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Program Name: Radiologic Sciences [RADS]

Reporting Cycle: Jun 1, 2021 to May 31, 2022

1 Is this program offered via Distance Learning?

100% Traditional or less than 50% Distance/Traditional

2 Is this program offered at an off-site location?

No

2.1 If yes to previous, provide addresses for each location where 50% or more of program 
credits may be earned.

3 Example of Program Improvement

2017-2018:
The RADS program has struggled with a low completion rate and has adjusted the benchmark up 
an down over the past years. After three years of not meeting the benchmark for completers of the 
program, in 2011 the RADS advisory committee lowered the completion rate to 70%. From 2012 
to 2016, the 70% benchmark was met every year but one. Then in 2017, the benchmark was not 
met again, then the RADS advisory committee decided to coordinate test dates for all the RADS 
courses so that none are on the same day, to increase retention of students in the program. In 
2018 the completion rate benchmark was met. See attached data.
 
2018-2019:
The RADS program has a goal to foster critical thinking skills enabling effective problem-solving in 
the professional environment.  One of the outcomes/objectives for this goal is "Students produce 

One of radiographic images demonstrating proper selection of exposure and technical factors". 
the assessment tools used to evaluate this item is embedded test questions in RADS 461, the 
desired benchmarks is 80 % of the student will answer each embedded question correctly. This is 
the third year the assessment tool was used, in 2016 - 85% of the students in the cohort 
answered the questions correctly. In 2017 - the benchmark was not met with only 75.3 % of the 
students answering the questions correctly. As a result of not meeting the benchmark, a voice 
overlay power point presentation was developed regarding radiographic exposure and selection of 
technical factors and assigned as extra responsibility of the student during the Spring 2018. In 
2018 the benchmark was still not met, however, the score did increase to 78.4% of the student 
answering the embedded questions correctly. While the benchmark was not met for a second 
straight year, there was an increase in the positive direction.
 
2019-2020:
The RADS program has as one of its objectives/outcomes that students be able to apply the 
principles of radiation protection for the patient, self, and others.  The tool used to assess the 
accomplishment of this outcome is the Performance Evaluation (Form f-9), section III, A-D 
completed during RADS 356.  The benchmark is an average score of 3 with a possibility of 4 
points from the sample selected.  In 2019, the results for section III A-D on Form F-9 were a 
perfect score of 4 points, up from 2018.
 
2020-2021:
During the 2020 - 2021 academic year, the RADS program along with other academic programs 
went into a survival mode and directed all efforts on maintaining adequate clinical assignments 
and proper didactic course delivery.  While on the 2020 assessment plan the action was most 
continue to monitor, again trying to survive. There were still areas of the assessment plan that 
demonstrated improvement.  One such area was on objective 1.2, using the same test tool with 
the main difference was the course delivery method.  In 2021 the delivery went back to face-to-
face delivery and there was a 3 point increase on this particular test.  Just bring the issue back 
home for a hands-on Profession like RADS that face to face is so important.
 
2021-2022:
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During the 2021 - 2022 academic year, the RADS program specifically in the professional phase 
of the program noticed a decline in knowledge from RADS foundation courses.  The program 
faculty and officials contributed this decline in knowledge to the interruptions in the delivery of the 
course materials from COVID-19 and the multiple natural disasters that plagued the Lake Charles 
area.  While on the 2021 assessment plan the action was mostly continue to monitor or trend, on 
area where the benchmark was not met was selection of proper exposure factors. To enhance the 
area of proper exposure factor selection, the University Faculty met the the Clinical Preceptors  at 
the Clinical Settings to establish exercises to reinforce discussion of proper selection of exposure 
factors. During the RADS 465 course which is the capstone course there were also daily quizzes 
implemented to discuss proper exposure factor selection.  There was an increase on answering 
questions of mock certification exams administered during RADS 465 in the area of exposure 
factor selection.  The results on the national certification examination for this cohort of student 
(class of 2022) in the area of exposure factor selection will be more documentation.

4 Program Highlights from the Reporting Year

2017-2018:
Three faculty members and 22 students attended the Louisiana Society of Radiologic 
Technologists Annual Meeting, in July of 2017, in New Orleans.
One faculty member received a $5000 EP Grant for enhancement of accreditation 
standards, funding three faculty members to go to a national meeting in March of 2018. The 
meeting was a one-day workshop sponsored by the Joint Review Committee on Education 
in Radiologic Technology (JRCERT) for reviewing the standards for an accredited program 
from the site visitor (two faculty members attending) and one for site visit team chairmen 
(one faculty member attending). The second and third day of the meeting was a national 
meeting for Radiologic Sciences Educators with a variety of lectures and networking events.
One student attended a mid-winter seminar sponsored by the Louisiana Society of 
Radiologic Technologists in March of 2018 in Alexandria.

