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The University of Central Florida

Established in 1963 in Orlando Florida (first 
classes in 1968),  Metropolitan Research 
University
Grown from 2,600 to 39,000 students in 34 years

– 32,500 undergraduates and 6,500 graduates
Doctoral intensive

– 76 Bachelors, 62 Masters, 3 Specialist, and 20 PhD 
programs

Second largest undergraduate enrollment in state
Approximately 1,000+ faculty and 2,800 staff
Six colleges and two schools  

– Arts and Sciences, Business Administration, 
Education, Engineering and Computer Science, 
Health and Public Affairs, Honors, Optics, and 
Hospitality Management
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Many Definitions of Assessment

Dictionary definition: Assessment is the act of 
assessing; appraisal; evaluation (Webster)

– To Assess is to estimate or judge the value, character of, etc.; 
evaluate

– To Appraise is to estimate the nature, quality, importance
– To Evaluate is to judge or determine the significance, worth, or 

quality of 
Higher education uses

– Assess student learning; Assess student development; 
Classroom assessment; Assess quality of programs; Assess
quality of support services; Assess university or college 
performance
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What Do We Mean by Program 
Assessment?

It is a formative assessment process designed to 
support program improvement
It is continuous

It is focused on improvement
– Student learning
– Student development
– The institution and its people

Do

Act

Plan Check
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Why Do It?

External drivers 
– Regional and program-level accreditation criteria 

Documentation that you have an established an effective 
assessment process that leads to continuous improvement

– Baldridge Award
Internal drivers 

– Good management
– Quality motivation
– Knowing where you are
– Knowing where you have been
– Knowing what is possible and how to get there
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Who Within the Institution Has to 
Do It?

Educational programs (quality of student learning and 
of research and service)

– All levels:  Associates, Bachelors, Masters, Doctoral
– All disciplines and special programs (e.g., General Education) 
– Student outcomes-based

Administrative and Educational Support Services
– Admissions, student support offices, administrative support 

offices, budget offices, computer technology support offices
– Educational support-based
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Assessment Methods

Direct methods
– Demonstrate competence (exams, projects, simulations, 

portfolios, juried activities, licensure and professional exams)
Indirect methods

– Reflect on learning, proxy information (questionnaires, 
interviews, focus groups)

Qualitative and quantitative approaches
Predominantly single variable, single objective focus

– Occasional multivariate analyses

(See Palomba and Banta, Assessment Essentials, Josey-Bass)
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Innovation

in•no•vate—to begin or introduce (something new) for 
or as if for the first time
in•no•va•tive—marked by or given to innovations
Innovation issues

– Level of focus—
outcomes/tasks 
program as a whole

– Method
do what we know  
allow something new

– Satisfy assessment purpose—continuous improvement
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Communication Elements

Sender
Message
Communication channel
Receiver

Failure in any element means communication 
FAILS
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Communication in Assessment

Accreditors
Quality assurance reviewers
Users
Participants
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Barriers to Acceptance

Culture
Climate
Not invented here
“Discipline” bias
Not standard approach
Workload
Too difficult to understand
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Organizational Culture

“A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group 
has learned as it solved its problems of external 
adaptation and internal integration, that has worked 
well enough to be considered valid and, therefore to be 
taught to new members as the correct way that you 
perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems.”
(Schein, http://www.tnellen.com/ted/tc/schein.html)
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More Organizational Culture

Everything one needs to know to function in a society, 
group, or organization
What we take for granted about how to act and think
A sense of how one is doing
A sense of knowing what is going on
The capacity to choose from acceptable alternative 
lines of action
A “repertoire” or “tool kit” for knowing how to act and 
think
(DiTomaso, http://www.accounting.rutgers.edu/raw/faculty/ditomaso/ob9-
4/sld004.htm)
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University Analysis and Planning 
Support

The Mission of the UCF Office of University 
Analysis and Planning Support is to enhance 
the management capability within the university 
by providing timely analysis and research 
support to academic and administrative units 
across a broad spectrum of management 
responsibilities, ranging from strategic planning 
to detailed program management. 

Goals/Objectives
– Strategic Planning Support
– Systems and Management Analysis and Planning Support
– Enrollment Planning Support
– Exploratory Data Analysis
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Assessment and Performance 
Measurement

How are we doing relative to some standards or 
targets?
What is going right and what is going wrong?
What should we change to do things “better?”

How do we “measure” our goals and objectives?
– Things we do?
– Things we can’t do?
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Standard Approaches

Parameters
– 3-5 objectives
– 2-3 measures each

Methods
– Surveys
– Focus groups
– Performance data

“Objectives”
– Core activities
– Unique tasks
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Example Assessment Plan 
(1 of 7 objectives)

B a c h e lo r o f S c ie n c e  in  C iv il E n g in e e r in g  
E x p a n d ed  S ta te m e n t o f In s titu tio n a l P u rp o se  

