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I. Introduction: General Education Core Competencies at TCC 
 

In 2006, the State Board for Community Colleges, the governing body of the 

Virginia Community College System, approved in policy seven general 

education competency areas to include: Communication (oral and written)0F

1, 

Information Literacy, Critical Thinking, Cultural and Social Understanding, 

Personal Development, Quantitative Reasoning, and Scientific Reasoning 

(Appendix A). General education competencies apply to all graduates in both 

transfer and career and technical degree programs (Appendix B). Further, and 

per Virginia Community College System Policy 5.0.2.0, “general education is 

that portion of the collegiate experience that addresses the knowledge, skills, 

attitudes, and values characteristic of educated persons…unbounded by 

disciplines and [it] honors the connections among bodies of knowledge.”  
 

Given that graduates of transfer and career and technical degree programs are 

expected to develop in all competency areas, the college is committed to 

identifying one or more competencies that shall be developed for each course 

offering. Once identified by faculty, each faculty member teaching the course 

is required to fully incorporate one or more course activities that will facilitate 

and support student development of the agreed-upon competency. 

II. General Education Assessment (GEA) Planning and Development 

A.  Role of Assessment of General Education Core Competencies 

Assessment of general education core competencies is critical to the 

college’s mission and for accreditation purposes, as recognized in 3.5.1 by 

the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges 

(SACSCOC). 

B.  Role of Faculty in Developing, Implementing, and Maintaining GEA 

Plan 

In August 2010, TCC was one of twelve community colleges selected by 

Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) to lead the 

“Roadmap Project” initiative funded by MetLife Foundation. The purpose 

of this initiative is to aid institutions in creating proactive programs of 

                                                      
1 The State Board for Community Colleges defined Communication as a single competency that incorporates both oral 
and written communication. In May 2012, TCC faculty recommended that the Communication competency be divided 
into two distinct areas (oral and written communication) for assessment purposes.  
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academic support that are tied to expected learning outcomes. TCC sought 

assistance from AAC&U in developing and implementing its GEA initiative. 

 

During 2011-12, the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chief 

Academic Officer (hereafter referred to as Vice President) recruited 15 

faculty members to serve as assessment coaches with responsibilities to 

engage faculty in the GEA process. During fall 2012, the assessment 

coaches were collectively designated as a subcommittee of the Instruction 

Committee.  

 

In spring 2012, TCC chose the AAC&U Value Rubrics for use in the 

assessment of its general education competencies. These rubrics are the 

framework TCC is using to assess cumulative learning outcomes in general 

education competency areas versus content mastery for a course—a major 

shift for TCC faculty. Nearly 200 faculty were initially introduced to this 

concept in May 2012 at the college’s annual Learning Institute. At this 

meeting, faculty also adapted VALUE Rubrics for Written Communication, 

Oral Communication, and Information Literacy (Appendix C). 

 

A preliminary five-year assessment schedule was drafted in fall 2012, 

shared with faculty at Convocation, reviewed by existing governance 

committees under the leadership of the Instruction Committee, and 

eventually finalized. Further, at a follow-up Learning Institute in October, 

75 faculty participated in adapting rubrics created by AAC&U for 

Quantitative Reasoning and Critical Thinking as well as developing an 

original rubric for Scientific Reasoning. 

 

During fall 2012, 40 faculty volunteers completed training to assess student 

learning in Written Communication and Information Literacy. The faculty 

assessors, some of whom already participated, also completed training in 

spring 2013 to assess student learning in Critical Thinking, Scientific 

Reasoning, and Quantitative Reasoning. During the 2012-13 academic 

year, 64 assessors evaluated student learning in five general 

education competency areas: Written Communication, Information 

Literacy, Critical Thinking, Scientific Reasoning, and Quantitative Reasoning. 
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In May 2013, 160 faculty attended the Learning Institute. Unlike the 

previous learning institutes that focused on theory and the basic concepts 

of general education assessment, there was a purposeful movement to 

application-based workshops and presentations. At the Learning Institute, 

student learning findings from assessment of Written Communication and 

Information Literacy were shared. Faculty were also given hands-on 

experience in assessing a student work product (SWP) for student learning 

in Written Communication. Multiple workshops were offered to assist 

faculty in developing assignments to foster student learning in many of the 

competency areas. Finally, faculty developed the college’s Personal 

Development rubric which was finalized in fall 2013. 

 

TCC was asked during summer 2013 to continue its participation in the 

Roadmap Project by serving as a mentor institution to one of the ten newly 

selected community colleges. Additionally, the college was awarded a grant 

to address the following core questions: 
 

1)   How does learning, as a defining element of our campus culture, 

support the psychosocial development of our students (how does the 

epistemic connect to the eudemonic)? 

2) How and why does an intentional  commitment to the 
psychosocial  development of all our students positively affect their 
learning and civic engagement? 
 

Because of the grant, in fall 2014, TCC faculty in health-related fields 

attended an interactive workshop on the best practices for curricular 

infusion of content related to cultural and socioeconomic factors that 

influence an individual's experiences with the healthcare system. 

Participants developed inter-professional assignments that aligned with 

the Cultural and Social Understanding rubric. The Office of Intercultural 

Learning webpage provides resources and assignments generated from this 

workshop. 

General education assessment continued to be the primary focus of the 

May 2014 Learning Institute. Assessment consultant Linda Suskie was hired 

to review the college’s draft general education assessment plan along with 

findings through fall 2014, and was the featured speaker at this May 2014 

event. Large and small group exercises were conducted to aid the 

participating faculty in developing assignments to help students achieve 

course learning outcomes while also developing them in the general 
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education competency areas. Faculty interested in serving as assessors 

completed training. 

 

In spring 2015 work continued with AAC&U’s grant as TCC faculty and staff 

at the Sentara Center for Simulation & Immersive Learning at Eastern 

Virginia Medical School developed a co-curricular standardized patient 

program that supports student learning by advancing the psycho-social 

well-being of students by actively involving them beyond the classroom.   

Two hundred eighty (280) faculty attended the 2015 Learning Institute and 

self-selected introductory, intermediate, or advanced assessment 

workshops based on their experience with and understanding of the GEA. 

Learning outcomes included creating meaningful teaching applications for 

developing competencies and employability skills. Dr. Kathryne McConnell, 

Director of Assessment at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University, was the featured speaker at the Learning Institute. A discussion 

panel including representatives from local employers and Old Dominion 

University focused on the application of general education competencies 

to employability skills. Faculty reviewed applicable general education 

competencies on course outlines and adjusted supported competencies as 

necessary during discipline meetings on Day 2 of the Institute. Also on Day 

2, faculty attended professional development sessions offered on 21 

general education assessment and pedagogy topics.  

 

Charlie Blaich and Kathleen Wise from the Wabash Center of Inquiry 

presented the Keynote “Prove Your Worth by Improving Your Work: What 

the Wabash National Study Tells Us about Assessment and Improving 

Student Learning” at the 2016 Learning Institute. The Wabash team also 

presented “Tips, Tricks and Techniques for Using Data to Improve Student 

Learning” in preparation for faculty work sessions focused on 

understanding and using the assessment results. Faculty completed the 

annual review and adjustment of applicable general education 

competencies on course outlines during discipline meetings on Day 2 of the 

Institute. Also on Day 2, faculty attended professional development 

sessions on 15 general education assessment and pedagogy topics.  

 

Seventeen (17) interested faculty attended a session to collaborate on 

revisions to the Critical Thinking rubric and 20 attended a session for the 

Scientific Reasoning rubric at the May 2017 Learning Institute. These  
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sessions continued the work begun by a dedicated group of faculty who 

used GEA results to inform improvements to the rubrics during work 

sessions earlier in the term. Follow-up sessions are planned for Summer 

2017 to finalize the revisions. 

 

C.  Development of the Pilot and Plan 

Academic Services developed a preliminary plan and assessment schedule 

which was approved by the Instruction Committee in fall 2012. Based on 

findings and lessons learned during the pilot, Academic Services revised 

the plan during summer 2013.The Instruction Committee recommended 

the more extensive revised plan in spring 2014. 
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III. S t u d e n t  L e a r n i n g  

A.  Student Learning Rotation 

The GEA evaluated each competency twice by spring 2016 (Table 1). 