 
2018-2019:

Four RADS faculty members and 21 RADS students attended the 61st annual meeting of 
the Louisiana Society of Radiologic Technologists in Baton Rouge. While there two faculty 
members were elected to officer positions:  Allison Puente 1st Vice President, and Sarah 
Jessup 2nd Vice president of the LSRT.
Three RADS faculty members and 14 RADS students attended an international meeting in 
Chicago of the Radiologic Society of North America. This meeting had

50,252 meeting attendees
24,702 professional attendees
115 countries represented
76% of attendees come to RSNA to see new products and development

Three RADS faculty members and 4 RADS students attended the Mid-Winter Seminar of 
the Louisiana Society of Radiologic Technologists
Three RADS faculty members were appointed by the national accrediting agency for 
Radiologic Sciences as site visitors.
Two RADS faculty members hold executive board appointments from the Louisiana Society 
of Radiologic Technologists:  Greg Bradley - Director of Publications and Susie Beasley - 
Historian 

 
2019-2020:
The RADS program had a community service project for Valentine's Day to give food from the 
heart. It was a campus-wide food drive and at the Clinical Education sites, and the event was very 
successful. Enough food was collected to share with 4 different community food banks in the Lake 
Charles area. All the program faculty and 22 students attend the Mid-Winter Seminar of the 
Louisiana Society of Radiologic Technologists (LSRT). Two students placed first and third place 
respectively in the 2019 LSRT Student Scientific Essay Competition. 
 
2020-2021:
During this past year, the program had several graduates elevated to administrative positions or 
recognized nationally.
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Kevin Clark - Named by the American Society of Radiologic Technologists as Researcher 
and Writer of the Year.
Jared Fontenot - Appointed as Director of Radiology at Savoy Medical Center in Mamou
Glenn Dailey - Appointed CEO of Ochsner St. Martin Hospital in Breaux Bridge

 
2021-2022:
Four faculty members and 30 students attended the Louisiana Society of Radiologic 
Technologists (LSRT) Annual Meeting, in July of 2021, in New Orleans. At this meeting a quiz 
bowl team from MSU's Radiologic Sciences Program Coached by Susie Beasley came in 2nd 
place in a statewide competition.  Another student came in third place for her scientific essay in a 
statewide competition.  Allison Puente, a faculty member was installed as President-Elect of the 
LSRT. A graduate of the program Dr. Laura Aaron was elevated to Life Member of LSRT, which is 
the highest honor of the organization, the presentation was made by MSU Department Head of 
Radiologic and Medical Laboratory Sciences, Greg Bradley.
 
The RADS faculty planned activities involving all the students in the processional phase of the 
program for National Radiologic Technology Week.
 
The MSU Radiologic Sciences Seniors participated in an Anatomage tournament.  The MSU team 
came in First Place, and was coached by two MSU faculty member Allison Puente and Monica 
Weber.

5 Program Mission

The Bachelor of Science in Radiologic Sciences program prepares students for the health care 
profession as competent radiographers. In addition, the program prepares students for career 
opportunities in mammography, computed tomography, magnetic resonance imaging, bone 
densitometry, vascular intervention, quality management, and departmental management. The 
program integrates learning and clinical environments to promote advanced professional 
development.
The program goals are:
1. To provide an education that promotes clinical competency.

SLO - 1.1 Students will be able to demonstrate radiographic positioning skills accurately.
SLO - 1.2 Students will provide patient care and comfort to patients while performing 
radiographic procedures.
SLO - 1.3 Students will be able to apply the principles of radiation protection for the patient, 
self and others.

2. To foster critical thinking skills enabling effective problem solving in the professional 
environment.

SLO - 2.1 Students produce radiographic images demonstrating proper selection 
of  exposure and technical factors.
SLO - 2.2 Students will evaluate finished radiographic images, for proper: anatomy 
visualized, positioning, and exposure factors.

3. Apply effective communication skills in the professional environment.
SLO - 3.1 Students will be able to communicate with their patients while implementing the 
radiography process.
SLO - 3.2 Students will be able to communicate effectively with clinical staff and peers. 

4  To promote professionalism in radiologic sciences..
SLO - 4.1 The student will maintain appropriate conversation with and in the presence of 
patients.
SLO - 4.2 The student will demonstrate professional ethics while at the assigned Clinical 
Education Setting.

6   RADS program mission referenceInstitutional Mission Reference

The program mission aligns with the University mission to emphasize in-depth disciplinary 
knowledge and its application to academic and professional environments. Students achieve 
success through the studied acquisition of content knowledge, the demonstration of discipline-
specific skills and dispositions as well as mastery of general education competencies such as 
critical thinking, effective communication, and independent learning.

7   SLO 1.2 - F-9 II A-E RADS 356, and RADS 220L Exam I Assessment and Benchmark
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1.  
2.  

Average

Assessment: Students will provide patient care and comfort to patients while performing 
radiographic procedures. RADS 220L examination I average grade.
 
Assessment Instruments:

RADS 356 F-9 II A-E
RADS 220L examination I average grade

 
Benchmark 1: An average score of 3 with a possible score of 4 for II A-E of Form F-9 for the 
sample selected.
 
Prior to 2016-2017, the benchmark was an average score of 2 (demonstrate acceptable with 
minor improvements) or higher on II B on F-10.
 
Benchmark 2: An average score of 85 (100 points possible) or higher on examination I for 
RADS 220L.
Files:  See list of attachments to view. (Requires Adobe Reader or compatible viewer).

Completion Rates  

Outcome Links

 Patient Care [Program]
Students will provide patient care and comfort to patients while performing radiographic procedures

7.1 Data

Academic Year
# of 

students
Patient Care F-9

average score for II A-E

2013-2014 — 3.00

2014-2015 — 2.99

2015-2016 — 3.00

2016-2017 — 3.934

2017-2018 — 3.93

2018-2019 24 3.97

2019-2020 21 3.94

2020-2021 22 3.92

2021-2022 22 3.92

Outcome Links

 Radiographic Positioning [Program]
Students will be able to demonstrate radiographic positioning skills accurately.

7.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
Analysis for Benchmark 1: Will continue to trend, as this is third year (beginning in 2016) and 
typically trend for 4-5 years before changing.
 