In st itu t io n a l M iss io n  R efe re n c e  
T h e  B .S . d eg ree  p ro g ra m  in  C iv il E n g in e er in g  o ffe rs  a  h ig h  q u a lity  d eg re e  p ro g ra m  th a t m e e ts  n a tio n a l 
s ta n d ard s  o f  ex c e lle n c e . I t is  a  s ig n if ic a n t co m p o n e n t o f th e  U n iv e rs ity 's  c o m m itm e n t to  sc ie n c e , 
e n g in e e r in g , an d  te c h n o lo g y , p ar tic u la r ly  in  f ie ld s  o f m a jo r  im p o rta n c e  to  th e  re g io n . T h e  p ro g ra m  p ro v id e s  
th e  sk ills  a n d  k n o w le d g e  u n iq u e  to  C iv il E n g in e e r in g  th a t su p p o rt th e  en g in e e r in g  p ro fe ss io n  in  m e e tin g  th e  
g ro w in g  n e e d s  o f th e  re g io n  an d  th e  n a tio n . S im u lta n e o u s ly , th e  p ro g ra m  c o m p rise s  th e  g e n e ra l ed u c a tio n  
c o m p o n en ts  th a t y ie ld  a  w e ll-ro u n d ed  g rad u a te  w h o  is  a w are  o f  so c ie ta l n e e d s  an d  issu e s .T h e  p ro g ra m  
fa c u lty  a re  c o m m itte d  to  th e  h ig h e s t q u a lity  o f  te a c h in g  a n d  d isc o v e ry  o f  n e w  k n o w led g e . 
In st itu t io n a l G o a l(s)  S u p p o r te d  
T h e  B .S . d eg ree  p ro g ra m  in  C iv il E n g in e er in g  su p p o rts  th e  U n iv e rs ity  g o a ls  o f (a )  q u a lity  u n d e rg rad u a te  
p ro g ra m s, (b )  q u a lity  te a c h in g , (c ) a p p lic a tio n  o f  en g in e e r in g  p rin c ip le s  to  se rv e  th e  lo ca l c o m m u n ity  
th ro u g h  ap p lied  re se a rch  an d  d e v e lo p m e n t, an d  (d ) life - lo n g  le a rn in g . T h e  m a jo r s tra te g ic  in itia tiv e s  
su p p o rted  b y  th e  d e p a r tm e n t a re  S tra teg ic  In itia tiv e  1  (H ig h -Q u a lity , D is tin c tiv e  U n d erg ra d u a te  P ro g ram s) , 
S tra te g ic  In itia tiv e  8  (E n h an ce d  Q u a lity  o f  U n iv e rs ity  L ife ) , S tra te g ic  In itia tiv e  9  ( In c lu s iv e  a n d  S u p p o rtiv e  
U n iv e rs ity  E n v iro n m e n t) , a n d  S tra te g ic  In itia tiv e  1 0  (S tren g th e n  an d  ex te n d  th e  e x is tin g  re la tio n sh ip s  w ith  
c o m m u n ity  c o lle g e s , th e  U . S . N av y , an d  in d u s try ). 

In ten d ed  (S tu d e n t) O u tc o m e s , M e th o d s fo r  A sse ssm en t, a n d  C r ite r ia  fo r  S u c c e ss  
In te n d e d  O u tc o m e  1  
G rad u a te s  o f  th e  C iv il E n g in e e r in g  p ro g ra m  w ill d e m o n s tra te  th a t th e y  h av e  a ch ie v ed  a  sa tis fa c to ry  
m a s te ry  o f  th e  k n o w le d g e , te ch n iq u es , sk ills , a n d  m o d e rn  to o ls  o f  th e ir  d isc ip lin e . 
M e th o d  fo r  A sse ss in g  O u tco m e  1  a n d  C r ite r io n  fo r  S u cc e ss:  1 0 0 %  o f  g rad u a te s  w ill e a rn  a t le a s t 
sa tis fa c to ry  lev e ls  o f p e rfo rm a n c e  o n  th e  te ch n ic a l p o r tio n s  o f th e ir  se n io r  p ro je c t c o u rse (s ) , an d  5 0 %  w ill 
e a rn  g o o d  to  ex c e lle n t ev a lu a tio n s . E v a lu a tio n s  w ill b e  p e rfo rm e d  b y  a  fac u lty  te a m  w ith  in d u s try  
re p re sen ta tiv e s  w h e n  a p p ro p ria te . 
A lte r n a te  M eth o d  fo r  A sse ss in g  O u tco m e  1  a n d  C r ite r io n  fo r  S u c c e ss:  O n  th e  b a s is  o f se n io r ex it 
su rv e y s /in te rv ie w s , a t le a s t 7 5 %  o f p a r tic ip a tin g  s tu d e n ts  w ill ra te  th e  o v e ra ll p ro g ra m  sa tis fa c to ry  to  
e x c e lle n t. 
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Example Assessment Plan 
(5 measures)

M iss ion  
T he  C iv il E ng ineering  p rog ram  facu lty  strives to  crea te  a  h igh  qu ality  learn ing  exp erience  fo r ou r studen ts. 
T he  p rog ram  w ill p rov id e  a  b road  en g ineerin g  edu cation  to  o ur g radu ates tha t w ill p repare  them  fo r b o th  
cu rren t and  fu tu re  p ro fessio nal cha llenges . It w ill p rom o te  a  com m itm en t to  con tin ued  scho larsh ip  and  
serv ice  am ong  o ur g radu ates an d  fo ster a  sp irit o f innov ation  so  tha t ou r g rad uates are  positio ned  to  take  
ad van tage  o f new  techno logy  in  our p ro fess io n . It w ill a lso  p ro m ote  an  env iro nm en t tha t is  in c lu siv e and  
d iv erse . 
 
O b jectiv e  1  
G raduates  w ill so lve p rob lem s th a t invo lve  d ifferen tia l and  in tegra l ca lcu lus , d ifferen tia l equ ation s, 
an aly tica l an d  nu m erica l so lu tio ns, and  sta tis tics .  

•  1 .a . C ourses  in  S ta tics and  M ech an ics o f M ateria ls  tha t fo llo w  C alcu lus co urses w ill be u sed  to  
assess k now ledge  o f d ifferen tia l an d  in teg ra l ca lcu lu s  every  sem ester. A t least 75  %  o f ou r 
stud en ts w ill dem on stra te  p ro fic iency  b y  g ettin g  a  m in im u m  g rade  o f C  on  th e qu estion (s)in  
d ifferen tia l an d  in teg ra l ca lcu lu s respec tiv e ly .  

•  1 .b . T h e cou rse  in  F lu id  M ech an ics tha t fo llo w s the D iffe ren tia l E qu atio n  cou rse w ill be u sed  to  
assess k now ledge  o f d ifferen tia l eq ua tion s every  sem ester. A t least 75  %  o f ou r studen ts w ill 
d em on stra te  p ro fic iency  b y  gettin g  a  m in im u m  g rade o f C  o n  the  qu estion(s) in  d ifferen tia l 
eq ua tion s. 

