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2019-20 
Program Assessment Report Guide 

Submission Deadline: October 31, 2020 
to Office of Academic Excellence 

 
This guide will show 



Page 2 

Section 2 – Program Description and History: 
This content will stay fairly static from year to year, and can be included in any reasonable order, but program 
enrollment, graduate, and employment, and (if applicable) board pass rates should be updated each year based on 
updated data. 
 

• Program History 
• Program Locations 
• Program Enrollment 
• Program Graduates 
• Employment Rates and Salaries 
• Board and Licensure Exam Results (if applicable) 
• Industry Relationships 
• 
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Industry Relationships: 
 

Oregon Tech Nuclear Medicine and Molecular Imaging Technology Advisory Board Meeting 
Date: Friday, May 15, 2020 
Committee Members 

• Rick Hoylman, NMMIT Program Director (Zoom) 
• Vanessa Bennett, Assistant Professor, NMMIT Program (Zoom) 
• Wally Limbacher, Cedar Sinai, CA (Zoom) 
• Suzie Hansen, Good Sam, Corvallis, OR (Zoom) 
• Bert Marston, Providence, Portland, OR (Zoom) 
• Benny Quang
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Small class sizes with lots of hands on experience and training. The nuclear medicine professors truly care about their 
students and making sure we are successful. The externship experience is so valuable and made me feel prepared to step right 
into the working field after graduation. 

Dedication to helping students thoroughly understand nuclear medicine 

Rick and Vanessa expecting the best from us. This prepares us for the real world 
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clear or difficult to 
interpret. 

program outcomes (PSLOs) and 
institutional outcomes (ESLOs). 

Program doesn't 
demonstrate 
alignment of 
course activity with 
program learning 
outcomes. 

Program asserts that 
course activity is at 
least somewhat aligned 
with program 
outcomes and points to 
some evidence to 
support this.  

Program points to some 
materials (e.g. course syllabi 
on the T:/ drive) that 
indicate meaningful and 
regular attention to 
program outcomes in course 
design, but does not 
demonstrate thorough and 
consistent alignment 
between class activity and 
program outcomes. 

Program points to publicly available 
materials (e.g. course syllabi, 
assignments, unit learning outcomes, 
class materials) which demonstrate 
thorough and consistent alignment in 
all course of relationships between 
course activity and program learning 
outcomes. 

 
 
 
Section 5 – Assessment Cycle 
 
In this section, please complete a table to show which courses (and, where kno
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Outcome 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 
PSLO 1: 
Radiation 
Safety 

-Indirect Student 
Exit Survey 
-No Direct 
Assessment 

Indirect Student Exit 
Survey 
Direct Assessment 
 

Indirect Student Exit 
Survey 
 

Indirect Student Exit 
Survey 

PSLO 2: Ethical 
Reasoning 

-Indirect Student 
Exit Survey 
-No Direct 
Assessment 

Indirect Student Exit 
Survey 
 

Indirect Student Exit 
Survey 
Direct Assessment 
 

Indirect Student Exit 
Survey 

PSLO 3: 
Instrumentation 
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Current year’s plan 
No activities/ courses 
listed for outcomes 
assessed during the 
current year 

Activities/courses 
listed but link to 
outcomes is absent. 

Most outcomes have 
classes and/or activities 
linked to them. 

All outcomes assessed during the 
report year have classes and/or 
activities linked to them. 

Multi-year cycle plan 
No formal assessment 
plan beyond current year. 

Report contains a 
multi-year cycle 
outlining when 
assessment of all 
program student 
learning outcomes will 
occur. 

Report contains a multi-
year plan for assessment of 
learning outcomes, with 
courses identified for all 
assessment activities. 

Clear, multi-year plan with several 
years of implementation (both past 
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• History of Results: Is there data from the previous assessment of this outcome, particularly if conducted with 
comparable methods? What trend(s) are seen in student performance over time?  
 

• Faculty Discussion: How and when were results presented to and discussed by program faculty? 
 

• Interpretation: What meaning or take-aways can be gleaned from this data? What are the factors, such as  
assignment design, course context, instructor, etc., that may have impacted student performance, either 
positively or negatively?  
 