 

Table 1 illustrates the Student Learning competency rotation through the 

first two assessments of each competency. 

 

Table 1 

Student Learning Competency Rotation – Phase One 

 
Competency 

 
12-13 

 
13-14 

 
14-15 

 
15-16 

Written Communication FALL  FALL  

Oral Communication  FALL 2F

2  FALL 3F

3 

Critical Thinking SPRING SPRING   

Cultural/Social 
Understanding 

 FALL  FALL 

Information Literacy FALL  FALL  

Quantitative Reasoning SPRING  SPRING  

Scientific Reasoning  SPRING  SPRING  

Personal Development  SPRING  SPRING 

 
 

  

                                                      
2 SWPs for fall 2013 assessment were collected in summer 2013. 
3 Twenty-one (21) of the 125 students in the sample were identified from summer 2015 sections of the selected 
course(s). 
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Beginning spring 2016, one competency was assessed during each cycle. A 

full rotation through all competencies will be completed in a four-year 

period (Table 2). The slower rotation allows more time for analysis and 

discussion of data to inform and implement change to support student 

learning.  

 

Table 2 illustrates the Student Learning competency rotation for Phase Two. 

 

Table 2 
 

Student Learning Competency Rotation – Phase Two 
 

Competency 
 

16-17 
 

17-18 
 

18-19 
 

19-20 
 

20-21 
 

21-22 
 
22-23 

 
23-24 

Written 
Communication 

 FALL    FALL   

Oral 
Communication 

  FALL    FALL  

Critical 
Thinking 

FALL    FALL    

Cultural/Social 
Understanding 

   FALL    FALL 

Information 
Literacy 

  SPRING    SPRING  

Quantitative 
Reasoning 

 SPRING    SPRING   

Scientific 
Reasoning  

SPRING    SPRING    

Personal 
Development 

   SPRING    SPRING 

 

B.  Student Learning Sampling 

Through spring 2015, assessment coaches recommended courses for 

inclusion in the sample. Beginning fall 2015, the course selection pool for 

the Student Learning sample includes all courses identified in the College 

Catalog as meeting the general education core requirements for degrees or 

certificates which support the applicable competency as indicated on the 

Official Course Outline in i-INCURR.  

 

Office of Institutional Effectiveness (OIE) completes a two-fold process 

ensuring the selected courses: 1) support the competency under study as  
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indicated on Official Course Outlines in i-INCURR; and 2) include a 

significant number of enrollees with 30 or more credits at TCC from both 

degree types (career/technical and transfer) who are representative of 

TCC’s degree-seeking population, and are offered in a variety of course 

formats (traditional, hybrid, online) (Appendix D). Students selected for 

inclusion during the Phase One rotation were those who had earned 30 or 

more academic credits and were identified for participation by OIE through 

a stratified random sample process. Beginning spring 2016, students 

selected for inclusion are those who have earned 45 or more academic 

credit hours versus 30 to assess students who are closer to graduation4. 

 

Uncertain of what to expect regarding the faculty response rate, student 

attrition, and the appropriateness of the SWPs submitted, Academic 

Services requested that OIE randomly select 75 students for inclusion in the 

pilot with the goal of collecting and assessing 50 SWPs per competency. 

Sample size increased to 125 students in spring 2014, with the goal of 

collecting and assessing 100 SWPs per competency. Sample size increased 

to 141 for spring 2016, with the goal of collecting and assessing 100 SWPs 

per competency and cycle based on the average percentage of accessible 

assignments from previous cycles. Beginning Fall 2016, the sample 

increased to 282 with the goal of collecting and assessing 200 SWPs. 

C.  Student Learning Methods 

Through spring 2015, prior to each semester, Academic Services contacted 

faculty whose classes were selected for inclusion to inform them of course 

inclusion and general expectations. Beginning fall 2015, Academic Services 

notifies all faculty of the competency(ies) under assessment and faculty 

responsibilities for the upcoming cycle. Once the tuition deadline date passes 

for classes to adjust for student attrition, OIE submits a list of selected 

students to Academic Services. Academic Services contacts each faculty 

member informing them of the student(s) selected for inclusion along with 

detailed instructions for submitting the SWP(s). Beginning fall 2015, faculty 

of selected students complete the Authentic Assignment Tool (AAT) form 

prior to submitting SWPs. The AAT guides faculty through selecting 

assignments which are authentic and embedded as requirements for all  

                                                      
4 If a representative sample cannot be obtained with students who have earned 45 or more credit hours, the college 
reverts to the sampling of students with 30 or more credit hours. 
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students enrolled in the applicable classes and which prompt students to 

demonstrate each dimension of the applicable competency. The average  

 

level of performance faculty expect their students to achieve on each 

dimension is also collected via the AAT. Individual feedback on the choice 

of assignment(s) is provided to faculty by Academic Services. Upon receipt 

of each SWP, Academic Services removes all student, course, and faculty 

identifiers before assessment to protect anonymity. 
 

Two assessors assign scores for each SWP by dimension as follows: 4 

(exemplary), 3, (proficient), 2 (developing), 1 (emerging), 0 (not 

demonstrated), and NA (not demonstrated and not applicable to/required 

by assignment). When the score differential between the two assessors is 

one or less, the two scores are averaged resu l t in g  in  t h e  s t u d en t ’ s  

final score for the dimension. If scores differ by more than one on any 

dimension, a third assessor scores the SWP. T h e  third scores are 

included in the average for the dimension score 1F

5. A third assessor also 

scores the SWP when one of the first two assessors submits a numerical 

score and the other submits an NA score. If the third assessor submits a 

numerical score, the two numerical scores are averaged for the student’s 

final dimension score. If the third assessor submits an NA score, the 

student’s final dimension score is NA. Beginning Fall 2013, assessors access 

assignments and enter scores electronically at a group scoring session 

and/or remotely at their convenience. 

OIE analyzes scores for each competency to arrive at an overall mean score 

(overall score), for possible rating on a scale from 0 to 4 or NA, on each 

dimension and two independent mean scores for comparison of students 

in career and technical degree programs and transfer degree programs 

(Appendix E). 

 

  

                                                      
5 When a third assessor is needed for any dimension, the third assessor’s scores are included in the computations for 
average scores on all dimensions. 
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D .  Student Learning from Findings First Assessment of Competencies 

(Pilot) 

1.  Student Learning in Written Communication in Fall 2012  

Of the 50 SWPs assessed for Written Communication, 15 required 

review by a third assessor. Students’ greatest strength in Written 

Communication was on the Context of and Purpose for Writing 

dimension. Students need most assistance in the Sources and 

Evidence area. The Sources and Evidence dimension received the 

most NA scores indicating that assignments included in this cycle 

required this learning outcome least consistently (Table 3).  

 

Table 3 illustrates student performance on the Written 

Communication learning outcome. 

Table 3 

Written Communication Average Score as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with 
Standard Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2012 

Curriculum type 

Dimension  Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Context of and Purpose 2.20 (.90)  2.30 (1.08) 2.13 (.72) 

for Writing    N=50   N=23  N=27 

 
Content Development 1.87 (.85) 1.91 (.93) 1.82 (.80) 

N=50 N=23 N=27 

 
Genre & Disciplinary 1.95 (.64) 1.89 (.89) 1.98 (.67) 
Conventions  N=49  N=22  N=27 

 
Sources and Evidence 1.73 (1.00) 1.63 (.86) 1.81 (1.15) 

N=28 N=12 N=16 

 
Control of Syntax and 1.86 (.68) 1.94 (.92) 1.78 (.75) 
Mechanics  N=50  N=23  N=27 
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2.  Student Learning in Information Literacy Fall 2012 

Of the 44 SWPs assessed for Information Literacy, 33 were reviewed 

by a third assessor. A third assessor was frequently called to review 

instances where one assessor assigned a score of “NA” and the other 

assigned a numerical score. 

 

Students demonstrated the greatest need of development in the 

Evaluation of Information and its Sources dimension for the 

Information Literacy competency (Table 4). This was comparable 

with the results for the Written Communication competency, where 

the data showed a weakness in the Sources and Evidence dimension. 

With an overall mean value of 2.55 for determining the Nature and 

Extent of Information Needed dimension, it was apparent that this is 

an area of strength in terms of student learning. 