2018-2019:
Analysis for this benchmark was the score on all items for 2018 is 3.97. It is up from a 3.93 
average in 2017. The established benchmark was met. Will continue to trend, as this is third 
year (beginning in 2016) and typically trend for 4 – 5 years before changing.
 
2019-2020:
Analysis for this benchmark was the score on all time for 2019 is slightly down from 2018, will 
trend for one more year to make sure it is not trending downward.
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2020-2021:
The benchmark was met, however it was a slight decline from 3.4 in 2020. but consider 
changing the tool.
 
2021-2022:
The benchmark was met. However, this item had been trended for several years now and 
should have been changed. It will be considered for a change in the instrument at the first 
faculty meeting in the Fall of 2022.

7.2 Data

Academic Year
# of RADS

220L students
Average grade on

examination I

2013-2014 — 86.54%

2014-2015 — 86.45%

2015-2016 — 87.35%

2016-2017 — 90.00%

2017-2018 23 91.40%

2018-2019 24 91.8%

2019-2020 24 88%

2020-2021 24 91.76%

2021-2022 24 91.1

7.2.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
Analysis for Benchmark 2: The analysis demonstrates an upward trend of increasing 
gradually since 2015 when it was 87.35% and it is 91.8% in 2018. Will continue to use this 
instrument as one of two assessment tools to evaluate the Program SLO 1.2 "Student will 
provide patient care and comfort to patients while performing the radiographic procedures". 
The establishment benchmark is an average score of 85% or higher on examination 1 for 
RADS 220L. The established benchmark was met.
 
2018-2019:
Continue to trend, as currently demonstrating an increasing score from an 87.35% in 2015 to 
91.8% in 2018.
 
2019-2020:
Continue to trend, it is currently demonstrating an average score on the downward trend from 
91.8 to 88%.
 
2020-2021:
Improvement was demonstrated with the average score going from 88% to 91.7%.  The 
benchmark was met for both areas assessing objective 1.2. This is the fifth year for using both 
of these instruments to measure objective 1.2, therefore will continue to change the 
instruments used to evaluate this objective, in the next faculty advisory meeting in June of 
2021.
 
2021-2022:
For 2022, The average grade for the cohort of students is 91.1%.  The plan was to change the 
instrument used to evaluate this objective in 2021; however, since the program and the 
university were into survival mode over the past 1 1/2 years, that did not happen.  Selecting a 
new item to evaluate this objection has been placed on the agenda for the August 2022 
faculty agenda. 

8   SLO 1.1 - RADS 321L Final test, and F-10 II C RADS 461Assessment and Benchmark

Assessment: Students will be able to demonstrate radiographic positioning skills accurately.
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1.  
2.  

Assessment Instruments:
RADS 321L Final examination (positioning portion only).
Performance Evaluation (Form F-10)–Item II C, completed during RADS 461 (random 
sampling of 3 per student)

 
Benchmark 1: An average score of 70 (100 points possible) or higher on the positioning portion of 
the final examination for RADS 321L.
 
Prior to 2017-2018, the benchmark was an average score of 80 (100 points possible) on the final 
examination.
 
During the 2018-2019 academic the test format changed, to be out of 100 points
 
Benchmark 2: An average score of 2 (demonstrate acceptable with minor improvements) or higher 
on II C of Form F-10 for the sample selected.

Outcome Links

 Radiographic Positioning [Program]
Students will be able to demonstrate radiographic positioning skills accurately.

8.1 Data

Academic Year
Average grade on
final examination

2013-2014 86.54%

2014-2015 87.35%

2015-2016 90.00%

2016-2017 91.40%
 

Academic Year # of students

Average points on 
positioning

portion of final 
examination

2017-2018 19 77.1/80

2018-2019 22 97/100

2019-2020 21 97/100

2020-2021 22
67.67/70

96.67/100

2021-2022 22 97.14/100

8.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
Benchmark was changed for 2018 to the average score of 70 (80 possible, which is a change 
from the 2017 year when it was an average score of 80 (100 points possible). This is the 
second year of using this assessment tool. The established benchmark was met for the 
second time, will continue to trend for a maximum of three more years. If the established 
benchmark continues to be met, will consider a new assessment tool or objective.
 
2018-2019:
This is the third year of using this assessment tool. The established benchmark was met for 
the third time, will continue to trend for a maximum of 2 more years. If the established 
benchmark continues being met, will consider a new assessment tool or objective.
 
2019-2020:
The program will continue to trend and monitor for one more year as this is the fourth year the 
benchmark has been met.
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2020-2021:
This is the 5th year of using this assessment tool. The established benchmark was met for the 
5  time. It is established the benchmark continues to being met, therefore will consider a new th

assessment tool or objective at our June meeting.
 
2021-2022:
The average score on the positioning Portion of the 321L final examination was a 97.14 for 
this cohort of students (class of 2023). This is the fourth year of using this assessment tool. 
The established benchmark was met for the fourth time, will continue to trend for a maximum 
of another year.  If the established benchmark continues to being met, will consider a new 
assessment tool or objective.  

8.2 Data

Academic Year
# of 

students
Average score for

F-10 IIC RADS 461

2013-2014 — 2.71

2014-2015 — 2.71

2015-2016 — 2.71

2016-2017 — 2.38

2017-2018 — 2.88

2018-2019 19 2.67

2019-2020 22 2.55

2020-2021  21  2.7

2021-2022 22 2.6

8.2.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
For the sample selected the average score on all items for 2018 is 3.99. It is up from a 3.95 in 
2017. The benchmark was met. Still trending, as this is the second year of using this 
assessment tool which began in 2016, and there has been an increase both years.
 