•  1 .c . T h e  co urse in  H ydro log y  w ill b e  u sed  to  assess know ledge o f nu m erica l m etho ds once  ev ery  
year. A t least 75  %  o f ou r stud en ts w ill d em on stra te  p ro fic iency  b y  g etting  a  m in im u m  g rad e o f C  
o n  the  qu estion(s) on  nu m erica l so lu tions.  

•  1 .d . T h e cou rse  in  T ranspo rtation  E ng in eering  tha t fo llow s the  P ro bab ility  and  S ta tis tics  cou rse 
w ill be  u sed  to  assess k now ledg e o f s ta tis tics  on ce ev ery  year. A t least 75  %  of o ur stu den ts w ill 
d em on stra te  p ro fic iency  b y  gettin g  a  m in im u m  g rade o f C  o n  the  qu estion(s) dea ling  w ith  
sta tis tics . 

•  1 .e . In  the  m athem atics su b-group  o f th e  F E  exam in atio n  adm in is te red  tw ice  ev ery  year, o ur 
s tud en ts  w ill eq ua l o r ex ceed  the  na tion al averag e. A ll s tuden ts  are  requ ired  to  tak e  th is  
ex am ina tio n .  



June 24, 20032003 AAHE Assessment Forum—Communicating Innovative Assessment 20

Example Administrative 
Assessment Plan (1 of 6 objectives)

U n iversity  P lan n in g  a n d  In stitu tion a l R esearch  
E xp anded  S ta tem en t o f In stitu tiona l P urp ose  

In stitu tion a l M ission  R eferen ce  
U P IR  ass ists in  deve lop ing  an d  assess ing  a ll go a ls  and  o b jectiv es re la ted  to  th e  
U n iv ersity 's  M iss ion  and  S tra teg ic  P lan .  
In stitu tion a l G oa l(s) S u p p orted  
U P IR  ass ists in  deve lop ing  an d  assess ing  a ll go a ls  and  o b jectiv es re la ted  to  th e  
U n iv ersity 's  M iss ion  and  S tra teg ic  P lan .  

In tend ed  O b jec tives  fo r  yo ur un it, M etho ds fo r  A ssessm en t, an d  C riter ia  fo r  
S u ccess  fo r each  In tended  O b jec tive  

In ten d ed  O b jective  1  
T o  p rov ide  an a ly tica l and  tech n ica l su ppo rt to  the  ex ecu tiv e  m anag em en t o f the  
U n iv ersity  to  sup po rt data  based  decis ion -m ak ing .  
M eth o d  for  A ssessin g  O b jective  1  an d  C riter ion  fo r  S u ccess:  E x terna l rev iew  -- It h as 
b een  n early  10  years  since  th e  las t rev iew  b y  an  o u ts ide  con su ltan t w ho  is  an  ex pert in  
in stitu tion a l research . T he  con su ltan t w ill be  asked  to  in te rv iew  (ind iv idual o r g roup) the  
E xecu tive  O fficers , C oun cil o f A cadem ic  D eans, se lected  departm en t ch a irs  (facu lty ), 
se lec ted  departm en t heads (s ta ff), and  U P IR  sta ff an d  p resen t a  rep o rt evalu a ting  o ur 
e ffec tiv eness an d  m ak in g  recom m en d atio ns . 
A ltern ate  M eth od  for  A ssessin g  O b jective  1  an d  C riter ion  fo r  S u ccess:  T he  S A C S  
S elf S tud y  w ill ev alua te  th e  U P IR  O ffice  an d  m ake  reco m m end ations  fo r im pro vem en ts. 
A ltern ate  M eth od  for  A ssessin g  O b jective  1  an d  C riter ion  fo r  S u ccess:  C ustom er 
S a tisfac tio n  S u rvey  and /o r F ocus G roup s. 
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Research Experience:
Waterway Performance Assessment

Armacost, Robert L. and Pet-Armacost, Julia, “Risk-based Management of Waterway Safety," 
International Journal of Emergency Management. Vol. 1, No. 2, (2002), pp. 96-109.
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Coast Guard Goals

Maritime safety
Maritime mobility
Protection of natural resources
Risk-based thinking

– Reactive—realized outcomes (e.g., collisions, spills)
– Proactive—preventative or facilitative (e.g., inspections, aids to 

navigation)
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Risk-Based Performance Indicators

Realized Risk Outcomes
– The direct results or consequences of vessel traffic and 

activities on the waterway
– Directly measured indicators of waterway performance

Inferred Risks
– Negative outcomes that are inferred from physical, 

operational, activity level, and sensitivity “system” 
characteristics--the “risk drivers”

– Indirect indicators of waterway performance
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WET Performance Scores
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Weighted Performance Tree 
Approach

Identify “Realized” and “Inferred” outcomes
Identify supporting measures/characteristics  and 
create hierarchical trees
Determine weights reflecting the relative importance of 
the outcomes and measures (Analytic Hierarchy 
Process)
“Rate” performance on each of the measures/ 
characteristics
Compute overall performance score
Identify performance gaps on individual measures/ 
characteristics
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UAPS Performance Tree Application
Treat each goal/objective separately

– Strategic Planning Support
– Systems and Management Analysis and Planning Support
– Enrollment Planning Support
– Exploratory Data Analysis

Realized Performance—Delivered Quality  [Performance Objective]
– Product
– Process

Inferred Performance—Capability [Enabling Objective]
– Personnel competence
– Technical infrastructure and development
– Capacity to meet demand

Complete staff involvement
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UAPS Performance Trees