 

Table 4 illustrates student performance on the Information Literacy 

learning outcome. 

Table 4 

Information Literacy as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2012 

Curriculum type  
Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Nature and Extent of 
Information Needed 

2.48 (.83) 
N=33 

2.39 (1.08) 
N=14 

2.55 (.64) 
N=19 

 

Access of Needed 1.98 (.71) 1.94 (.58) 2.00 (.82) 
Information N=25 N=9 N=16 

 
Evaluation of Information 1.67 (.77) 1.60 (.78) 1.71 (.81) 
and its Sources N=27 N=10 N=17 

 
Use Information 2.09 (.86) 1.96 (1.19) 2.17 (.68) 
Effectively  N=32  N=11  N=21 

 
Use Information Ethically 1.78 (.83) 1.67 (.90) 1.83 (.84) 
and Legally N=27 N=9 N=18 
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3.  Student Learning in Critical Thinking Spring 2013 

Fifty-eight (58) SWPs were collected for the assessment of student 

learning in Critical Thinking. Of the 58, 41 required the review of a 

third assessor because the scoring between the initial two reviewers 

differed significantly per scoring specifications. 

 

SWPs scored higher overall and by degree type on the Explanation of 

Issues and Evidence dimensions (Table 5). Students need most 

assistance in the dimensions of Influence of Context and 

Assumptions and Student’s Position/Perspective. Given that only 19 

of the 58 SWPs collected could be used to assess student learning 

on the Solving Problems dimension, it appears that assignments did 

not require the demonstration of student learning in this area. 

 

Table 5 illustrates student performance on the Critical Thinking 

learning outcome. 

Table 5 
Critical Th ink in g  as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Spring 2013 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 

Explanation of Issues 1.98 (.72) 1.91 (.57) 2.02 (.79) 
N=56 N=20 N=36 

 
Evidence 1.67 (.63) 1.87 (.69) 1.57 (.58) 

N=52 N=17 N=35 
 

Influence of Context 1.27 (.74) 1.44 (.87) 1.18 (.66) 
and Assumptions N=50 N=18 N=32 

 
Student’s Position/ 1.41 (.79) 1.77 (.97) 1.21 (.60) 
Perspective                                   N=53 N=19 N=34 

 
Conclusions and 1.56 (.71) 1.74 (.76) 1.46 (.67) 
Related Outcomes    N=56  N=20  N=36 

 
Solving Problems 1.43 (.75) 1.71 (.76) 1.26 (.73) 

N=19 N=7 N=12 
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4.  Student Learning in Quantitative Reasoning Spring 2013  

Of the 49 SWPs for Quantitative Reasoning, 40 required the review 

of a third assessor. Of the 49 SWPs collected for Quantitative 

Reasoning, only 21 could be assessed on the Communication 

dimension and only 11 were deemed as assessable for the 

Assumptions dimension. 
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When student learning was assessed on the Communication 

dimension, students performed well. Students’ greatest strengths in 

terms of Quantitative Reasoning included Calculation and 

Communication dimensions. Application/Analysis and Assumptions 

dimensions were the areas in need of greatest development for 

students per data. Of the SWPs assessed, the Interpretation, 

Assumptions, and Communication dimension showed high levels of 

variance between students in career/technical and transfer 

programs, with students in the career/technical programs displaying 

higher levels of the competency dimensions than students in 

transfer programs (Table 6). 

 
Table 6 illustrates student performance on the Quantitative 
Reasoning learning outcome. 

Table 6 
Quantitative Reasoning as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Spring 2013 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 

Interpretation 1.77 (.94) 2.00 (1.00) 1.59 (.87) 
N=30 N=13 N=17 

 
Representation 2.02 (.87) 2.06 (.93) 1.99 (.84) 

N=42 N=18 N=24 
 

Calculation 2.33 (.74) 2.38 (.88) 2.30 (.65) 
N=44 N=17 N=27 

 
Application/Analysis 1.82 (.99) 1.82 (.92) 1.81 (1.07) 

N=38 N=17 N=21 
 

Assumptions 1.59 (1.11) 1.71 (1.29) 1.38 (.85) 
N=11 N=7 N=4 

 
Communication 2.13 (.91) 2.26 (1.01) 1.94 (.73) 

N=21 N=13 N=8 
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5.  Student Learning in Scientific Reasoning Spring 2013 

Of the 50 SWPs assessed for Scientific Reasoning, 33 required 

evaluation by a third assessor. Many could not be evaluated 

because the ass ignment  did  not require  the student  to 

develop and/or present the dimensions under study. 

 

Students demonstrated greatest need of development on the 

Conclusions, Limitations, and Implications and Existing Knowledge, 

Research and/or Views dimensions. With an overall mean value of 

1 . 8 1  f o r  M e t h o d o l o g y  a n d  1.78 for Argument or Topic 

Selection, these dimensions show higher levels of student learning 

than the others (Table 7). However, all dimensions need 

improvement. 
 
Table 7 illustrates student performance in the Scientific Reasoning 

learning outcome. 

Table 7 
Scientific Reasoning as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard  

Deviations in Parentheses) Spring 2013 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Argument or Topic  1.78 (.81)  2.00 (.80)  1.69 (.81) 
Selection    N=29   N=8  N=21 

 
Existing Knowledge, 1.41 (.77) 1.28 (.94) 1.48 (.70) 
Research and/or Views   N=29  N=9    N=20 

 
Methodology 1.81 (1.05) 1.75 (1.13) 1.83 (1.06) 

N=24 N=6 N=18 
 

Analysis 1.62 (.81) 1.57 (.79) 1.64 (.83) 
N=29 N=7 N=22 

 
Conclusions, Limitations 1.33 (.78) 1.17 (.83) 1.41 (.77) 
and Implications   N=29  N=9  N=20 
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6.  Student Learning in Oral Communication Fall 2013 

Thirty-three (33) SWPs were collected for the assessment of Oral 

Communication learning outcomes. Of the 33, 13 required the 

review of a third assessor because the scoring between the initial 

two reviewers differed significantly per the scoring specifications. 

 

Assessors scored all 33 SWPs submitted for Oral Communication on 

all dimensions. The assignments submitted either required the 

demonstration of each dimension, or the students spontaneously 

demonstrated learning outcomes in each dimension.  
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Central Message 

dimension, with an overall score of 2.21. TCC students need more 

development in the dimensions of Delivery and Supporting Material 

with overall scores of 1.81 and 1.75 respectively (Table 8). The 

Supporting Material and Language dimensions showed higher levels 

of variance between students in the career/technical and transfer 

programs, with students in the transfer programs displaying higher 

levels of the competency than the students in the career/technical 

programs. 

 

Table 8 illustrates student performance in the Oral Communication 

learning outcome. 

Table 8 
Oral Communication Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2013 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer  

 

Organization 2.06 (.75)  1.98 (.70)  2.08 (.78)
    N=33   N=7  N=26 
 
Language 2.12 (.56) 1.83 (.36) 2.20 (.59) 

N=33 N=7    N=26 
 
Delivery 1.81 (.70) 1.76 (.58) 1.82 (.74) 
  N=33 N=7 N=26 
 
Central Message 2.21 (.69) 2.31 (.47) 2.18 (.75) 

 N=33   N=7  N=26 
 
Supporting Material 1.75 (.93) 1.29 (.83) 1.87 (.93) 
and Implications    N=33  N=7  N=26 
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7.  Student Learning in Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2013 

Fifty-five (55) SWPs were collected for the assessment of student 

learning in Cultural and Social Understanding. Of the 55, 52 required 

the review of a third assessor because the scoring between the initial 

two reviewers differed significantly per the scoring specifications. 