2018-2019:
The established benchmark was met. The average score on this item for 2018 was 2.67. This 
is down from 2.88 in 2017. Will continue to monitor, as this benchmark was met for the third 
year, see an up and down from 2016 to 2018.
 
2019-2020:
The program will continue to monitor, as this benchmark was met for the fourth year, and the 
results have went up and down since the program has been assessing this since 2016 using 
the RADS 461 Form F-10, item II C, and a random sample of three. This is the lowest score 
since it has been monitor. Will need to trend to make sure it is not going in a downward 
direction.
 
2020-2021:
Will continue to monitor, as this benchmark was met for the fifth year, and the program was 
gradually going up then went down in 2019, still plan to trend to see if the program is going to 
continue to increase.
 
2021-2022:
The average score on this item for 2021 is 2.6.  This is down from 2.7 in 2020.  The 
established benchmark was met.  Looking at the trends of this from 2016-2.38, 2017-2.88, 
2018-2.67, 2019-2.55, 2020 2.7.  In 2020 decided to trend to see if the results continued to 
increase.  Now in 2021, there is a decrease, therefore will continue to trend.

9   SLO 1.3 RADS 349 Test 2, and RADS 356 F-9 III A-DAssessment and Benchmark
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1.  
2.  

Assessment: Students will be able to apply the principles of radiation protection for the patient, 
self, and others.
 
Assessment Instruments:

RADS 349 Test 2 average grade
RADS 356 F-9, section III A-E

 
Benchmark 1: An average score of 85 (100 points possible) or higher on Test 2 for RADS 349.
 
Prior to 2016-2017, the benchmark was an average score of 85 on the final examination for RADS 
349.
 
Benchmark 2: An average score of 3 with a possible score of 4 for III A-D of Form F-9 for the 
sample selected from RADS 356.
 
Prior to 2016-2017, the benchmark was an average score of 2 (demonstrates acceptable with 
minor improvements) or higher on II-D of F-10 from the sample selected.

Outcome Links

 Radiation Protection [Program]
Students will be able to apply the principles of radiation protection for the patient, self and others

9.1 Data

Academic Year # of students
RADS 349 Test 2

average grade

2013-2014 — 84.90%

2014-2015 — 83.16%

2015-2016 — 85.26%

2016-2017 — 88.78%

2017-2018 — 86.43%

2018-2019 24 76.26%

2019-2020 24 79.75%

2020-2021 24 82.25%

2021-2022 24 79.25

9.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018
 yearFor Benchmark 1: Will continue to closely monitor, as this is the first  the score has 

decreased from the previous year since the change to test 2 rather than the final examination. 
 
2018-2019:
The average of test 2 for this cohort of students was 76.26. There is a decrease of almost 
10% points from 2018 which was 86.43. The established benchmark was not met. Will 
continue to closely monitor, as this is the third consecutive year the score has decreased, 
however the first year the benchmark has not been met. Also, of the 24 students who were in 
this cohort of students two were unsuccessfull in passing this course and were not able to 
progress to future RADS courses without repeating this course.
 
2019-2020:
The program is seeing an increase with this cohort of students over last year's cohort. The 
actual increase is 4%; however, it is still 5% short of reaching the established benchmark. The 
program will continue to monitor this outcome in the positive direction.
 
2020-2021:
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The benchmark was still not met, for the third straight year, however it did increase 
approximately 3 more points from the 2020 cohort of students. For an increase of 6 points 
from 2019. Will continue to trend as seeing an upward improvement, since 2018 when the 
benchmark was met.
 
2021-2022:
The average sore for the 2022 cohort taking RADS 349 was 79.25%. The benchmark was still 
not met, for the fourth straight year, it did decrease approximately 3 more points from the 2021 
cohort of students. It is close to the 2020 Cohort which was 79.6, but the all-time low was 
2019 when it was 76.26.  RADS 349 will not be taught again until the Spring of 2023, at which 
time a review of content for Test 2, and alternative presentations of material will be discussed 
at the first faculty meeting of the Fall of 2022.

9.2 Data

Academic Year
# of 

students
F-9 III A-D, RADS
356 average score

2013-2014 — 2.93

2014-2015 — 2.91

2015-2016 — 3.00

2016-2017 — 3.95

2017-2018 — 3.99

2018-2019 22 4.0

2019-2020 21 4.0

2020-2021 22 3.97

2021-2022 22 3.99

9.2.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
For Benchmark 2: For the sample selected the average score on all items for 2018 is 3.99. It 
is up from a 3.95 in 2017. The benchmark was met. Still trending, as this is the second year of 

this assessmentusing   tool which began in 2016, and there has been an increase both years. 
 
2018-2019:
For the sample selected the average score on all items for 2019 is 4. It is up from a 3.99 in 
2018. The benchmark was met. Still trending, as this is third year of using this assessment 
tool which began in 2016, and there has been an increase both years.
 
2019-2020:
For the sample selected the average score on all items for 2020 is 4. It is exactly the same as 
it was in 2019. The benchmark was met. Still trending, as this is the fourth year of using this 
assessment tool which began in 2016, and it appears to be plateauing. 
 
2020-2021:
Still trending, as this is 5th year of using this assessment tool which began in 2016, and the 
score has increased and been steady. Even though a slight decrease was exhibited this 
year.  Will continue to change this instrument used to evaluate this objective, in the next 
faculty advisory meeting in June of 2021.
 