Indirect Self-Assessment All ESLOs: Student Exit Survey, NMT 410 Externship, Rick Hoylman 
& Vanessa Bennett 

 

N=15 students  
Performance 
Criteria & ESLO 

Assessment 
Methods 

Measurement 
Scale 

Minimum 
Acceptable 
Performance 

Results  
2018-2019 

Results 
2019-2020 

How has your 
education and 
experience at OT 
contributed to your 
knowledge, skills, 
and personal 
development in 

-
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• Performance Target: The target performance level was set at 80% of clinical instructors responding with one of 

the two highest responses. 
 

• Performance Level:  Clinical instructors responded that students met or exceeded the desired performance level 
of 80% of students scoring “Quite a bit” or better in all performance criteria except for Communication (speaking) 
(77.77%) and Inquiry and Analysis (77.78%) 

 
• History of Results: There were no clinical instructor survey data for 2018-2019 to compare with.  

 
• Faculty Discussion: Results were shared with the one other faculty member in June/July 2020.  

 
• Interpretation: I can identify no factors that negatively impacted these results. The clinical instructors were 

sampled within 4 months of their students’ graduation from Oregon Tech and completion of their externship.  
The results were not viewed until after these students graduated.  
The data overwhelmingly indicate that clinical instructors identified that Oregon Tech prepared at least 80% of 
students “Very much” or “Quite a bit” for each ESLO performance criteria regarding all ESLOs except for 
Communication (speaking) (77.77%) and Inquiry and Analysis (77.78%).  
 
Since we do not have data for comparison, we only have one data point to consider. However, we will share 
these data within our program and with our clinical instructors at large. We will identify more specifically, what 
area(s) of Speaking Communication and Inquiry and Analysis students are weakest in. Once we have these 
identified, we will address these issues in our curriculum this year (2020-2021), re-assess near the end of the 
year, and share these data with Clinical Instructors at our annual Advisory Board Meeting/Clinical Instructor 
Workshop in May 2021.  
We will continue to solicit input until we see these scores improve.  

 

Indirect Clinical Instructor Assessment All PSLOs: Clinical Instructor Exit Survey, NMT 410 
Externship, Rick Hoylman & Vanessa Bennett 

 

All PSLOs:  N=9  
Performance 
Criteria & PSLOs 

Assessment 
Methods 

Measurement 
Scale 

Minimum 
Acceptable 
Performance 

Results  
2018-2019 

Results 
2019-2020 

Q BNUMC 1:Rate 
your student’s 
Proficiency in the 
following areas. 

Clinical 
Instructor 
assessment on 
Student Exit 
Survey. 

-High 
Proficiency 
-Proficiency 
-Some 
Proficiency 
-Limited 
Proficiency 

80% of students 
scoring Proficiency 
or higher.  

None 
performed 

 

PSLO #1    - 100% 
PSLO #2    - 100% 
PSLO #3    - 100% 
PSLO #4    - 100% 
PSLO #5    - 100% 
Q BNUC 2: How 
has your 
experience at OT 
contributed to your 
knowledge, skills, 
and personal 

Clinical Instructor 
Assessment 
Student Exit 
Survey. 

-Very much 
-Quite a bit 
-Some 
-Very Little 

80% of students 
scoring “Quite a 
bit” or higher.  

None 
performed 

N/A 
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development in 
these areas?  
These are clinical 
instructors and this 
questions is 
therefore, not 
applicable.  
 
 
 
PSLO #1    - N/A 
PSLO #2    - N/A 
PSLO #3    - N/A 
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• Activity: This activity was assessed in the NMT 367 PET/CT (Positron Emission Tomography/Computed 
Tomography) course fall term 2019. Students were placed into groups and each group was assigned a particular 
PET/CT radiopharmaceutical. Groups were encouraged to research the current role and uses for each 
radiopharmaceutical assigned. Each group needed to prepare a 10-15 minute oral presentation describing the 
purpose, uses, and value of the radiopharmaceutical and each team member had to participate equally. The 
Oregon Tech Teamwork rubric was used for this assessment.  
 

• Rubric: The ESLO 4 Teamwork rubric was used for this assessment.   
 

• Sample: Nine Nuclear Medicine junior students responded to the survey for this assessment.  
 

• Reliability: Two faculty in our program reviewed these data: myself and my colleague Vanessa Bennett.  
 

• Multiple Sites: None.  
 

• Performance Target: The target performance level was set at 80% of students responding with a (3) Practice 
Level or (4) Capstone level.  
 

• Performance Level: 100% of students exceeded the desired performance level.  
 