Of the 55 SWPs submitted for Cultural and Social Understanding, 9 

were scored for the Skills - Recognize the role of language in social 

and cultural contexts (Skills – Language) dimension, and 12 were 

scored for the Skills – Recognize the impact that arts and humanities 

have upon individuals and cultures (Skills – Arts) dimension. The 

remaining assignments did not instruct students to demonstrate the 

learning outcomes in these dimensions, and students did not 

spontaneously demonstrate these learning outcomes. Therefore, 

assessors marked these dimensions NA rather than assigning 

numerical scores. Further, there were no dimensions for this 

competency for which all SWPs submitted could be scored. The 

dimension with the most SWPs which could be scored was the 

Knowledge – Assess the impact that institutions have on individuals 

and culture (Knowledge – Institutions), for which 38 of the 55 SWPs 

required the demonstration of the dimension.  
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Knowledge – Describes 

their own as well as others’ personal ethical systems and values 

(Knowledge – Ethical Systems) dimension, with an overall score of 

1.80. TCC students need more development in the dimensions of 

Skills – Arts and Skills – Language with overall scores of 1.18 and 1.28 

respectively (Table 9). 

 

The Skills – Language dimension showed a higher level of variance 

between students in career/technical and transfer programs, with 

students in the transfer programs displaying higher levels of the 

competency than the students in the career/technical programs.  

 

Table 9 illustrates student performance in the Cultural and Social 

Understanding learning outcome. 

Table 9 
Cultural and Social Understanding Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type 
(with Standard Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2013 
 
Dimension 

Curriculum type 
Overall Career/technical Transfer 

Knowledge - 
Institutions 
 

1.43 (.57) 
N=38 

1.38 (.50) 
N=19 

1.49 (.64) 
N=19 

Knowledge - Ethical 
Systems 
 

1.80 (.54) 
N=31 

1.89 (.34) 
N=14 

1.72 (.67) 
N=17 

Skills - Arts 
 
 

1.18 (.59) 
N=12 

1.29 (.58) 
N=4 

1.13 (.62) 
N=8 

Skills - Language 
 
 

1.28 (.37) 
N=9 

1.21 (.28) 
N=7 

1.50 (.71) 
N=2 

Skills - 
Interdependence 
 

1.41 (.38) 
N=27 

1.38 (.33) 
N=14 

1.45 (.43) 
N=13 
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8.  Student Learning in Personal Development Spring 2014 

Forty-nine (49) SWPs were collected for the assessment of student 

learning in Personal Development. Of the 49, 42 required the review 

of a third assessor because the scoring between the initial two 

reviewers differed significantly per the scoring specifications. 

Of the 49 SWPs collected for Personal Development, 45 were scored 

for the Decision-Making dimension and 43 were scored for the 

Personal Wellness dimension. Only 29 SWPs were scored for the 

Social and Interpersonal Development dimension. The remaining 

assignments did not instruct students to demonstrate the learning 

outcomes in these dimensions, and students did not spontaneously 

demonstrate these learning outcomes.  
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Decision-Making and 

Academic and Professional Goal-Setting dimensions with overall 

scores of 1.86 in each of these dimensions (Table 10). These two 

dimensions showed higher levels of variance between 

career/technical and transfer students than the other dimensions, 

with career/technical students performing better on the Decision-

Making dimension and transfer students performing better on the 

Academic and Professional Goal Setting dimension. TCC students 

need more development in the dimensions of Social and 

Interpersonal Development and Personal Identity with scores of 1.55 

and 1.60 respectively. 

 

Table 10 illustrates student performance in the Personal 

Development learning outcome. 

Table 10 

Personal Development Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) 

Curriculum type 

Dimension    Overall       Career/technical Transfer  

Personal Wellness 1.76 (.64) 1.79 (.66) 1.74 (.64) 

 N=43 N=18 N=25  

 

Decision-Making 1.86 (.62) 1.96 (.75) 1.79 (.52) 

 N=45 N=17 N=28 

 

Academic and Professional 1.86 (.77) 1.75 (.80) 1.93 (.76) 

Goal-Setting N=41 N=17 N=24 

 

Social and Interpersonal 1.55 (.87) 1.60 (.61) 1.50 (1.05) 

Development N=29 N=13 N=16 

 

Personal Identity 1.60 (.64) 1.67 (.46) 1.56 (.73) 

 N=38 N=14 N=24 
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9.  Student Learning General Summary Findings from Pilot 

Pilot findings offer a glimpse of student learning and provide 

benchmark “scores” for TCC students. Most importantly, the 

findings serve as a springboard for discussions with faculty and 

subsequent curriculum and pedagogical changes. 

10.  Student Learning Administrative Findings from Pilot 

College officials responsible for collecting and preparing SWPs and 

notifying faculty of their responsibilities learned early on that these 

processes were arduous and could be accomplished more easily 

through automation. With support from the college’s Office of 

Information Systems, an electronic application, the GEA Tool, was 

developed that allows SWPs to be scanned and randomly directed to 

two assessors for scoring. The GEA Tool, which automates much of 

the process and allows assessors to score SWPs at any time and from 

any computer, was launched in fall 2013. 

 

Educating faculty about the initiative evolved into what the 

assessment coaches referred to as a “marketing blitz.” Even after 

several opportunities to learn about the initiative, through various 

modes, some faculty seemed unaware and/or unclear of the 

initiative and its intent. Faculty who have been actively engaged in 

the process understand the reasoning behind the initiative and its 

importance. Faculty on the leading edge of this initiative need to be 

ambassadors to their colleagues and have greater visibility at the 

governance level. 

 

Another lesson the college learned was that piloting the process was 

the right thing to do. Having a larger sample size would have 

compounded the arduous nature of this initiative. Once each general 

education competency was pilot tested and improvements made 

based on its first assessment round, the college increased the sample 

size to 125 with the goal of collecting and accessing 100 SWPs per 

competency each cycle. 

 

Finally, through the pilot, the college learned that assignments 

required and submitted by faculty often did not adequately develop 



General Education Assessment Plan  
 
 

Page | 26 
 

and/or direct students to demonstrate the competency dimensions 

under assessment. Without an ability to assess student learning in 

one or more dimensions, it is difficult to set benchmarks or goals or 

to affect change adequately. 

E.  Student Learning Findings from Second Assessment of 

Competencies  

1.  Student Learning in Critical Thinking Spring 2014 

One hundred (100) SWPs were collected for the assessment of 

student learning in Critical Thinking. Of the 100, 77 required the 

review of a third assessor because the scoring between the initial two 

reviewers differed significantly per the scoring specifications. 

Of the 100 SWPs collected for Critical Thinking, 94 were scored for 

the Explanation of Issues, Student’s Position, and Conclusions and 

Related Outcomes dimensions. Ninety (90) were scored for the 

Influence of Context dimension. While the Solving Problems 

dimension continued to receive the most NA scores, the percentage 

of NA scores for this dimension decreased from 67% in spring 2013 

to 34% in spring 2014 (Figure 1). 

Figure 1. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Critical Thinking as a function 

of dimension and cycle through spring 2014 
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Explanation of Issues 

and Evidence dimensions with overall scores of 1.81 and 1.64 

respectively (Table 11). Career/technical and transfer students 

demonstrated equal scores on these dimensions. Influence of 

Context and Assumptions and Student’s Position were the 

dimensions with the lowest scores, 1.39 and 1.38 respectively. The 

most variation between scores for career/technical and transfer 

students was on the Solving Problems dimension with 

career/technical scoring higher than transfer students. 

 

Table 11 illustrates student performance in the Critical Thinking 

learning outcome. 

Table 11 
Critical Thinking Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Spring 2014 

Curriculum type 

Dimension    Overall       Career/technical Transfer  

Explanation of Issues 1.81 (.73) 1.81 (.78) 1.81 (.69) 

 N=94 N=42 N=52   

   

Evidence 1.64 (.68) 1.64 (.81) 1.64 (.56) 

 N=87 N=38 N=49 

 

Influence of Context 1.39 (.64) 1.42 (.73) 1.36 (.56) 

and Assumptions N=90 N=39 N=51 

 

Student’s Position - 1.38 (.66) 1.45 (.75) 1.33 (.57) 

 N=94 N=42 N=52 

       

Conclusions and Related 1.52 (.63) 1.58 (.78) 1.46 (.48)  

Outcomes N=94 N=42 N=52 

                   

Solving Problems 1.43 (.76)  1.56 (.81) 1.34 (.71) 

 N=66  N=29 N=37  
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Overall scores for Critical Thinking in spring 2014 were similar to 

the scores from spring 2013 (Figure 2). Student scores were the 

highest on the Explanation of Issues dimension for both cycles and 

lowest on the Influence of Context and Assumptions and 

Student’s Position dimensions. 