2021-2022:
The benchmark was met.  However, this item had been trended for several years now and 
should have been changed, It will be considered for a change in the instrument at the first 
faculty meeting in the Fall of 2022.

10   SLO 2.1 RADS 461, and SLO 2.2 RADS 320 L (image analysis)Assessment and Benchmark

SLO 2.1:
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Assessment: Students produce radiographic images demonstrating the proper selection 
of  exposure and technical factors.
 
Assessment Instrument: Embedded Question on RADS 461 unit test, questions 29, 43, 44, 45, 46  
and 48.
 
Benchmark: 80% of the students will answer each embedded question correctly. 
 
SLO 2.2:
Assessment: Students will evaluate finished radiographic images, for proper: anatomy 
visualized,  positioning, and exposure factors.

Assessment Instrument: RADS 320L Test 3, Image Analysis section.
 
Benchmark: 75% of the students will pass the image analysis section of the test.

Outcome Links

 Patient Communication [Program]
Student will be able to communicate with their patients while implementing the radiography process

10.1 Data

Academic Year

Students answering embedded 
questions correctly RADS 461

(SLO 2.1)

Students passing the image 
analysis section RADS 320L

(SLO 2.2)

# % # %

2016-2017 — 85.08% — 80%

2017-2018 — 75.30% — 74%

2018-2019 19 78.4% 22 72.7%

2019-2020 21 77.63% 21 59.7%

2020-2021 21 70% 22 80%

2021-2022 22 88% 22 95%

10.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
SLO 2.1: Will also develop an exposure and image acquisition power point presentation and 
make it available to the junior and senior students during the spring semester 2018. The 
new powerpoint presentation is attached.
 
SLO 2.2: Even though the benchmark was not met, will continue to trend as this is the 
second year for using this particular tool, and the previous year's results were so much 
better.
 
2018-2019:
SLO 2.1: The desired benchmark not met. The results are 78.4% of the students in this 
cohort answered the embedded question correctly. This is an increase from 75.3% in 2017, 
yielding an increase of 3%. Individually it is questions 44, 45, and 46 that were not met. In 
2017 the benchmark was not met either and a power point presentation was developed and 
presented in Spring 2018.  Since there was an increase and moving closer to the 
benchmark, will continue to trend for two more years.
 
SLO: 2.2: The established benchmark was not met for the second straight year. The results 
are that 72.7% of this cohort of students passed the image analysis section of the test. The 
program will continue to trend as this is the third year for using this particular tool, and the 
first year was so much better. If the third straight year is still not met, will develop some type 
of class exercised to emphasize image analysis.
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1.  
2.  

2019-2020:
The desired benchmark wasn't met. The result is 77.63% of the students in this cohort 
answered the embedded question correctly. This is a decrease from 78.4 in 2018. 
Individually it is two of the six embedded questions that were not meet. In 2017 and 2018 
the benchmark was not met either year. There was a PowerPoint presentation developed 
and presented in Spring 2018 and there was a 3% increase from 2017 to 2018, however, 
still not meeting the benchmark. The program will need to plan what to do to improve this 
area. Even on the second part of assessing this objective of evaluating finished radiographic 
image for proper anatomy, visualized, positioning, and exposure factors. The program is in 
the process of developing an exercise or product analysis to emphasize image analysis.  
 
2020-2021:
This marks the 4 straight year that this benchmark was not met.  The actual questions were 
reviewed with the clinical instructors at an advisory meeting.  The instructors were asked to 
incorporate similar questions during the case analysis portion of the clinical competency 
evaluations.  In addition, the unit test date is being moved to a date away from the MSU 
homecoming and NRTW celebrations.
 
2021-2022:
Collectively, the bench mark was met if you consider the average on all six embedded 
questions.  However, if you consider each individual embedded question the desired 
benchmark not met. The results are met for all but two of the 6 embedded questions.  In 
2020, the benchmark was met in only two embedded questions, therefore significant 
progress.  When considering each question individually and the bench mark is 80% of the 
students will answer the questions correctly.  This marks the 5th straight year that this 
benchmark was not met.  However, significant was made.  The actual questions were 
reviewed with the clinical preceptors. The preceptors were asked to incorporate similar 
questions during the case analysis portion of the clinical competency evaluations.  In 
addition, the unit test date was moved to a date away from the MSU homecoming and 
NRTW celebrations. Continuing to trend.
 
Regarding objective 2.2 which states the student will evaluate finished radiographic image 
for proper anatomy visualized, positioning, and exposure factors.  The benchmark is 75% of 
the student will pass the image analysis section for RADS 320L test.  
 
The results were that 95% of this cohort of students passed the image analysis section of 
the test. This is up from 80% in 2020.  The established benchmark was met for the 
second  time in 4 years. Evidence that the Clinical Preceptors asking more informed 
questions continued to help  increase this score again this year.  
 
Continue to trend, as this is the 6th year for using this particular tool. However, the results 
have be up and down in this area.  Clinical Preceptors were asked to continue to increase 
the questioning on the product analysis to emphasize image analysis.
 
Files:  See list of attachments to view. (Requires Adobe Reader or compatible viewer).

2018 Exposure Image Acquisition pptx (1) (2)  

11 Assessment and Benchmark

SLO 3.1:
Assessment: Students will be able to communicate with their patients while implementing the 
radiography process.
 
Assessment Instruments: 

RADS 321L Test 2, Procedure section.
RADS 355 F-26, item 6

 
Benchmark 1: 75% of the students will pass the procedure section of the RADS 321 L test 2.
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1.  
2.  