Analytical
Ability

Computing
Ability

Communications
Ability

Personnel
Competence

Technology

Training

Professional
Involvement

Technical
Infrastructure &

Development

Staffing
Level

Funding of
Operations,

Travel, & Equipment

Space &
Facilities

Capacity to
Meet Demand

Capability

Usability

Value

Comprehensiveness

Product

Organization

User Involvement

Responsiveness

Process

Delivered Quality



June 24, 20032003 AAHE Assessment Forum—Communicating Innovative Assessment 28

UAPS Composite Performance Map

Translate to 
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Implementation

Importance weight elicitation
– Persons familiar with the operation of the office and 

knowledgeable about the responsibilities to the university
– Different weights for different goals/objectives

Delivered Quality Assessment
– Distributed to every person receiving any service or interaction

with the office in the past year
Capability Assessment

– Completed by a select group of individuals familiar with the 
various capabilities of the office and the staff
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Example Weight Elicitation 
Survey—Rating Levels

Personnel Competence: Analytical Ability   
Analytical Ability refers to the capability that the personnel have to identify relevant problems,
determine what methodological approaches can or should be applied, and the ability to apply the
methodology, evaluate alternatives, and make appropriate recommendations to the sponsoring
decision-maker.  Modeling and data analysis abilities are crucial elements in this capability sub-
measure.   

The four rating levels are: 
• Level A: The professional staff has extensive analytical training and experience in

modeling and statistical analysis.  OPS staff has very strong analytical ability. 
• Level B: The professional staff has extensive analytical training or experience in

modeling and statistical analysis.  OPS staff has potential for very strong analytical ability.
• Level C: The professional staff has good analytical training and experience in modeling

and statistical analysis.  OPS staff has potential for good analytical ability. 
• Level D: The professional staff has limited analytical training or experience in modeling

and statistical analysis.  OPS staff has limited analytical ability. 
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Example Weight Elicitation Survey—
Rating Level Pairwise Comparisons

Analytical Ability Rating Level Assessment:  
Place a mark on the second scale that represents the relative importance of Level B analytical 
ability in comparison to Level A analytical ability with respect to providing Personnel 
Competence necessary for quality UAPS work.  Continue with other pairwise comparisons. 
 
 Level A Excellent training and experience 
 Level B Excellent training or experience 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 

 Level A Excellent training and experience 
 Level C Good training and experience 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 

 Level A Excellent training and experience 
 Level D Limited training or experience 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 

 Level B Excellent training or experience 
 Level C Good training and experience 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 

 Level B Excellent training or experience 
 Level D Limited training or experience 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 

 Level C Good training and experience 
 Level D Limited training or experience 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
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Example Weight Elicitation Survey—
Measures/Attributes

Objective:  Strategic Planning Support 

Select the comparison pair so that the more important sub-measure is on the top (solid) bar.  
Place a mark on the second scale that represents the relative importance of the lower sub-
measure in comparison to the upper sub-measure with respect to providing a quality Product 
necessary for quality Strategic Planning Support.  Continue with other pairwise comparisons. 
 
 Usability 
 Value 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 OR 
 Value 
 Usability 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
- - - - - - - 
 
 Usability 
 Comprehensiveness 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 OR 
 Comprehensiveness 
 Usability 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
- - - - - - - 
 
 Value 
 Comprehensiveness 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
 OR 
 Comprehensiveness 
 Value 
  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
  Very different        Equal
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Example AHP Weight Results

Pair R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 R11 R12 R13 RM

(A,B) 7.5 7.0 1.38 Resulting Weights
(A,C) 3.5 3.0 3.09 Level A 0.56
(A,D) 0.5 0.5 20.00 Level B 0.25
(B,C) 6.0 5.0 1.83 Level C 0.14
(B,D) 6.0 2.0 2.89 Level D 0.05
(C,D) 2.0 6.0 2.89

AHP Matrix
1.00 1.38 3.09 20.00
0.72 1.00 1.83 2.89
0.32 0.55 1.00 2.89
0.05 0.35 0.35 1.00

Delivered Quality--Product: Usability 

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00

Level A

Level B

Level C

Level D

Resulting Weights
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Example Assessment Surveys
Group 1: Product  
Product refers to what UAPS did.  It is the product delivered or the service performed on behalf of 
a stakeholder.  Products include analytical models, analysis of data and operations, studies of 
issues, consultation on problems, committee participation, reports, presentations, email 
responses, and other outcomes from task to support analysis and planning work.  Delivered 
quality of the Product is assessed on three dimensions: usability, value, and 
comprehensiveness. 

  

St
ra

te
gi

c 
Pl

an
ni

ng
 

M
an

ag
em

en
t A

na
ly

si
s 

an
d 

Pl
an

ni
ng

 

En
ro

llm
en

t P
la

nn
in

g 

Ex
pl

or
at

or
y 

D
at

a 
An

al
ys

is
 

1.  Usability 
Usability refers to the understandability and ease of use of UAPS’ products. 

    
 Rating Levels     
 Level A The product was easy to use and understand by the user.     
 Level B The product was useable and understandable for the user with 

limited training and direction. 
    

 Level C The product was usable and understandable only to a technical user.     
 Level D The product was too difficult to use and understand.     
 N No rating     
Comments 
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2000-2001 Composite Results

UAPS 2001-2002 Performance Map
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Strategic Planning Systems Analysis and Planning
Enrollment Planning Management Analysis and Planning
Exploratory Data Analysis

Objective Delivered Quality Capability
Strategic Planning 76% 57%
Systems Analysis and Planning 59% 57%
Enrollment Planning 69% 60%
Management Analysis and Planning 72% 66%
Exploratory Data Analysis 94% 64%
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2000-2001 UAPS Delivered Quality 
Results

DELIVERED QUALITY
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Strategic Planning 86% 65% 71% 84% 70% 93% 76%
Systems Analysis and Planning 50% 48% 63% 55% 77% 87% 59%
Enrollment Planning 51% 62% 66% 87% 81% 85% 69%
Management Analysis and Planning 70% 55% 78% 87% 81% 78% 72%
Exploratory Data Analysis 86% 100% 90% 100% 100% 93% 94%
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2002-2002 UAPS Capability Results