 

Figure 2. Comparison of Critical Thinking overall score as a function of dimension and cycle 
through spring 2014 
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2.  Student Learning in Written Communication in Fall 2014  

Ninety-five (95) SWPs were collected for the assessment of student 

learning in Written Communication. Of the 95, 52 required review by 

a third assessor because the scoring between the initial two 

assessors differed significantly per scoring specifications. 

 

All 95 SWPs collected for Written Communication were scored for 

the Context and Purpose for Writing, Genre and Disciplinary 

Conventions, and Control of Syntax and Mechanics dimensions. Only 

one SWP received an NA score for the Content Development 

dimension. While the Sources and Evidence dimension continued to 

receive the most NA scores, the percentage of NA scores for this 

dimension decreased from 44% in fall 2012 to 24% in fall 2014 (Figure 

3). 

Figure 3. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Written Communication as a 

function of dimension and cycle through fall 2014 
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Students’ greatest strength in Written Communication was on the 

Context of and Purpose for Writing dimension with an overall score 

of 2.33. Students’ weakest dimensions were Genre and Disciplinary 

Conventions and Sources and Evidence with overall scores of 1.98 

and 1.94 respectively (Table 12). Career/technical students achieved 

higher scores than transfer students on all dimensions. The most 

variation between scores for career/technical and transfer students 

was on the Context and Purpose for Writing dimension with 

career/technical students scoring .49 higher than transfer students. 

 

Table 12 illustrates student performance on the Written 

Communication learning outcome. 

Table 12 

Written Communication Average Score as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with 
Standard Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2014 

Curriculum type 

Dimension  Overall Career/technical   Transfer 
Context of and Purpose 2.33 (.82)  2.61 (.65) 2.12 (.88) 

for Writing    N=95   N=42  N=53 
 

Content Development 2.05 (.83) 2.26 (.73) 1.87 (.87) 
N=94 N=42 N=52 

 
Genre & Disciplinary 1.98 (.84) 2.17 (.76) 1.83 (.88) 
Conventions  N=95  N=42  N=53 

 
Sources and Evidence 1.94 (.89) 2.10 (.82) 1.81 (.92) 
N=72 N=31 N=41 

 
Control of Syntax and 2.09 (.76) 2.25 (.64) 1.96 (.82) 
Mechanics  N=95  N=42  N=53 
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Written Communication overall scores were higher in fall 2014 than 

in fall 2012 (Figure 4). Overall scores were the highest on the Context 

and Purpose of Writing dimension for both cycles and lowest on the 

Influence of Sources and Evidence dimension.  

 

Figure 4. Comparison of Written Communication overall score as a function of dimension and 

cycle through fall 2014 

3.  Student Learning in Information Literacy Fall 2014 

Eighty-nine (89) SWPs were collected for the assessment of student 

learning in Information Literacy. Of the 89, 63 required review by a 

third assessor because the scoring between the initial two assessors 

differed significantly per scoring specifications.  
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The number of NA scores ranged from 26 for both the Determine the 

Extent of Information Needed and the Access Needed Information 

dimensions to 36 for the Access and Use Information Ethically and 

Legally dimension. This indicates that from 29% to 40% of the SWPs 

could not be scored on a dimension because the assignment did not 

require the student to demonstrate the dimension. These 

percentages were comparable to the Information Literacy results 

from fall 2012 which showed that 25% to 43% of the SWPs could not 

be scored on at least one dimension (Figure 5). The Access Needed 

Information dimension showed the most change from the first 

rotation to the second with a decrease in percentage of NA scores 

from 43% in fall 2012 to 29% in fall 2014. 

 

Figure 5. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Information Literacy as a 

function of dimension and cycle through fall 2014 
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Use Information 

Effectively and Access Needed Information dimensions with overall 

scores of 2.01 and 1.88 respectively. Students demonstrated the 

greatest need of development in the Access and Use Information 

Ethically and Legally dimension with an overall score of 1.21 (Table 

13). Transfer students scored higher than career/technical students 

on all dimensions with the greatest variation on the Access Needed 

Information dimension with transfer students scoring .49 higher 

than career/technical students. 

 

Table 13 illustrates student performance on the Information Literacy 

learning outcome. 

Table 13 

Information Literacy as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2014 

Curriculum type  
Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Determine Extent of 
Information Needed 

2.01 (.80) 
N=63 

1.83 (.82) 
N=25 

2.12 (.78) 
N=38 

 

Access Needed 1.88 (.77) 1.58 (.77) 2.05 (.73) 
Information N=63 N=22 N=41 

 
Evaluation of Information 1.52 (.69) 1.43 (.73) 1.57 (.67) 
and Sources N=55 N=21 N=34 

 
Use Information 1.59 (.79) 1.42 (.83) 1.68 (.75) 
Effectively  N=58  N=21  N=37 

 
Access and Use Information  1.21 (.72) 1.05 (.68) 1.30 (.73) 
Ethically and Legally N=53 N=19 N=34 

 

 
  



General Education Assessment Plan  
 
 

Page | 34 
 

 

Overall scores for the fall 2014 assessment of Information Literacy 

were lower on every dimension than overall scores for fall 2012 

(Figure 6). Overall scores were highest on the Determine Extent of 

Information Needed dimension for both cycles, but the fall 2014 

overall score was .47 lower than the fall 2012 overall score. The 

greatest variation between overall scores for the fall 2014 and 2012 

was on the Access and Use Information Ethically and Legally 

dimension with a difference of .57 between the overall scores.  

Figure 6. Comparison of Information Literacy overall score as a function of dimension and cycle 
through fall 2014 
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4.  Student Learning in Quantitative Reasoning Spring 2015  

Sixty-nine (69) SWPs for Quantitative Reasoning were submitted 

from the 125 students in the sample. Of the 69 SWPs assessed, 57 

required the review of a third assessor because the scoring between 

the initial two assessors differed significantly per scoring 

specifications.  

 

The Representation, Interpretation, and Calculation dimensions 

received the least NA scores. Of the 69  

SWPs submitted, 61 were assessed for the Representation dimension 

and 59 were assessed for both the Interpretation and Calculation 

dimensions. The Assumptions dimension received the most NA 

scores for Quantitative Reasoning in spring 2015 with 29 NA scores; 

however, the percentage of NA scores for this dimension decreased 

from 76% in spring 2013 to 42% in spring 2015 (Figure 7). 

Figure 7. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Quantitative Reasoning as a 

function of dimension and cycle through spring 2015 
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Calculation and 

Communication dimensions with overall scores of 2.39 and 2.40 

respectively (Table 14). Application/Analysis and Assumptions 

dimensions were the areas in need of greatest development with 

overall scores of 1.98 and 1.69 respectively. The Communication 

dimension showed the highest level of variance between students in 

career/technical and transfer programs, with students in the 

career/technical programs displaying higher levels of the 

competency dimensions than students in transfer programs. 

 

Table 14 illustrates student performance on the Quantitative 
Reasoning learning outcome. 

Table 14 
Quantitative Reasoning as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Spring 2015 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 

Interpretation 2.11 (.67) 2.15 (.66) 2.06 (.69) 
N=59 N=34 N=25 

 
Representation 2.20 (.60) 2.23 (.57) 2.17 (.65) 

N=61 N=35 N=26 
 

Calculation 2.39 (.63) 2.40 (.63) 2.38 (.63) 
N=59 N=34 N=25 

 
Application/Analysis 1.98 (.62) 2.04 (.60) 1.88 (.66) 

N=49 N=32 N=17 
 

Assumptions 1.69 (.62) 1.68 (.63) 1.72 (.63) 
N=40 N=26 N=14 

 
Communication 2.40 (.64) 2.52 (.56) 2.18 (.72) 

N=47 N=30 N=17 
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Overall scores were higher in spring 2015 than spring 2013 in every 

dimension (Figure 8). Student scores were the highest on the 

Calculation and Communications dimensions for both cycles and 

lowest on the Application/Analysis and Assumptions dimensions. The 

greatest increases in overall scores were achieved in the 

Interpretation and Communication dimensions with increases of .34 

and .27 points respectively. 