Benchmark 2: 85% of students will receive a score of 8 (10 points possible) or higher on item 6 of 
Form F-26 final CI evaluation RADS 355.
 
SLO 3.2:
Assessment: Students will be able to communicate effectively with clinical staff and peers.
 
Assessment Instruments: 

RADS 336 F-9 Item V-E.
RADS 461 F-26, item 6

 
Benchmark 1: The average score of 3 (4 points possible) or higher on V- E, of Form F-9 for the 
sample selected.
 
Benchmark 2: 90% of students will receive a score of 9 (10 points possible) or higher on item 6 of 
Form F-26 final CI evaluation RADS 461.

Outcome Links

 Radiographic Positioning [Program]
Students will be able to demonstrate radiographic positioning skills accurately.

11.1 Data

Academic 
Year

Students passing
the procedure 

section,
test 2 RADS 321L

(SLO 3.1)

Students receiving
8/10 for item 6,
F-26 RADS 355

(SLO 3.1)

Student average
3/4 on item V-E,
F-9 RADS 356

(SLO 3.2)

Students recieving 
9/10 on item 6,
F-26 RADS 461

(SLO 3.2)

# % # % # % # %

2015-2016 — 91.9% — 100% — 3.97 — N/A

2016-2017 — 88.5% — 100% — 3.98 — 100%

2017-2018 — 74% — 100% — 4.00 — 100%

2018-2019 22 77% 22 100% 22 4.0 19 100%

2019-2020 21 78% 21 100% 21 4.0 22 100%

2020-2021 22 100% 22 100% 22 3.98 21 100%

2021-2022 22 100% 22 100% 22 4.0 22 100%

11.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
SLO 3.1: It was decided to continue the trend and watch it for a couple more years, the 
results are close to the benchmark. Also, this is only one of two tools used to evaluate the 
SL0 3.1 "Students will be able to apply to communicate with their patients while 
implementing the radiography process", and the other benchmark is being met.
 
SLO 3.2: This is the first year this particular tool was used to evaluate this objective. Will 
continue to trend for five years.
 
2018-2019:
SLO 3.1: The established benchmark was met.  77% of the students passed the procedure 
(communication) portion of the RADS 321L test 2 examination. This is up from 2018 when 
the average score was 74% and the benchmark of 75% was not met. It was decided to 
continue the trend and watch it for a couple more years, even though both benchmarks were 
met for SLO 3.1.  The decision to continue the trend and watch it for a another year at least, 
was because last year was the first year the benchmark was not met for the RADS 321L test 
2 tool.  
 
SLO 3.2:
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The established benchmark for both assessment tools was met.  This is the fifth year of a 
five year trending cycle, as was decided in 2013 for the RADS 356 tool of SLO 3.2. The 

 Advisory Committee will decide on another assessment tool for the future at the RADS
September 2019 meeting. For the second assessment tool the established benchmark was 
met. Will continue to monitor, as this is the third straight year of reaching the benchmark for 
the second tool of 3.2 using the assessment tool which began in 2016.  
 
2019-2020:
The established benchmarks for all assessments were met. This is the first year of the new 
benchmarks decided in 2018.
 
2020-2021:
The benchmark was met, with a 22% increase.  Will continue to monitor using the same 
instrument, to make sure the results are not Skewed, because there was a different 
professor teaching the course.
 
2021-2022:
For Objective 3.1, two instruments are used and the benchmark was met for both 
instruments.  Will continue to trend using both instrument, as the benchmarks have not 
always been met.
 
For Objective 3.2, two instruments are used, one is completed in spring semester and 
program will continue to monitor, as this benchmark was changed in 2018, and there has 
been an increase each year.

12   SLO 4.1 - RADS 356, and SLO 4.2 RADS 461Assessment and Benchmark

SLO 4.1:
Assessment: The student will maintain appropriate conversation with and in the presence of 
patients
 
Assessment Instrument: Performance Evaluation (Form F-9) - Item V-A, completed during RADS 
356 (random sampling of 3 per student). 
 
Benchmark: 85% of students will score 4 points out of 4 points possible on item V-A, of Form F-9 
for the sample selected.
 
SLO 4.2:
Assessment: The student will demonstrate professional ethics while at the assigned Clinical 
Education Setting.
 
Assessment Instrument: Clinical Instructor Evaluation of the Student (Form F-26) item 10 for the 
final CI Evaluation for RADS 461.
 
Benchmark: 85% of students will receive a score of 10 out of 10 points possible on item 10 of 
Form F-26 final CI evaluation RADS 461.
 
Prior to 2016-2017, the benchmark was 85% of students receiving a 9 out of 10. 

Outcome Links

 Image Evaluation [Program]
Students will evaluate finished radiographic images, for proper: anatomy visualized, positioning, and exposure 
factors

 Patient Care [Program]
Students will provide patient care and comfort to patients while performing radiographic procedures

 Radiation Protection [Program]
Students will be able to apply the principles of radiation protection for the patient, self and others

12.1 Data

Students receiving 4/4 on
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Academic Year item V-A, F-9 RADS 356
(SLO 4.1)

# %

2014-2015 — 100%

2015-2016 — 100%

2016-2017 — 85%

2017-2018 — 100%

2018-2019 22 100%

2019-2020 21 100%

2020-2021 22 86.36%

2021-2022 22 99.2%

12.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
Will continue to trend as this is the third year of trending with an increase in the benchmark.
 