CAPABILITY 
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Strategic Planning 69% 56% 66% 89% 44% 85% 23% 69% 48% 57%
Systems Analysis and Planning 51% 75% 66% 100% 38% 85% 14% 49% 48% 57%
Enrollment Planning 69% 75% 66% 94% 52% 85% 18% 49% 48% 60%
Management Analysis and Planning 51% 69% 76% 100% 41% 91% 11% 48% 51% 66%
Exploratory Data Analysis 69% 75% 66% 94% 38% 85% 23% 49% 48% 64%

Personnel Infrastructure Capacity



June 24, 20032003 AAHE Assessment Forum—Communicating Innovative Assessment 38

Challenges in Communicating the 
Plan and the Results

Barriers
– Culture
– Climate
– Not invented here
– “Discipline” bias
– Not standard approach
– Workload
– Too difficult to understand

New concepts
– Performance trees
– Composite measures
– Relative weighting
– AHP/pairwise comparisons
– Multiple measures and sub-

measures
– Elicitation and rating surveys
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Communication Constraints

Communication mode
– 5-column “Matrix”
– Web-form

Review mode of operation
– Individual reviewers
– Paper-based
– No interaction
– Depth v. superficial

Time
– Reviewer workload



June 24, 20032003 AAHE Assessment Forum—Communicating Innovative Assessment 40

Example Assessment Matrix
Unit Mission Statement 

The Mission of the UCF Office of University Analysis and Research Support is to enhance the management capability within the University by providing timely 
analysis and research support across a broad spectrum of management responsibilities, ranging from strategic planning to detailed program management.  Integral 
to this mission is to develop a capability to creatively identify data for those models that is accessible, relevant, and meaningful.  The models and data access must 
provide direct support as well as empower academic and administrative units to utilize analysis and research results and models. 

 
Objectives or Performance Indicators 

(include success targets) 
2001-2002 Planned Procedures for Measuring Performance 

 (ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS ARE UNDER DEVELOPMENT) 
1.a.  Capability Assessment (dimensions include: demand, staffing, training level, performance, funding, technology).  
Instrument to be developed during Spring2001.  See concept description attached. 
1.b.  Quality Assessment (dimensions include: relevance, timeliness, contribution, importance, satisfaction).  Instrument to be 
developed during Spring 2001.  See concept description attached. 
 

1.  Strategic Planning—UAPS will have the capability to provide 
adequate support to develop and maintain a continuous strategic 
planning process that implements strategic thinking and integrates 
strategic planning with operational planning and budgeting.  Target: 
fully capable to meet realized demand with outstanding quality by 2002; 
fully capable to meet potential demand with high quality by 2004.  

2.a.  Capability Assessment (dimensions include: demand, staffing, training level, performance, funding, technology).  
Instrument to be developed during Spring2001.  See concept description attached. 
2.b.  Quality Assessment (dimensions include: relevance, timeliness, contribution, importance, satisfaction).  Instrument to be 
developed during Spring 2001.  See concept description attached. 
 

2.  UCF Systems Analysis and Planning—UAPS will have the 
capability to provide ongoing support to develop and maintain systems 
models for the university that incorporate activities on the main campus, 
remote campuses, and the virtual campus.  Target: fully capable to meet 
realized demand with outstanding quality by 2003; fully capable to meet 
potential demand with high quality by 2005.  

3.a.  Capability Assessment (dimensions include: demand, staffing, training level, performance, funding, technology).  
Instrument to be developed during Spring2001.  See concept description attached. 
3.b.  Quality Assessment (dimensions include: relevance, timeliness, contribution, importance, satisfaction).  Instrument to be 
developed during Spring 2001.  See concept description attached. 
 

3.  Enrollment Planning—UAPS will develop and maintain high level 
undergraduate and graduate enrollment planning models that provide 
reliable estimates of student enrollment for near-term as well as long-
term management decision support.  Target: fully capable to meet 
realized demand with outstanding quality by 2002; fully capable to meet 
potential demand with high quality by 2004.  

4.a.  Capability Assessment (dimensions include: demand, staffing, training level, performance, funding, technology).  
Instrument to be developed during Spring2001.  See concept description attached. 
4.b.  Quality Assessment (dimensions include: relevance, timeliness, contribution, importance, satisfaction).  Instrument to be 
developed during Spring 2001.  See concept description attached. 
 

4.  Management Analysis and Planning—UAPS will develop the 
capability to assist administrative and academic units in developing 
analytic models that will provide meaningful decision support 
information for ongoing operations.  Target: fully capable to meet 
realized demand with outstanding quality by 2003; fully capable to meet 
potential demand with high quality by 2005.  

5.a.  Capability Assessment (dimensions include: demand, staffing, training level, performance, funding, technology).  
Instrument to be developed during Spring2001.  See concept description attached. 
5.b.  Quality Assessment (dimensions include: relevance, timeliness, contribution, importance, satisfaction).  Instrument to be 
developed during Spring 2001.  See concept description attached. 
 