 

Figure 8. Comparison of Quantitative Reasoning overall score as a function of dimension 
and cycle through spring 2015 
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5.  Student Learning in Scientific Reasoning Spring 2015 

Ninety-eight (98) SWPs were submitted for the assessment of 

Scientific Reasoning. Of the 98 SWPs assessed, 65 required 

evaluation by a third assessor because the scoring between the 

initial two assessors differed significantly per scoring specifications.  

 

Eighty-six (86) SWPs were scored for the Analysis dimension, and 85 

were scored for the Methodology and Conclusions, Limitations and 

Implications dimensions. The Existing Knowledge, Research and/or 

Views dimension received the most NA scores with 33 SWPs that did 

not require the demonstration of the dimension. However, the 

percentage of NA scores for this dimension decreased from 41% in 

spring 2013 to 34% in spring 2015. The other dimensions of Scientific 

Reasoning showed even greater reductions in the percentages of NA 

scores with the Methodology dimension showing the greatest 

reduction with 37% less NA scores in spring 2015 than spring 2013 

(Figure 9).  

Figure 9. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Scientific Reasoning as a 

function of dimension and cycle through spring 2015 
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Students demonstrated greatest strength on the Methodology 

dimension with an overall score of 2.49. Students’ lowest overall 

score was 1.78 on the Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views 

Dimensions (Table 15). Career/technical students received higher 

scores than transfer students in all dimensions except Methodology.  

Table 15 illustrates student performance in the Scientific Reasoning 

learning outcome. 

Table 15 

Scientific Reasoning as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard Deviations in 
Parentheses) Spring 2015 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Argument or Topic   2.26 (.75)  2.42 (.71) 2.13 (.76) 
Selection   N=72   N=32  N=40 

 
Existing Knowledge, 1.78 (.77) 1.90 (.70) 1.66 (.84) 
Research and/or Views   N=65  N=34    N=31 

 
Methodology 2.49 (.68) 2.47 (.67) 2.51 (.70) 

N=85 N=42 N=43 
 

Analysis 2.27 (.62) 2.36 (.61) 2.19 (.63) 
N=86 N=43 N=43 

 
Conclusions, Limitations 2.33 (.66) 2.45 (.60) 2.22 (.70) 
and Implications   N=85  N=40  N=45 
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The spring 2015 overall scores increased for all dimensions as 

compared to spring 2013 (Figure 10). The Conclusions, Limitations 

and Implications dimension showed the greatest increase from 

spring 2013 to spring 2015 with scores of 1.33 to 2.33 respectively.  

 

Figure 10. Comparison of Scientific Reasoning overall score as a function of dimension and cycle 
through spring 2015 
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6.  Student Learning in Oral Communication Fall 2015 

Seventy-eight (78) SWPs were submitted for the assessment of 

Oral Communication. Of the 78 SWPs assessed, 44 required 

evaluation by a third assessor because the scoring between the 

initial two assessors differed significantly per scoring specifications.  

 

Seventy-eight (78) SWPs were scored for the Language, Delivery, and 

Central Message dimensions, and 77 were scored for the 

Organization dimension. The Supporting Materials dimension 

received the most NA scores with 12 SWPs that did not require the 

demonstration of the dimension. These findings represent an 

increase in the percentage of NA scores for the Organization and 

Supporting Materials dimensions as compared to fall 2013 in which 

there were 0 NA scores for this and all other dimensions. (Figure 11).  

 

Figure 11. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Scientific Reasoning as a 

function of dimension and cycle through fall 2015 
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Students demonstrated greatest strength on the Language and 

Central Message dimensions with overall scores of 2.28 and 2.25 

respectively. Students’ lowest overall score was 1.75 on the 

Supporting Materials dimension (Table 16). Career/technical 

students received higher scores than transfer students in all 

dimensions except Delivery.  

Table 16 illustrates student performance in the Oral Communication 

learning outcome. 

Table 16 

Oral Communication as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard Deviations in 

Parentheses) fall 2015 

 
Dimension  

Curriculum type 

Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Organization 
 
 

2.08 (.56) 
N=77 

2.29 (.62) 
N=14 

2.03 (.54) 
N=63 

Language 
 
 

2.28 (.48) 
N=78 

2.41 (.44) 
N=15 

2.24 (.49) 
N=63 

Delivery 
 
 

2.09 (.62) 
N=78 

2.07 (.74) 
N=15 

2.09 (.60) 
N=63 

Central Message 
 
 

2.25 (.62) 
N=78 

2.55 (.69) 
N=15 

2.18 (.59) 
N=63 

Supporting Material  
 
 

1.75 (.63) 
N=66 

1.90 (.66) 
N=14 

1.71 (.63) 
N=52 
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The fall 2015 overall scores increased for all dimensions except 

Supporting Materials for which scores were the same as fall 2013 

(Figure 12). 

Figure 12. Comparison of Oral Communication overall score as a function of dimension and cycle 

through fall 2015 
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There were no dimensions for which all SWPs were scored. Eighty-

two (82) SWPs were scored for Knowledge – Institutions. The Skills – 

Arts and Skills – Language dimensions received the most NA scores 

with 60 and 59 SWPs that did not require the demonstration of the 

dimension respectively. These findings represent an overall decrease 

in the percentage of NA scores for all dimensions as compared to 

findings from fall 2013. The Skills – Language dimension showed the 

biggest reduction in percentage of NA scores with a reduction of 24% 

(Figure 13). 

Figure 13. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Cultural and Social 

Understanding as a function of dimension and cycle through fall 2015 

 

  

31%

44%

78%

84%

51%

16%

35%

61%

60%

35%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Knowledge - Institutions

Knowledge - Ethical Systems

Skills - Arts

Skills - Language

Skills - Interdependence

Fall 2015 Fall 2013



General Education Assessment Plan  
 
 

Page | 45 
 

 

Students demonstrated greatest strength on the Knowledge - 

Ethical Systems and Knowledge - Institutions dimensions with 

overall scores of 1.84 and 1.71 respectively. Students’ lowest 

overall scores were 1.56 and 1.57 on the Skills - Arts and Skills - 

Recognize the interdependence of distinctive world-wide social, 

economic, geo-political, and cultural systems (Skills – 

Interdependence) dimensions. The difference between scores for 

transfer and career/technical students’ scores was greatest for the 

Skill - Language dimension with career/technical students’ score .14 

above transfer students’ score (Table 17).  

Table 17 illustrates student performance in the Cultural and Social 

Understanding learning outcome. 

Table 17 

Cultural and Social Understanding as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 

Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2015 

 
Dimension 

Curriculum type 
Overall Career/technical Transfer 

Knowledge - 
Institutions 
 

1.71 (.58) 
N=82 

1.77 (.55) 
N=36 

1.66 (.61) 
N=46 

Knowledge - Ethical 
Systems 
 

1.84 (.58) 
N=64 

1.80 (.62) 
N=30 

1.87 (.54) 
N=34 

Skills - Arts 
 
 

1.56 (.61) 
N=38 

1.60 (.67) 
N=21 

1.52 (.54) 
N=17 

Skills - Language 
 
 

1.60 (.65) 
N=39 

1.52 (.58) 
N=16 

1.66 (.70) 
N=23 

Skills - 
Interdependence 
 

1.57 (.61) 
N=64 

1.57 (.58) 
N=29 

1.58 (.64) 
N=35 
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The fall 2015 overall scores increased for all dimensions as compared 

to fall 2013 (Figure 14). While the Skills - Arts dimension received the 

lowest overall scores of all dimensions in both rotations, this 

dimension showed the biggest increase from fall 2013 to fall 2015 

going up .38. 

 
Figure 14. Comparison of Cultural and Social Understanding overall score as a function of 

dimension and cycle through fall 2015 

8.  Student Learning in Personal Development Spring 2016 

Ninety-four (94) SWPs were submitted for the assessment of 

Personal Development in spring 2016. Of the SWPs assessed, 79 

required evaluation by a third assessor because the scoring between 

the initial two assessors differed significantly per scoring 

specifications. The number of SWPs which required a third scorer 

dropped from 86% in spring 2014 to 84% in spring 2016. 
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The dimension with the least number of NA scores was Social and 

Interpersonal Development with 13 SWPs that did not require the 

demonstration of the dimension. The Academic and Professional 

Goal Setting dimension received the most NA scores with 31 SWPs 

that did not require the demonstration of the dimension. The 

percentage of NA scores for Personal Identity and Social and 

Interpersonal Development dimensions decreased from spring 2014 

to Fall 2016 with the Social and Interpersonal Development 

dimension showing the most change with a 27% decrease (Figure 15). 

