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	1) Introduction/Context:

a) What information about your program/unit is important for the reviewers of your assessment report to understand? 

The Study Abroad section of Center for International Services and Programs (CISP) is one of 4 sections within the Center. CISP is comprised of the International Student Admissions (UG and GRAD) section, the International Student Services section, the International Academic Initiatives section and a Study Abroad section. The Study Abroad section serves a number of different functions. These include:

· Organization and management of CSU faculty-led short term programs which run during summer session, intersession breaks, and spring break. Responsibilities include advertising and recruitment, training of faculty directors in student life issues, billing, financial aid assistance, health and safety management, logistic arrangements (flights, ground transport, and housing), payments to overseas vendors, pre-departure orientation, and passport and student visa procurement assistance. 

· Management of one-to-one exchange programs both general to the university and academic department-based (both incoming and outgoing students). 
· Management of independent or non-CSU faculty-led study abroad in which students study abroad for summer, semester, or year based on individualized programs according to major, budget, region of interest, and career goals. 

· Management and/or oversight of local CSU and national study abroad scholarship competitions including SGA/CSU study abroad scholarship, ODAMA scholarship, IFSA Foundation scholarship for non-traditional undergraduates, U.S. Student Fulbright competition, Boren Awards, Gilman Scholarships, OFLA scholarships, etc. 

· Provide information and logistical support for non-academic programming including internships, volunteer, work, teach, and travel abroad. 

· Management of the National Student Exchange program

b) Has there been any change in the context of your program/unit that influenced student learning outcomes as well as the current report? 

The short answer is that no, there has not be any change within the context of the Study Abroad section over the course of the previous year. However, concerted efforts over the course of the year to overhaul the Study Abroad section’s student learning assessment have not drawn consensus.  Therefore, this report will continue along the lines of a “program review” with a move towards incorporating “student learning assessment,” principles.  In this report, we will look at the overall numbers of students studying abroad and at their reported level of satisfaction both with the actual program abroad and the services rendered by the Study Abroad section.  

CISP has participated in a 5-year review through the Office of Institutional Research and Analysis (IRAA) a subset of the Office of Planning, Assessment and Resource Management (PAIRM). Dr. Jeff Chen has collected data from 3 of the 4 sections of CISP. The findings are reported each year in the CSU Books of Trends. 2008-09 will be the last year on the 5- year reporting cycle for CISP in the annual “ CSU Book of Trends”. This information could also be included in this student learning assessment report. 
Dr. Tama Engelking, chair of the department of Modern Languages has let it be known that she will be taking up the mantle of evaluating students’ levels of inter-cultural competency pre- and post- study abroad program participation. This will greatly add to the review of student learning in the Study Abroad section. 
c) Has the current assessment report included any of the recommendations made by review teams based on preview year report?
We are open to the suggestions of the Committee for the improvement of the assessment process. We look forward to finding the resources for CISP to be able to commit staff time to more fully research and explore assessment. 
There was no official response or recommendation made by a review team on the previous year’s report. 


	2. Goals:

a) What are the goals of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning?


#1 Goal: More students will study abroad this year than last year 

#2 Goal: 60% or more of study abroad returnee evaluation respondents will report satisfaction with the services rendered by the Study Abroad section of CISP (satisfied or highly satisfied) 
#3 Goal: Increase the number of CSU faculty-led group study abroad programs by working with academic departments and colleges on the development and implementation of new programs
b) How and when were the student learning goals developed? Who was involved in the process?
These goals were formulated in group brainstorming sessions with the senior staff of CISP and Dr. Marius Boboc over the course of the previous year.  
c) Have these goals been reviewed? If so, have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?
Marius Boboc was involved in several meetings throughout the course of the previous year with CISP. The goal of the meetings was to evaluate the suitability of reporting by a student services focused area (CISP) within the context of a student learning assessment program. In October 2008, the decision was made by the director of Office of Planning, Assessment and Resource Management (PAIRM) in consultation with Marius Boboc to continue to include CISP in this process. 
Dr. Boboc was also involved in helping each of the sections within CISP to refine their goals and reconceptualize the assessment process, moving from a purely “program review” model of assessment towards a more student learning model. We will conduct both an attitudinal assessment (level of satisfaction with the services) and a direct measure (number of students/volume of service) in the Study Abroad section. 
There was no official response or recommendation made by a review team on the previous year’s report. 


	3. Outcomes:
a) What are the intended outcomes of your program/unit in terms of leading to or supporting student learning? 
CISP would like to see the following outcomes: 

1. More students will study abroad this year than last year. 

2. Students will report satisfaction with the services rendered by the Study Abroad section of CISP (satisfied or highly satisfied) 

3. The number of CSU faculty-led group study abroad programs will increase under the supervision of CISP 
b) How and when were these student learning outcomes developed for each goal listed in the section above? Who was involved? 
The Director of CISP has set forth the goals for the Study Abroad section in consultation with Marius Boboc, Director of Assessment and Julie Good, Manager of Study Abroad. 
c) Have they been modified based on student learning assessment data collected in your program/unit? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed? 
There was no official response or recommendation made by a review team on the previous year’s report. 