5.  Exploratory Data Analysis—UAPS will develop the capability to 
implement and utilize technology to identify, integrate, and isolate data 
that are essential for effective management as well as provide insights 
about relationships among university activities that can create 
opportunities for timely decisions to improve our operations.  Target: 
fully capable to meet realized demand with outstanding quality by 2003; 
fully capable to meet potential demand with high quality by 2005. 
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Assessment Plan Web-form
Unit/Program     University Analysis & Planning Support  
         
Mission  (  Helpful Hints  )  

The Mission of the UCF Office of University Analysis and 
Planning Support is to enhance the management capability 
w ithin the University by providing timely analysis, planning, 
and research support across a broad spectrum of 
management responsibilities, ranging from strategic planning  

   
Objective 1  (  Helpful Hints  )  

STRATEGIC PLANNING—UAPS w ill provide adequate 
support to develop and maintain a continuous strategic 
planning process that implements and integrates strategic 
planning w ith operational planning and budgeting.  The level 
of support is measured by assessing Strategic Planning  

Measures:  (  Helpful Hints  )  
STRATEGIC PLANNING CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT—The 
three measures and nine sub-measures described in the 
process section w ill be assessed using updated w eight 
elicitation values and rating scores using the assessment 
instruments developed for the 2001-2002 results.  The w eigh  
STRATEGIC PLANNING DELIVERED QUALITY 
ASSESSMENT—The tw o measures and six sub-measures 
described in the process section w ill be assessed using 
updated w eight elicitation values and rating scores using the 
assessment instruments developed for the 2001-2002 results  
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Initial Submission for 2002-2003
Objective 1
STRATEGIC PLANNING-- UAPS will provide adequate support to develop and maintain a continuous strategic planning process that 
implements strategic thinking and integrates strategic planning with operational planning and budgeting. Target Performance Level pends
the development of performance tree weights. Assessments of the effectiveness of the UAPS office must focus both on the capability 
inherent in the office as well as the quality of the products and services that are actually delivered to its stakeholders. Thus, the 
assessments of the UAPS office with respect to strategic planning will take place on two dimensions: Capability, and Delivered Quality. 
Capability deals with the potential or the inferred ability to deliver products and services. Delivered Quality is the realization or realized 
ability to deliver those services. In particular, Delivered Quality represents the perceived effectiveness or usefulness of the products and 
services that have been delivered to particular stakeholders. Both Capability and Delivered Quality are characterized in hierarchical 
performance trees. Four rating levels, each described by unique qualitative scales characterize performance on each sub-attribute on each 
tree. When performance is assessed using the rating levels, an overall performance score is generated for each dimension for strategic 
planning. The complete 2002-2003 UAPS Assessment Plan Methodology can be found at http://uaps.ucf.edu/UAPSassessment.html. 

Measures
•Strategic Planning Capability Assessment The attributes (sub-attributes) for the Capability tree include Personnel Competence
(Analytical Ability; Computing Ability; Communications Ability), Technical Infrastructure and Development (Technology; Training;
Professional Involvement), and Capacity to Meet Demand (Staffing Level; Funding of Operations, Travel, and Equipment; Space 
and Facilities). Weights for the attributes, sub-attributes, and rating levels will be determined using pairwise comparisons of the 
relative importance of the elements with respect to the next higher level in the performance tree and applying the eigenvector 
method to compute the weights. Relative importance elicitation for each tree for strategic planning will involve high-level 
stakeholders familiar with the desired operation of the office. Separate elicitation instruments will be used for each tree. Rating level 
assessments will be performed using a simple survey that includes the qualitative scales corresponding to the rating levels for the 
nine sub-measures in the tree. The survey will be distributed to all users in a functional area that were served by the office during 
the preceding year. The relative importance (weight) elicitation will take place during April-May 2002. The rating level assessments 
will take place during June-July 2002 covering performance for 2001-2002. The weights will be reviewed and updated if necessary 
in October-November 2002. The rating level assessments for 2002-2003 will take place during June-July 2003. 
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Review Comments—Revision 
Required

“It seems that in an effort to be clear, the length of your objective 
and measures have taken on proportions that muddy the waters.  
Simplify & shorten the wording so that the “average” reader can 
understand what you want to do without having to think about it 
too hard.”
“Again, HELP.  I’m sure this has meaning for you, but for the 
reader who isn’t doing this work on a daily basis this is too 
complex.  Listed here are measures and sub-measures, and 
weights of attributes and their sub-attributes, and various trees, 
and eigenvectors, etc. etc.  Follow the “keep it simple” 
perspective.
“I’m sure that this must have meaning to you & that the objective, 
once a person wades through it a few time, is measurable, but 
simplicity would help us all understand what you want to do and 
how you want to do it.”
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Communications Failure?

Too complex?
Outside of reviewer’s domain knowledge? 
Text description inadequate without figures and 
graphs?
Did not use supplemental descriptions that were 
provided
Workload to understand new concept too great?
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Revised 2002-2003 Plan
Objective 1
STRATEGIC PLANNING-- UAPS will provide adequate support to develop and maintain a continuous strategic 
planning process that implements strategic thinking and integrates strategic planning with operational planning and 
budgeting. The level of support provided is measured by assessing Strategic Planning CAPABILITY and DELIVERED 
QUALITY on a 0-100 aggregate scale using nine sub-measures for Capability and six sub-measures for Delivered 
Quality.  The fifteen sub-measures represent outcome areas that identify specific areas for performance improvement.  
The measures and sub-measures are weighted to reflect their relative importance in achieving the strategic planning 
objective. Target Performance Level for 2002-2003 are:  Strategic Planning Capability—65% of practical best; 
Strategic Planning Delivered Quality—75% of practical best. The complete 2002-2003 UAPS Assessment Plan 
Methodology (including sample instruments) can be found at http://uaps.ucf.edu/UAPSassessment.html.