However, the Academic and Professional Goal Setting, Decision 

Making, and Personal Wellness dimensions showed increases in the 

percentages of NA scores from spring 2014 to spring 2016.  

 

 
Figure 15. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Personal Development as a 

function of dimension and cycle through spring 2016 
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Students demonstrated greatest strength on the Decision Making 

dimension with an overall score of 1.90. Both transfer and 

career/technical students scored highest on this dimension with 

scores of 1.89 and 1.92 respectively. Students’ lowest overall score 

was 1.61 on the Academic and Professional Goal Setting dimension 

(Table 18). The difference between scores for transfer and 

career/technical students’ scores was greatest for the Academic and 

Professional Goal Setting dimension in which transfer students’ score 

was 1.71, .2 above career/technical students’ score. However, 

average score across all dimensions was the same for transfer 

students and career/technical students at 1.74. 

Table 18 illustrates student performance in the Cultural and Social 

Understanding learning outcome. 

Table 18 

Personal Development as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard Deviations 

in Parentheses) Spring 2016 

 
Dimension 

Curriculum type 
Overall Career/technical Transfer 

Personal Wellness 1.74 (.77) 
N=76 

 

1.80 (.89) 
N=37 

1.69 (.65) 
N=39 

Decision Making 1.90 (.72) 
N=78 

 

1.89 (.76) 
N=38 

1.92 (.68) 
N=40 

Academic and 
Professional Goal 
Setting 
 

1.61 (.79) 
N=63 

1.71 (.90) 
N=32 

1.51 (.65) 
N=31 

Social and 
Interpersonal 
Development 
 

1.75 (.75) 
N=81 

1.65 (.74) 
N=38 

1.83 (.75) 
N=43 

Personal Identity 1.69 (.73) 
N=77 

 

1.65 (.75) 
N=38 

1.73 (.71) 
N=39 
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Spring 2016 overall scores were lower than faculty expectations as 

indicated on the AAT form on all dimensions (Figure 16). The greatest 

difference between overall scores and faculty expectations was on 

Personal Identity dimension with scores .72 points lower than faculty 

expectations. 

 
Figure 16. Comparison of overall scores and faculty expectations for Personal Development as a 

function of dimension spring 2016  
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The spring 2016 overall scores increased for all dimensions except 

Academic and Professional Goal Setting and Personal Wellness 

dimensions as compared to spring 2014 (Figure 17).  

 
Figure 17. Comparison of Personal Development overall score as a function of dimension and 

cycle through spring 2016 
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F.  Student Learning Findings from Third Assessment of Competencies 

1.  Student Learning in Critical Thinking Fall 2016 

One hundred ninety-three (193) SWPs, 68% of the sample, were 

collected for the assessment of student learning in Critical Thinking 

in fall 2016. The most frequent reason SWPs were not collected was 

“Faculty did not submit” at 36% of the SWPs not collected followed 

by “Student did not submit” at 35% (Figure 18). The “Other” 

inaccessible reason category included reasons such as “technical 

difficulties”, “submission lost in mail”, and “SWPs submitted by 

faculty after the GEA deadline.” 

 
Figure 18. Percentages of inaccessible reason codes for Critical Thinking fall 2016 

Of the 193 SWPs, 148 required the review of a third assessor 

because the scoring between the initial two reviewers differed 

significantly per the scoring specifications. 

Of the 193 SWPs collected for Critical Thinking, 185 were scored 

for the Explanation of Issues, 183 for Student’s Position, and 181  
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for Conclusions and Related Outcomes dimensions. One hundred 

seventy-six (176) were scored for the Influence of Context 

dimension. The percentage of NA scores for fall 2016 were lower 

than spring 2014 for all dimensions except Conclusions and 

Related Outcomes which was 6% for both cycles. While the Solving 

Problems dimension continued to receive the most NA scores, the 

percentage of NA scores for this dimension decreased from 34% 

in spring 2014 to 24% in fall 2016 (Figure 19). 

 
Figure 19. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Critical Thinking as a function 

of dimension and cycle through fall 2016 
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Students achieved the highest scores on the Explanation of Issues, 

Conclusions and Related Outcomes, and Evidence dimensions with 

overall scores of 2.03, 1.80, and 1.79 respectively (Table 19). Transfer 

students scored higher than career/technical students on all 

dimensions except the Evidence and Student’s Position dimensions. 

Students received the lowest scores on the Solving Problems 

dimension with an overall score of 1.65, transfer student score of 

1.66, and career/technical student score of 1.63. The most variation 

between scores for career/technical and transfer students was on 

the Conclusions and Related Outcomes dimension with transfer 

students scoring .11 higher than career/technical students. 

Table 19 illustrates student performance in the Critical Thinking 

learning outcome. 

Table 19 
Critical Thinking Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard 
Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2016 

Curriculum type 

Dimension    Overall       Career/technical Transfer  

Explanation of Issues 2.03 (.76) 1.98 (.75) 2.06 (.77) 

 N=185 N=79 N=106 

 

Evidence 1.79 (.72) 1.79 (.71) 1.78 (.74) 

 N=179 N=78 N=101 

 

Influence of Context 1.74 (.80) 1.72 (.78) 1.75 (.83) 

and Assumptions N=176 N=77 N=99 

 

Student’s Position  1.73 (.77) 1.76 (.77) 1.71 (.77) 

 N=183 N=78 N=105 

 

Conclusions and Related 1.80 (.76) 1.73 (.73) 1.84 (.79) 

Outcomes N=181 N=77 N=104 

 

Solving Problems 1.65 (.86)  1.63 (.83) 1.66 (.89) 

 N=146  N=62 N=84  

 



General Education Assessment Plan  
 
 

Page | 54 
 

 

Fall 2016 overall scores were lower than faculty expectations as 

indicated on the AAT form on all dimensions (Figure 20). The greatest 

difference between overall scores and faculty expectations was on 

the Evidence and Conclusions and Related Outcomes dimensions 

with scores .82 and .81 points lower respectively than faculty 

expectations. 

 
Figure 20. Comparison of overall scores and faculty expectations for Critical Thinking as a function 

of dimension fall 2016 
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Overall scores by dimension for the fall 2016 assessment of 

Critical Thinking were higher than scores for the spring 2013 and 

2014 cycles (Figure 21). Scores were highest on the Explanation of 

Issues dimension for all cycles, and lowest on the Influence of 

Context and Assumptions and Student’s Position dimensions.  

 

Figure 21. Comparison of Critical Thinking overall score as a function of dimension and cycle 
through fall 2016 
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2.  Student Learning in Scientific Reasoning Spring 2017 

One hundred eighty-five (185) SWPs, 66% of the sample, were 

collected for the assessment of student learning in Scientific 

Reasoning in spring 2017. The most frequent reason SWPs were not 

collected was “Student did not submit” at 38% of the SWPs not 

collected followed by “Faculty did not submit” at 25% (Figure 22). 

The “Other” inaccessible reason category included reasons such as 

“Faculty left college/Replacement not identified at time of faculty 

notifications”, “Competency incorrectly identified on Course 

Outline”, and “Faculty returned SWP to student; no copy retained for 

GEA.”  

Figure 22. Percentages of inaccessible reason codes for Scientific Reasoning spring 2017 

Of the 185 SWPs assessed for Scientific Reasoning, 129 (70%) 

required evaluation by a third assessor because the scoring between 

the initial two assessors differed significantly per scoring 
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One hundred and seventy-eight (178) SWPs were scored for the 

Analysis dimension, and 175 were scored for the Conclusions, 

Limitations, and Implications dimensions. The percentage of NA 

scores was lower for all dimensions in Spring 2017 than in previous 

cycles. The Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views dimension 

received the most NA scores with 31 SWPS that did not require the 

demonstration of the dimension. However, the percentage of NA 

scores for the Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views dimension 

decreased from 41% in spring 2013 to 34% in spring 2015 to 17% in 

spring 2017 (Figure 23).  

