Program-level Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Report Rubric Feedback  
Program_____CS____________________________			Cycle Year of the Program level SLO Assessment Report: _2020-2021__

Note: The unacceptable column is only used if the report (or a section within) is unacceptable.  Otherwise, a range of points from 1 (Marginal) – 5 (Best Practice) are used. 

	Elements
	Best Practice (5)
	Acceptable (3)
	Marginal (1)
	Unacceptable (0)

	Program-level Student Learning Outcomes
	Acceptable plus: 
· Each outcome is clear, concise, and measureable.
· Outcomes are aligned with course objectives.
· SLOs (and their measures) are well distributed across the curriculum.  
· Curricular mapping evident with learning levels clarified.
	· Multiple broad outcomes that cover areas such as skills, abilities, behaviors, knowledge.
· Many, but not all, outcomes are clear, concise, and measureable.
· Faculty members agree to outcomes.
· Outcomes are promoted to stakeholders.
· Identifies when each SLO will be assessed (academic year) on the plan.
	· Insufficient (or too many) outcomes are identified (exceptions for accredited programs).
· Outcomes describe student success outputs (such as gaining access to grad school) instead of learning.
· Outcomes are unclear.
· Outcomes appear inconsistent with program’s purpose or do not align to relevant state, national, or professional standards. 
· Most faculty are not aware of outcomes.
	· List of outcomes does not exist.  
· Origin of the learning outcomes is unknown.


	SLO Feedback:











	
	· Acceptable – ABET provided SLOs.

Comments: 
· As outlined in their report, the department removed the designation for Introductory/Preliminary contributions from courses in their curricular map based on a prior comment to simplify their assessment efforts.  This seems reasonable from an implementation perspective.  However, I believe it would be beneficial for reviewers to know where concepts were introduced.  Oher programs still list this type of information in their curricular map while restricting the collection of assessment information to courses in which concepts were considered a major component of the course, or at least reinforced.  They typically designated courses where data was collected with an ‘A’ in their curricular map.  
· I believe there is a typo in the example given on page 6 (for ‘memberinteraction(A)’).



	Measures
(Strategies used  to collect information on the achievement of the SLOs)
	Acceptable plus:
· Evidence provided of validity and reliability.
· Assessment tools were identified and the rationale for their use was provided.
· Measures used in similar programs / similar institutions and so provides the possibility of comparing performance to external benchmarks. 
· Longitudinal collection and analysis is identified.
· A range of distinct, quality measures are used to evaluate SLOs.

	· There are at least two measures for each SLO.
· At least one measure is a direct measure of student learning for each SLO.
· Measures are well-aligned with cognitive level of the SLO.
· Measures are well-aligned with the breadth of the content of the SLO.
· Provides opportunity to collect from majority of students completing the program.
· Specifies course(s) and semesters in which to collect information.

	· There is only one measure.
· There are no direct measures (e.g., only surveys).
· Measure is not well-aligned to content or cognitive level of SLO.
· Lack of diversity in the measures used for SLOs.
· The learning for only a small subset of students are assessed.
	· Measures are not defined.
· Project or course grades are the measure.

	Measures
 Feedback
	· Acceptable.  The majority of measures were direct with the use of a few indirect measures, such as surveys.


Comment: 
· It may be beneficial for instructors to document the specific assignments/projects/questions they use in their courses when conducting their respective assessments within a given year.  Similarly if they use any rubrics in their evaluation of student performance (e.g., communication rubric).  I don’t believe this information needs to be included in this assessment report – just that the department is aware of the specifics being used for each course (or that the department discusses the specifics during an annual meeting).  This type of information may be beneficial if any questions arise during a future ABET site visit.  





	Results
	 Build upon “Acceptable” and includes:
· Trend results are provided or comparison results are shared (Results are linked to prior findings in trend analysis, compared in pre-test/post-test or presented with a comparison group – internal or external).
	· Includes appropriately   summarized data, in aggregate form, that identifies whether criteria was met or not. 
· For common SLOs, results are presented or broken down by degree (e.g., BA vs BS students).   
· Tables provided are included in appendices or attachments.  Instrument is attached (as appropriate). 
· Brief description provided on the data collection process. (e.g., sample population description provided, description of time and place / course data collected in).
	· Results are presented, but not in form related to strategy of target identified.
· No indication for whether or not target was met or not met.
· Data summarized poorly (only counts, no frequencies or means reported.) 
· Not clear connection to student learning outcome being assessed.
· Results are not from current cycle.
· Not clear that the sample includes seniors (when looking at mastery of a subject) or how the students reported on relate to the outcome.
	· No results presented.
· Not clear if data was collected.
· Student identities not protected or student level data shared.

	Feedback on Results
	· Acceptable.  

General Questions:
· Regarding the group interaction score, the dynamics of two groups could be quite different even though they receive the same overall score (e.g., an alternative to the example given in the report is if individuals receive scores of 3/3; 1/1; and 1/1).  Do instructors run into situations like this – where different group dynamics arise even though scores are the same?  If so, what was learned from discussing these situations?
· Along with the scores themselves, have instructors (or the department) considered the range of scores received in a particular course or for an SLO that could also inform potential curricular changes?  





	What do results mean? (use of results)
	Builds upon all items listed in “Acceptable”  column and includes:
· References prior use of results and assesses improvements made.
· Action plan created with targeted dates, goals, responsibilities, and resources identified.
· Evidence of assessment results used in curricular processes (curriculum proposal referenced).
· Results warrant use in promotional or recruitment materials. 
· Promoted on website (e.g., ABET).
	· Shared as follows:
· Discussed by faculty in curricular committees, program retreats, or departmental meetings.
· Shared with stakeholders, including students.
· Identifies improvements that may include:
· changes in curriculum or learning experiences,
· pedagogical changes,
· faculty development opportunities,
· modifications to assessment strategies or criteria, or 
· implementing processes or procedures to enhance experience.
	· Shared only with administration; not clear that results were discussed or shared with program faculty.
· Only seeks to improve assessment results.
· Not connected to improvements in curriculum or learning activities or experiences.
	· No report exists.
· Results not interpreted for potential action.


	Feedback on use of results:
	· Acceptable.  I believe it would be beneficial to identify within the annual assessment report the meeting(s) in which the assessment results were discussed as a department.

Observation (that the department is free to ignore):
· I concur with the reviewer’s comment that the assessment mechanism appears more complicated than it (perhaps) needs to be – with potential information missed due to is reliance on numerical scores.  I mention this, in part, because I didn’t see a strong correlation between the numerical scores and comments provided by instructors.  Additionally, even though an assessment target is met, there can be information gleaned from the results that assist with improving elements of the curriculum (that may be hard to identify in the current scoring scheme).    

Conclusion:
· I found the assessment report to be complete and acceptable, with no additional information needed at this time.  
· I am immensely appreciative of the time department members are investing in assessing student learning and their dedication toward this initiative.  The level of effort they have, and continue to, put forth is very impressive.  
· [bookmark: _GoBack]I commend department members for doing an outstanding job with their annual assessment report.       
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