Measures

STRATEGIC PLANNING CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT. The measures [sub-measures] for the hierarchical CAPABILITY 
assessment tree include (1) Personnel Competence [Analytical Ability; Computing Ability; Communications Ability], (2) 
Technical Infrastructure and Development [Technology; Training; Professional Involvement], and (3) Capacity to Meet 
Demand [Staffing Level; Funding of Operations, Travel, and Equipment; Space and Facilities]. Weights for the 
measures, sub-measures, and rating levels for strategic planning support will be determined using surveys of high-
level stakeholders familiar with the desired operation of the office.  Rating level assessments will be performed using a 
simple survey to be distributed to all users of UAPS strategic planning support that were served by the office during 
the preceding year. The relative importance (weight) elicitation and the rating level assessments will take place during 
June-July 2002 covering performance for 2001-2002. The weights will be reviewed and updated if necessary in 
October-November 2002. The rating level assessments for 2002-2003 will take place during June-July 2003. 

http://uaps.ucf.edu/UAPSassessment.html
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Review Comments—No Addition 
Revisions Required

“I still would like to see the objectives and measures simplified and 
shortened.  Assessment plans really need to be written for the 
average reader.” (emphasis added)
“Each year, the UAC tries to assist units come closer to what is
being requested by the committee.  You have clearly put effort into 
making revisions & I respect that.  You have made some progress 
so I am not now asking for further revisions this year.  I suggest 
that you continue to think about how to simplify your measures, 
however, because I can imagine that the next reviewer will have a 
similar reaction.” (emphasis added)
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2003-2004 Plan Submission
UCF added a “Process” section to permit a description 
of components, performance trees, etc.
Model and approach essentially unchanged

Objective 1
STRATEGIC PLANNING—UAPS will provide adequate support to develop and maintain a 
continuous strategic planning process that implements and integrates strategic planning with 
operational planning and budgeting. The level of support is measured by assessing Strategic 
Planning CAPABILITY and DELIVERED QUALITY as described in the process section. TARGET 
PERFORMANCE LEVELS: Strategic Planning Capability—75% of practical best; Strategic Planning 
Delivered Quality—85% of practical best.
Measures

•STRATEGIC PLANNING CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT—The three measures and nine sub-
measures described in the process section will be assessed using updated weight elicitation 
values and rating scores using the assessment instruments developed for the 2002-2003 
results. The assessment will use the weight elicitations that were provided by high-level 
stakeholders familiar with UAPS operations in 2002-2003. High-level stakeholders familiar with 
UAPS capability to provide UAPS strategic planning support will complete the rating level 
assessments for 2003-2004 in Summer 2004. 
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2003-2004 Review Comments

“Very good!  Is it possible to do?  If so, how accurate?”
“Very Good Objectives.  Good to have more than one 
person in the participating people’s list.”
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What Changed?

New reviewer?
Simplified description?
Details moved to Process section?

– Process section is not formally reviewed
Acceptance of innovative approach?

– Composite performance for functional areas using weighted 
performance and capability measures

And now for the rest of the story!
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Assessment Experiment

Parallel approaches to performance assessment
– University Analysis and Planning Support
– Operational Excellence and Assessment Support

Full staff involvement
Creating understanding for new offices
Weighted performance tree approach

– Realized
– Inferred

Compare results
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Operational Excellence and 
Assessment Support

The Mission of the UCF Office of Operational 
Excellence and Assessment Support is to 
improve the quality of University operations and 
academic programs by providing support to 
administrative and academic units in a broad 
range of activities, spanning from preparing for 
regional and program accreditation to 
conducting and analyzing surveys. 

Goals/Objectives
– Assessment Support
– Survey and Statistical Studies Support
– Process Analysis and Special Studies Support
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Capability (Enabling Objectives)

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Consultations

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Special Studies

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Workshops/Training

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Analysis Support

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Reporting/Committees

Staffing to
Meet Demand

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Technical

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Teaching/Training

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Consulting

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Reports

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Project Mgt

Expertise

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Software

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Hardware

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Presentation

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Communication

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Special Equipment

Technology &
Resources

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Offices

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Workroom & Storage

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Library

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Conference & Training

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Break Room

Facilities &
Space

Maximize OEAS
Inferred Capabilities
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Quality (Performance Objectives)

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Initial Response

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Agreement

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Completion/Meet
Promises

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Puctual
(meetings)

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Follow-up
Timeliness

Timeliness

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Customer Focus

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Communication
Style

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Demeanor

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Attire

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Organization &
Preparation

Professionalism

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Technical Skills and
Knowledge

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Teaching and Training
Skills

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Consulting Skills

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Report Writing

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Presentation

Demonstrated Knowledge
& Expertise

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Accuracy of Data
or Information

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Usefulness of
Product

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Completeness
of Work

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Met User
Expectations

Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1

Availability of
Product or Service

Product or
Services

Maximize OEAS
Realized Capability

Outcomes
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OEAS 2001-2002 Plan
Objective 1
1. OEAS will have the capability to provide adequate support to the administration and the UAC 
to monitor and evaluate the institutional effectiveness process; and will have the capability to 
provide timely and quality assistance to academic and administrative units in developing and 
implementing assessment plans
* 1.a. Capability Assessment (Staffing to meet Demand, Expertise, Facilities, Technology)
* 1.b. Delivered Quality (Timeliness, Professionalism, Knowledge, Quality of Products)
Objective 2
2. OEAS will develop and maintain a high level of capability to design, distribute and analyze 
university-level and ad hoc surveys and conduct statistical studies; and provide timely and 
useful feedback to academic and administrative units.
* 2.a. Capability Assessment (Staffing to meet Demand, Expertise, Facilities, Technology)
* 2.b. Delivered Quality (Timeliness, Professionalism, Knowledge, Quality of Products)
Objective 3
3. OEAS will develop and maintain a high level of capability to assist administrative and 
academic units with analyzing their processes and operations to identify improvement 
opportunities and to conduct special studies related to operational excellence, assessment, 
performance measurement, and other topics.
* 3.a. Capability Assessment (Staffing to meet Demand, Expertise, Facilities, Technology)
* 3.b. Delivered Quality (Timeliness, Professionalism, Knowledge, Quality of Products)



June 24, 20032003 AAHE Assessment Forum—Communicating Innovative Assessment 55

UAPS vs. OEAS Comparison

OEAS modified its approach to consider all objectives 
simultaneously

– Four capability objectives (enabling objectives—inferred)
– Four quality objectives (performance objectives—realized)

OEAS

UAPS

120

75

Total 
Ratings

3

5

Goals/ 
Objectives

4(20)4(20)