2018-2019:
For 2019, all of those in the random samplings received a score of 4 on Form F-9, item V-A 
(100%). The established benchmark was met. Will continue to trend as this is the 4th year of 
trending with an increase in the benchmark.
 
2019-2020:
For 2020, all of in the random sampling scored a 4 out of 4 on F-9, V-AA. The benchmark 
was met. This was the fifth year of trending and the benchmark was met; therefore, the 
advisory committee will meet and evaluate this objective using another tool to assure that the 
objective is being met!
 
2020-2021:
Will continue to trend as this is the 6  year of using this tool to measure the objective, th

however, there was a 14% reduction in the number of student scoring 4/4, therefore will use 
the tool for at least 2 more cycles.
 
2021-2022:
Continue to monitor, as this benchmark was changed in 2018, and there has been an 
increase each year. Will continue to trend as this is the 6th year of trending with an increase 
in the benchmark.

12.2 Data

Academic Year

Students receiving
10/10 on item 10,
F-26 RADS 461

(SLO 4.2)

# %

2014-2015 — 100%

2015-2016 — 100%

2016-2017 — 73.3%

2017-2018 — 88%

2018-2019 19 90%

2019-2020 21 100%

2020-2021 21 95%

2021-2022 22 95%
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12.2.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
The score on this item for 2017 is 88% of the cohort of students scored a 10 on item 
10.  This is up from 73.3% in 2016. The benchmark was met. Continue to trend. This is the 
first year of a 3-5 year trending cycle which was decided in 2016.
 
2018-2019:
The benchmark was met. Continue to trend. This is the second year of a 3–5 year trending 
cycle which was decided in 2016 and has increased each year.
 
2019-2020:
For the Fall of 2019, the score on this item is 100% of the cohort of students scored a 101 on 
item 10, which is up from 90% in 2018. The benchmark was met. The program will continue 
to trend, this is the fourth year of a 5-year trending cycle.
 
2020-2021:
For the Fall of 2020, the score on this item was 95% down from 100% in 2019.  This is the 
third year of a 5 year trending cycle.  Trends have gone up and down on this item and it has 
not stabilized, will continue to trend.
 
2021-2022:
For the Fall of 2021 the score on this item once again was 95%. The benchmark was 
met.  Continuing to trend even though it is the fifth year of a 4–5 year trending cycle which 
was decided in 2016, but trends are going up and down and has not stabilized. 

13   Certification and Licensure ExamAssessment and Benchmark

Assessment: Graduates will pass the national certification examination on first attempt.
 
Assessment Instrument: American Registry of Radiologic Technologists (ARRT) national 
certification, annual first-time passage rates.
 
Benchmark 1: The % of graduates who take the ARRT radiography certification examination to 
become certified radiographers will meet or exceed the national passage rate for first-time 
examinees.
 
Benchmark 2: Regardless of the national % passage rate on the ARRT examination, the program 
passage rate should never drop below 75% over a five-year period.

13.1 Data

Academic Year
MSU first

time pass rate

National first
time pass 

rate

Graduates 
passing on

first or second 
attempt

5-year average for 
passage rate

# %

2012-2013 83.3% 93% — 100% 96% (08-12)

2013-2014 100% 89.65% — 100% 96% (09-13)

2014-2015 95% 88.9% — 100% 95% (10-14)

2015-2016 100% 88.4% — 100% 95.4% (11-15

2016-2017 100% 87.2% — 100% 96.7% (12-16)

2017-2018 100% 89.3% — 100% 98.94% (13-17)

2018-2019 95% 89.4% 18 100% 97.87% (14-18)

2019-2020 95% 89.0% 19 100% 97.87%(15-19)

2020-2021 100% 88.2% 22 100% 98% (16-20).

2021-2022 100% 83.8 21 100% 97.2% (17-21)



Xitracs Program Report  Page 17 of 18

13.1.1 Analysis of Data and Plan for Continuous Improvement

2017-2018:
No immediate action because of the 100% passage rate. Comparing the five-year average, 
there was an increase. The 2012-2016 five-year average was 96.74%, and the five-year 
average for 2017 is 98.94%. Will continue to trend or monitor indefinitely. 
 
2018-2019:
No immediate action because the benchmark was met for the first-time passage rate. Also, 
when comparing the 5 year average no action necessary, even though there was a decrease 
in the five-year average. The 2014–2017 five-year average was 98.94%, and the five-year 
avg for 2018 is 97.87%.
 
2019-2020:
The benchmark was met for both the first-time passage rate and for the 5-year average.
 
2020-2021:
The RADS Program continues to excel in meeting the first-time passage rate and the 5-year 
average.  The program met the benchmarks for both areas of the objective and will continue 
with the current plan of making sure the graduates are prepared for the national certification 
examination.
 
2021-2022:
The RADS Program continues to excel in meeting the first-time passage rate and the 5-year 
average.  The program met the benchmarks for both areas of the objective and will continue 
with the current plan of making sure the graduates are prepared for the national certification 
examination.
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End of report
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Exposure Indicator

“Provides a numeric value indicating the level of radiation exposure to the digital IR” (Fauber, 2017, p. 88).

Values are vendor specific:

Ex.: Fuji/Konica- S (sensitivity) value

Carestream- EI (exposure index)

AGFA- lgM (log median value)



S-values (Fuji/Konica) are inversely related by a factor of 2.

Carestream, AGFA are directly related by a factor of 2.
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Vendor-Specific Exposure Indicators

S-values (Fuji/Konica)- inversely related by a factor of 2:

Ex. CXR, S-value range=200-400

@ 200 the view is overexposed, @ 400 it is underexposed. 