• History of Results: These data were compared with the previous year, 2018-2019. The performance was 
identical.  
 

• Faculty Discussion: Results were shared with the one other faculty member in June/July 2020.  
 

• Interpretation: 
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Seemingly no 
relationship 
between outcomes 
and rubric. (No 
indication of rubric 
being used.) 

At a superficial level, it 
appears that an 
appropriate rubric is 
used to assess the 
outcomes, but no 
explanation is 
provided. 

Some detail concerning the 
rubric's appropriateness is 
provided, but description 
doesn't fully justify the 
appropriateness of the rubric 
to evaluation of the outcome 
and for the course context. 

Rubric is provided and shows clear 
alignment between outcome and 
rubric elements.  
 
Detail provided regarding outcome-
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8. Evidence of Improvement in Student Learning. 
If this is an outcome being assessed on your standard schedule, did you have past results from this outcome?  If this is a 
specifically scheduled “closing the loop” assessment, how do this year’s results compare with the results that prompted 
improvements?  
Student performance was almost identical to 2012-2013 when we last assessed Teamwork. Results for 2012-2013 were 
88-100% compared to 2019-2020 89-100%.  
 
Did you have past action plans? Can you say that data supports that those plans resulted in improvements? 
 
No action plans were necessary or indicated for the Teamwork ESLO or the Indirect Assessment of the PSLO data.  
 
Look backwards: Discuss the last time that outcome was assessed: 

• Were changes recommended? None. 
• Were those changes implemented? 
• If so, was improvement seen? 

 
 
 
The last time the 
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9. Data-driven Action Plans: Changes Resulting from Assessment 
 
 

There were no Direct Assessment PSLOs scheduled for this year. However, we did perform Indirect Assessment on all 
PSLOs and all ESLOs using an end of externship, exit interview survey instrument that we conduct each year.  
 
We do not have previous Indirect Student self-assessment or Indirect Clinical Instructor student assessment data to 
compare with at this time.  
 
We sent one survey to each senior NMT 410 Externship student just prior to graduation. Although student self-
assessment data may be helpful to some, we find it most helpful if we are able to identify ‘trends’ in one or more areas 
where we are preparing students well, and/or where we can improve teaching and evaluating PSLO and ESLO data.  
 
In addition, we also sent the same survey instrument to their Clinical Instructors at each clinical site who have been 
each student’s mentor and has overseen their fourth year, clinical education and training. This gives us (1) subjective, 
self-assessment response from each student, each year. It also provides us with (1) objective assessment by a 
professional in our industry who has spent the past eleven months supervising the student’s clinical education and 
training.   
 
In these surveys, we are seeking feedback regarding how well we prepared each student for the challenges awaiting 
them in our discipline and industry, and for Oregon Tech accreditation, PSLO and ESLO data specifically. We seek to 
identify areas we can improve as we identify data from site to site, and student to student.  
 
The Indirect Student Self-Assessment for ESLO and PSLO data do not require action at this time. This is true of the 
Indirect Clinical Instructor Assessment of their senior externship student in the PSLO data. The data overwhelmingly 
indicate that clinical instructors identified that Oregon Tech prepared at least 80% of students “Very much” or “Quite a 
bit” for each ESLO performance criteria regarding all ESLOs except for Communication (speaking) (77.77%) and Inquiry 
and Analysis (77.78%).  
 
Since we do not have data for comparison, we only have one data point to consider. However, we will share these data 
within our program and with our clinical instructors at large. We will identify more specifically, what area(s) of Speaking 
Communication and Inquiry and Analysis students are weakest in. Once we have these identified, we will address these 
issues in our curriculum this year (2020-2021), re-assess near the end of the year, and share these data with Clinical 
Instructors at our annual Advisory Board Meeting/Clinical Instructor Workshop in May 2021.  
We will continue to solicit input until we see these scores improve. 
 
For the Teamwork ESLO, 89-100% students responded that they agreed or strongly agreed that they performed 
adequately in each of the performance criteria. This compares favorably with the 2012-2013 data where results were 
88-100% in each performance category.  
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improvement plans 
are outlined.  

collect further data, 
program improvements, 
or assessment 
improvements. 

plans to collect further 
data, (2) program 
improvements, or (3) 
assessment method 
improvements. 
[Or: no areas fall below 
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implement 
improvement plan.  

 

 
 