2 (6)3 (9)

Delivered Quality 
Measures (sub-

measures)

Capability
Measures (sub-

measures)
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OEAS 2003-2004 Modified Display 
of Plan 

Objective 1
1. OEAS will have sufficient staffing (number) to meet demand. Staffing is considered sufficient if the office has a enough staff members to support the man-hours 
required to complete the work . Staffing will be examined from five customer need areas (consultations, special studies, workshops and training, analysis, and 
committee participation) and three support function areas (assessment support, process analysis and special studies support, and survey and statistical studies 
support) 
1.a. Internal (review team from inside OEAS) assessment: In March 2003, a projection of customer needs for the next year (number of requests and time 
commitment) will be made based on the number of past requests for consultations, special studies, workshops, analysis, and committee participation during the prior 
year. These projections will be made by each of the three functional areas. This projection will be converted to man-hours and the staffing level in each of the 
customer need areas will be rated on a five point scale (5=more than sufficient staffing to meet needs, 4 = sufficient staffing, 3 = barely sufficient staffing, 2 = 
somewhat insufficient, and 1 = insufficient). Targets for each support function area will be derived using weighted sum of importance ratings (see OEAS website for 
more information) on each of the customer needs areas assuming level 4 in each area. 

1.b. External (review team outside OEAS) Assessment: In March 2003, a review team external to OEAS (Member from Planning and Analysis, member of the UAC, 
member from IR, member from UAPS) will review the data provided in measure 1a from each of the three functional areas in terms of the staffing levels in each of the 
customer need areas using a five point scale (5=more than sufficient staffing to meet needs, 4 = sufficient staffing, 3 = barely sufficient staffing, 2 = somewhat 
insufficient, and 1 = insufficient). Targets for each support function area will be derived using weighted sum of importance ratings (see OEAS website for more 
information) on each of the customer needs areas assuming level 4 in each area. 

Objective 8
OEAS will provide products and services to meet the needs of the customers. The quality of products and services will be examined from five dimensions (accuracy 
of data or information, usefulness of product, completeness of work, met user expectations, and availability of product or service) for each of the three support 
function areas (assessment support, process analysis and special studies support, and survey and statistical studies support). 
External (review team outside OEAS) assessment: During March through May 2003, a review team external to OEAS (Member from Planning and Analysis, member 
of the UAC, member from IR, member from UAPS) will complete an assessment using predefined rubrics using an agreement scale (5=strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = 
neutral, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree). Specific comments will be solicited for neutral or lower assessments to obtain information on areas to improve. 
Targets for each support function area will be derived using weighted sum of importance ratings (see OEAS website for more information) on each of the product and 
service dimensions assuming level 4 in each area. 

Satisfaction survey: A web-based service satisfaction survey will be used to assess the quality of OEAS products and services. For long-term projects, a point of 
service survey will be sent directly following the provision of the service. For all other types of services (e.g., assessment support, survey support, etc) an annual 
survey will be sent in August 2003 to all users of the services. Products and services will be assessed using a five point scale (5=very satisfied, 4 = satisfied, 3 = 
neutral, 2 = dissatisfied, and 1 = very dissatisfied). Specific comments are also solicited to obtain information on areas to improve. Targets for each support function 
area will be derived using weighted sum of importance ratings (see OEAS website for more information) for each of the dimensions of product or service quality 
assuming level 4 in each area. 
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OEAS Review Comments

From Fall 2002
– “A comprehensive, well-thought out and documented plan.”

From Spring 2003 (same plan, new format)
– “This is not an assessment of effectiveness. Please remove this 

objective and the measures from the 2003-04 plan.”
– “Targets need to be defined. Are there baseline data available from 

last year that could be used to determine targets for improvements?”
– “The first 4 objectives are explanations that can be used during the 

results phase to identify needs for improving effectiveness and are 
embedded in the last 4 objectives. Once targets are identified, the last 
4 objectives will allow OEAS to examine the products and services 
provided and also identify improvement.”

Additional comment: “too many objectives”
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Observations

Elements being measured are the same in both 
formats

– First format is top-down:  3 goals areas, 2 types of 
objectives (inferred and delivered) each with four sub-
measures and five attributes

Total = 120 measured attributes
– Second format is bottom up:  8 objectives (4 enabling and 4 

performance) each with 5 attributes and 3 measured goal 
areas

Total = 120 measured attributes
Are these equivalent?

– Want each function to have sufficient  capability at high 
level of performance

– Want to have sufficient capability and high level of 
performance in each area
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What is the Problem?

The documentation system only accommodates 10 
objectives with some limitations on the number of 
measures

– The 120 items have to be organized to fit the 
documentation system

Perception of some reviewers:  fewer is better
– 3 to 5 objectives
– 2 to 3 measures

Reviewers may not understand the purpose of
– Capability measurement
– Enabling objectives

Different reviewers
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Systems View of Assessment

Operation
Inputs Outputs and outcomes

Traditional assessment focus

feedback

Enabling objectives Performance objectives
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Conclusions

Innovative assessment approaches may be 
difficult to communicate

– Hard to understand and appreciate
– Harder to review
– Hard to document within existing documentation system

Should not let these barriers decrease your 
enthusiasm for trying to conduct assessment in a 
better way
The performance tree structure is working to help 
improve our operations
Potential for use in academic programs
We are not giving up!
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Dr. Julia Pet-Armacost
Assistant Vice President, Information, 

Planning, and Assessment
University of Central Florida
12424 Research Parkway, Suite 225
Orlando, FL 32826-3207
407-882-0276
jpetarma@mail.ucf.edu
http://oeas.ucf.edu

Contacts:
Dr. Robert L. Armacost
Director, University Analysis and 

Planning Support
University of Central Florida
12424 Research Parkway, Suite 488
Orlando, FL 32826-3207
407-882-0286
armacost@mail.ucf.edu
http://uaps.ucf.edu

Questions
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