	4. Data Collection:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the learning (outcomes) of your students meets the goals of your program/unit? What assessment instruments/tools, methods, and processes did you use to collect student learning-related data?
Indirect measures were used to measure the outcomes: 
For Goal #1 (quantitative data) -  Compared the number of student participants on study abroad programs from last year and this year. 

For Goal #2 (survey) - Student learning was informally assessed through a voluntary post-study abroad evaluation. We have two separate evaluations based on the type of program that a student studied on: one evaluation is used by study abroad returnees from CSU faculty-led, short-tern CSU programs which are attached to a regular CSU course, the second evaluation is used by study abroad returnees from exchange programs, direct enrollment semesters, and other independent study abroad activities that generate study abroad transfer credit on their CSU academic record for the term that they were abroad. 

For Goal #3 (quantitative data) - Compared the number of CSU faculty-led trips from last year and this year. 
b) Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year? If so, what are the actual change and the rationale behind it? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

In the past, all post-study abroad evaluations were either filled out long hand on paper or were Word documents that were word processed, saved as Word files, and emailed back as Word attachments. This year, the Study Abroad section moved both evaluations (CSU faculty-led and non-CSU programs) from Word documents to on-line web forms.  Now, students can type their evaluation responses directly into an on-line form and submit their responses with a click of the button.  

The rate of return of the post-study abroad evaluations has increased due to the migration to the web and the implementation of Viking cash drawings to try to increase the rate of return.

CSU faculty-led short-term study abroad program evaluation web form:  www.csuohio.edu/offices/international/study_abroad/flevaluation  
Independent study abroad program evaluation form web form: 
www.csuohio.edu/offices/international/study_abroad/saevaluation/ 


	5. Data Analysis & Findings:
a) What direct and indirect methods did you use to measure the degree to which the learning (outcomes) of your students meets the goals of your program/unit? What assessment instruments/tools, methods, and processes did you use to collect student learning-related data? 
Goal #1: MET
According to our data as reported in the CSU Book of Trends, in 2008-09 147 students studied abroad. This is an increase from the number in 2007-08, when 137 students studied abroad. 
Study Abroad Student Headcount by Academic Year
(Summer, Fall & Spring) and Course Level
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Goal #2: MET
41 out of 147 post-study abroad evaluations were received. No one wrote anything negative or bad about any of the CISP staff on their evaluation.
We do not currently have a question on the CSU faculty-led short-term study abroad evaluation that asks students about their interaction with the Study Abroad section of the Center for International Services and Programs. This will need to be rectified for the coming year’s evaluation form so that we can determine if students were satisfied with the services of the Study Abroad section. 
Of those 49 independent study abroad students that were surveyed, 8 responses were received. Of those 8 who completed the post-study abroad evaluation, none of the eight responded with negative comments about the staff of Study Abroad section. This of course is different from being satisfied with the services of Study Abroad section of CISP. 
It appears that both study abroad returnee evaluations of study abroad need to be reworked so that the questions get to the real answers we are seeking. 
Goal #3 NOT MET

In 2008-09 (England, Costa Rica, Mexico, France, Chile, Paris, WWI, Germany) there were 8 faculty-led study abroad programs. In 2007-08 (England, Mexico, India, Spain, Israel Honors trip [Rosentraub], Architecture trip to Paris [Wells], Paris/business Germany/business, E-Commerce Global Certificate program) there were 9 programs. 
b) Were these instruments/tools, methods, and/or processes modified over the course of the previous academic year? If so, what are the actual change and the rationale behind it? Also, have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

We did not modify the questions on the post- study abroad evaluations this year but see the need to do so for the next assessment cycle. 
There was no official response or recommendation made by a review team on the previous year’s report. 


	6. Review of Findings:
a) How were faculty/staff/students in your program/unit involved in the process of reviewing the findings of your analysis of student learning assessment data?  Who was involved (e.g. curriculum committee, department, unit, etc.)? When did the review process take place?
CISP does not have an assessment review committee. The Manger of Study Abroad and the Director of CISP reviewed the findings. 

b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

There was no official response or recommendation made by a review team on the previous year’s report. 


	7. Follow-Up Actions:
a) Based on your review of findings, what changes have been made to the curriculum, activities, services, goals, and/or student learning outcomes in your program/unit? Also, include references to any changed made in terms of the student learning assessment activities, such as the kinds of student learning-related evidence collected, or the review process itself.

We will continue to refine our goals for student learning in the Study Abroad Section based on further research into what is being done in the field across the country. A thorough review of the book (2007), A Guide to Outcomes Assessment in Education Abroad, Mell Bolen editor, is recommended. We will be also be refining our post-study abroad evaluations to elicit the types of measurable responses we are seeking for this report. 
b) Have the reviewers’ recommendations from the previous year report been addressed?

There was no official response or recommendation made by a review team on the previous year’s report.