PA chest: 120 @ 5, S-value-600; ½ of the exposure compared to 400. Need to repeat.



EI & lgM (Carestream & AGFA)-directly related by a factor of 2.

Ex. AP Pelvis, EI range= 1500-1800

@ 1500 is underexposed, @ 1800 is overexposed

80 @ 10, EI=1200; ½ of the exposure compared to 1500. Need to repeat.







Image Display

To determine image quality, should you rely on the image displayed on the monitor?		NO!!!



Why?

Automatic rescaling:

the process employed during histogram analysis to maintain a consistent image despite overexposure or underexposure. 

Primarily controls brightness and contrast!!













Best Practice

Do not trust the image on the monitor, unless there it is a positioning issue. 

Stay within the exposure ranges established for your equipment.

It is optimal to image in the middle of your range. Ex. S-value range is 200-400, then aim for 300.

Stay within the exposure ranges established for your equipment! 















Underexposure

Optimal

Overexposure









Screen-Film Radiography

Underexposure

Optimal

Overexposure







Dose Creep

Simply, the unintentional overexposure of a patient to radiation.

Workplace culture (greatest contributor)

In DR/CR, the image can be manually manipulated post-processing.

Utilize higher than necessary technical factors-sometimes double what is necessary.

Exposure indicator reflects the exposure at the image receptor.

The technique set by the technologist will determine the EI value.

Best Practice: 

Look at the EI value and the technique used. If positioning is correct and the EI is within range, then your image is usually acceptable. 









kVp

Exposure factor which affects IR exposure due to the amount and penetrating ability of the x-ray beam. 

To adjust IR exposure, a change of +/- 15% will adjust the IR exposure by a factor of 2. Has the same effect as doubling or halving the mAs.

Has some effect on contrast. 

		KVP		IR Exposure		Contrast		Distortion		Spatial Res. 

		Increase		Increase		Decrease		No effect		No effect

		Decrease		Decrease		Increase		No effect		No effect









mAs

Affects IR exposure due to the amount of x-rays reaching the IR. 

To adjust IR exposure, need to either double or half the mAs. This affects exposure by a factor of 2.



		mAs		IR exposure		Contrast		Spatial Res.		Distortion

		Increase		Increase		No effect		No effect		No effect

		Decrease		Decrease		No effect		No effect		No effect









SID

SID describes the distance between the radiation source and the IR.

Affects the amount of radiation reaching the IR by a factor of 4. 

Why? Because beam intensity (quantity) has an inverse relationship with the distance from the source.





		SID		IR Exposure		Contrast		Spatial Res.		Distortion

		Increase		Decrease		No effect		Increase		 Mag. 

		Decrease		Increase		No effect		Decrease		 Mag.











OID

Distance created between the object and the IR. 









										

										



		OID		IR Exposure		Contrast		Spatial Res. 		Distortion

		Increase		Decrease		Increase		Decrease		









Brightness

The amount of luminance (light emission) from the display monitor.

Image brightness is maintained during image processing. 

Ex. If the mAs is too low or too high, image brightness will be maintained; however, a lower than necessary mAs will produce an image with increased quantum noise. 

Primarily controlled by software in digital/CR systems. Inherent within the algorithms chosen. 

The only way a technologist can change brightness is by adjusting the window/level functions in post-processing. 







Articles of Interest

Seeram et al. (2016). Optimizing the exposure indicator as a dose management strategy in computed radiography. Radiologic Technology, 87(4), 380-391.

https://www.imagewisely.org/~/media/ImageWisely-Files/What-we-are-reading/16-06-22-RT----Optimizing-Indicator---Seeram.pdf



Hermann et al. (2012). Best practices in digital radiography. Retrieved from ASRT website https://www.asrt.org/docs/default-source/publications/whitepapers/asrt12_bstpracdigradwhp_final.pdf
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Statistical Data


For Outcome/Assessment Plan


Completion Rates

Comparison of number accepted to number graduation


Benchmark 80% until 2011 then changed to 70%

		Graduation YEAR

		# Accepted

		# accepted in cohort + # of Transfer student or re-admits

		# graduating

		% completing

		comments



		2004

		15

		

		12

		80%

		



		2005

		19

		

		15

		79%

		



		2006

		20

		

		17

		85%

		



		2007

		20

		

		19

		95%

		



		2008

		20

		

		20

		100%

		



		2009

		20

		

		14

		70%

		Advisory committee decided to require specified exams be observed (minutes 2009 10 16)



		2010

		20

		

		14

		70% 

		Advisory committee decided to trend for next 3 – 5 years (minutes 2010 10 15)



		2011

		20

		

		16

		80%

		Advisory Committee Changed Benchmark to 70% (minutes 2011 10 16)



		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		



		2012

		20

		

		12

		60%

		Advisory committee decided to continue trending (2012 06 29)



		2013

		23

		25

		19

		76%

		Met Benchmark



		2014

		26

		26

		20

		77%

		Met Benchmark



		2015

		26

		26

		21

		80.75%

		Met Benchmark



		2016

		23

		23

		19

		82.6%

		Met 


Benchmark



		2017

		24

		24

		15

		62.5%

		5 of the students from this cohort changed their major because of a lack of interest in health care.  The decision was made to coordinate tests for all the RADS courses so that none are on the same day, to increase retention of students in the program.



		2018

		24

		

		18

		75%

		Met benchmark



		

		

		

		

		

		





