
Assessment Tools & Forms” folder) permit download only.  This feature helps to ensure 
instructors are unable to inadvertently upload course files into the incorrect folder or 
delete a shared resource. 

 Simplified accreditation documentation – Because all of the assessment data resides in 
one central location, production of student work, data, rubrics and assorted 
documentation will facilitate preparation for the on-site accreditation visit.  All faculty 
work is shared and available, eliminating the need to access different computer drives, 
locations and addresses. 

 
Course Reflection 
A long-standing process initiated by the department, the course reflection form is an important 
self-appraisal executed by the instructor at the close of every semester.  The form is a personal 
evaluation of how well the semester progressed.  It encourages the instructor to consider the 
changes made, their apparent effectiveness within the classroom and recommendations for future 
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corrections.  This form provides an invaluable tool for the adjunct faculty as it creates a semester 
by semester history of the course, allowing subsequent instructors to learn from past efforts and 
understand the class dynamics unique to every course.  The form also requires comments by the 
course coordinators.  In this way course coordinators are more closely in-tune with the 
instruction occurring within the classroom and can share these observations during the year-end 
assessment review.  This process can contribute to “closing the loop” wherein instructors provide 
input on the courses which in turn informs the program faculty who can then modify the program 
which in turn modifies the courses. 
 
Assessment Report 
Thus far, all of the tools presented facilitate data acquisition at the instructor / course level.  
However the real value of all these tools is their contribution to program improvement and 
accreditation evaluation.  The Assessment Report was created to compile all of the course level 
data into a single source enabling an overall program review of course effectiveness as defined 
by outcome performance. (Figure 4).  This document is used at the review meeting occurring at 
the end of the academic year.  Attending are the program’s full time faculty, curricula advisor 
and administrative staff.  The faculty, in its role as course coordinators, will have already 
reviewed the performance assessment forms for all of the courses in their charge. 
 

 
Figure 4.  Example of an assessment report for one outcome. 
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Notable characteristics include: 

 Typical of the program’s form design, document content is pared down to the minimum 
information necessary to execute the task.  The top portion restates the outcome, the 
assessment method, the course in which the assessment is taking place, assessment 
frequency and the specific students’ performance target.   

 The bottom portion displays the actual performance data as retrieved for every 
assessment period.  This information presents a history of this outcome’s performance 
indicator and as such is invaluable in determining trends within the indicator, the course 
and the outcome.  In this particular example, the pattern appeared where the target was 
achieved in spring semesters but wasn’t achieved in fall semesters.  The instructor 
proposed the possibility that, because the fall course met once per week and occurred in 
the evening from 6:00 – 10:30 pm, students were more likely to have full time jobs. 
Meanwhile the spring semester version of the same course met twice weekly during the 
regular school day, more likely appealing to the traditional student and without the full 
time job obligations or the stress of a very long day.  This consideration can be seen as it 
was documented during the meeting in the Program Outcome Assessment summary 
(Figure 5). 

 
As the faculty review meeting proceeds through each of the 42 outcomes, common issues begin 
to emerge which can apply to specific instructors, similar course topics or outcomes.  This 
analysis is documented in the Program Outcome Assessment form (Figure 5).  The summative 
analysis enables the program faculty to consider revisions to the overall program based on the 
student performance data provided by the instructors.  In this way the results of the course level 
assessment effort can directly affect the program which in turn may alter execution of the course, 
in essence, “closing the loop”.  Additionally, this kind of information can be shared with the 
program’s industry advisory board for comment, paving the way for another valued stakeholder 
to influence the execution of the program. 
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Figure 5.  Example of an assessment report outcome summary. 

 
Conclusion 
A construction management technology program sought to reconstruct and revitalize its 
assessment program.  The challenges of inherent faculty resistance to assessment and the special 
needs of its adjunct faculty population were considered as the entire assessment process was 
reconsidered.  New documentation and processes were developed and implemented.  Forms were 
created which distilled assessment to its most essential requirements, an online project site within 
an LMS was developed to simplify document storage and record keeping and course level 
documentation was evaluated at the program level via summary forms and the implementation of 
a year-end faculty assessment meeting.  The documentation approach presented within this paper 
encourages interaction between adjunct faculty, full time faculty, students and industry resulting 
in a meaningful and effective program assessment.  
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