 
Figure 23. Comparison of percentage of SWPs assigned NA scores for Scientific Reasoning as a 

function of dimension and cycle through spring 2017 
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Students demonstrated greatest strength on the Argument/Topic 

Selection and Methodology dimensions with overall scores of 2.23 

and 2.21 respectively. Students’ lowest overall scores were on the 

Existing Knowledge/Research and/or Views and Conclusions, 

Limitations, and Implications dimensions (Table 20). 

Career/technical students received lower scores than transfer 

students in all dimensions.  

 
Table 20 illustrates student performance in the Scientific Reasoning 

learning outcome. 

Table 20 

Scientific Reasoning as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard Deviations in 
Parentheses) Spring 2017 

Curriculum type 

Dimension Overall Career/technical Transfer 
Argument or Topic   2.23 (.72)  2.11 (.85) 2.25 (.69) 
Selection   N=159   N=29  N=130 

 
Existing Knowledge, 2.04 (.66) 2.02 (.53) 2.04 (.69) 
Research and/or Views   N=154  N=25    N=129 

 
Methodology 2.21 (.74) 1.93 (.74) 2.27 (.73) 

N=165 N=30                            N=135 
 

Analysis 2.06 (.66) 1.85 (.63) 2.11 (.66) 
N=178 N=33                            N=145 

 
Conclusions, Limitations 2.04 (.70) 1.95 (.68) 2.06 (.70) 
and Implications   N=175  N=31  N=144 
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Spring 2017 overall scores were lower than faculty expectations as 

indicated on the AAT form on the Existing Knowledge, Methodology, 

and Conclusion/Limitations dimensions. The greatest difference 

between overall scores and faculty expectations was on the 

Conclusions/Limitations dimension with scores .15 points lower than 

faculty expectations. 

   
Figure 24 Comparison of overall scores and faculty expectations for Scientific Reasoning as a 

function of dimension spring 2017 
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Spring 2017 overall scores were lower than spring 2015 for all 

dimensions except Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views which 

increased by .26 (Figure 25). The greatest differences in overall 

scores between spring 2017 and spring 2015 were on the 

Conclusions, Limitations and Implications and Methodology 

dimensions which decreased by .29 and .28 respectively. Spring 2017 

overall scores were higher than spring 2013 for all dimensions. 

   
Figure 25. Comparison of Scientific Reasoning overall score as a function of dimension and cycle 

through spring 2017 
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H.  Student Learning Comprehensive Results  

Comparison of percentage of SWPs collected from the sample by 

competency and rotation showed a yield of 55% to 80% of the sample 

across all competencies and rotations (Figure 26). The average yield for the 

second rotation across all competencies was higher at 71% than for the first 

rotation at 67%. 

Figure 26. Comparison of percentage of SWPs collected from sample by competency and 

rotation through spring 2017 
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Comparison of percentage of SWPs which required review by a third 

assessor for each competency by rotation shows little variation within each 

competency except for Written Communication and Oral Communication 

which increased in the second assessment by 25% and 17% respectively 

(Figure 27). However, the higher percentages of SWPs assessed by a third 

assessor of 55% for Written Communication and 56% for Oral 

Communication in the second rotation were lower than the percentages 

for all other competencies. The percentage of SWPs evaluated by a third 

assessor for Scientific Reasoning remained the same for the first two 

rotations at 66%, and increased in the third rotation to 70%, which 

remained the next lowest percentages after those for Written and Oral 

Communication. The percentage of SWPs evaluated by a third assessor for 

Critical Thinking was the same for the second and third assessment cycles 

at 77%. The highest percentages of SWPs evaluated by a third assessor 

were in Cultural and Social Understanding at 95% for the first assessment 

and 87% for the second. 

 

Figure 27. Comparison of percentage of SWPs evaluated by a third assessor as a function of 
competency and rotation through spring 2017 
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Comparison of findings for each competency by rotation shows 

improvement in overall scores for all dimensions of Written 

Communication, Quantitative Reasoning, Scientific Reasoning, and Cultural 

and Social Understanding the second time the competency was assessed 

(Table 21). Overall scores for all dimensions of Critical Thinking were 

highest in the third assessment. While overall scores decreased from the 

second to the third rotations of Scientific Reasoning in all but one 

dimension, in the third rotation, all dimensions achieved over the Capstone 

level of 2 for the first time for any competency. Overall scores for Oral 

Communication improved in the second rotation in all dimensions except 

one for which the same score was achieved in both the first and second 

rotations. Similarly, overall scores increased for three of the five 

dimensions of Personal Development in the second rotation. Conversely, 

overall scores for all dimensions of Information Literacy were lower the 

second time this competency was assessed.  

 
Table 21 illustrates student performance across all competencies and 

rotations. 

Table 21 

Overall Score as a Function of Competency and Rotation 
Competency 

(cycles assessed) 
Dimension  

1st Rotation 
 

2nd Rotation 
 

3rd Rotation 

Written 
Communication 
 
(Fall 2012 and 
Fall 2014) 

Context & Purpose  2.20 2.33  

Content Development 1.87 2.05  

Genre & Conventions 1.95 1.98  

Sources & Evidence 1.73 1.94  

Syntax & Mechanics 1.86 2.09  

Information Literacy 
 
(Fall 2012 and Fall 
2014) 

Nature & Extent of Info  2.48 2.01  

Access of Needed Info 1.98 1.88  

Eval of Info & Sources 1.67 1.52  

Use Info Effectively 2.09 1.59  

Use Info Ethically/Legally 1.78 1.21  

Critical Thinking 
 
(Spring 2013,  
Spring 2014 and Fall 
2016) 

Explanation of Issues 1.98 1.81 2.03 

Evidence 1.67 1.64 1.79 

Influence of Context… 1.27 1.39 1.74 

Student’s Position 1.41 1.38 1.73 

Conclusions & Outcomes 1.56 1.52 1.80 

Solving Problems 1.43 1.43 1.65 

Quantitative 
Reasoning 
 
(Spring 2013 and 
Spring 2015) 

Interpretation 1.77 2.11  

Representation 2.02 2.20  

Calculation 2.33 2.39  

Application/Analysis 1.82 1.98  

Assumptions 1.59 1.69  

Communication 2.13 2.40  
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Scientific Reasoning 
 
(Spring 2013, Spring 
2015, and Spring 
2017) 

Topic Selection 1.78 2.26 2.23 

Existing Knowledge… 1.41 1.78 2.04 

Methodology 1.81 2.49 2.21 

Analysis 1.62 2.27 2.06 

Conclusions/Limitations… 1.33 2.33 2.04 

Oral Communication 
 
(Fall 2013 and Fall 
2015) 

Organization 2.06 2.08  

Language 2.12 2.28  

Delivery 1.81 2.09  

Central Message 2.21 2.25  

Supporting Material 1.75 1.75  

Cultural/Social 
Understanding 
 
(Fall 2013 and Fall 
2015) 

Knowledge - Institutions 1.43 1.71  

Knowledge - Ethical Systems 1.80 1.84  

Skills - Arts 1.18 1.56  

Skills - Language 1.28 1.60  

Skills - Interdependence 1.41 1.57  

Personal 
Development 
 
(Spring 2014 and 
Spring 2016) 

Personal Wellness 1.76 1.74  

Decision-making 1.86 1.90  

Academic/Prof Goals 1.86 1.61  

Social Development 1.55 1.75  

Personal Identity 1.60 1.69  
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Average scores across all dimensions for each competency and rotation 

increased the most from the first rotation to the second for Scientific 

Reasoning from 1.59 in spring 2013 to 2.33 in spring 2015 (Figure 28). 

Average scores across all dimensions decreased the most from the first 

rotation to the second for Information Literacy from 2 in fall 2012 to 1.64 

in fall 2014. Average dimension scores for Personal Development showed 

the least change from the first rotation to the second with 1.73 in spring 

2014 and 1.74 in spring 2016. 

 

Figure 28. Comparison of average scores across all dimensions as a function of competency and 

rotation through spring 2017 
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A comparison of average competency scores across all dimensions and 

rotations indicates that students’ greatest strengths were in Quantitative 

Reasoning and Oral Communication followed by Written Communication 

and Scientific Reasoning (Figure 29). Critical Thinking and Social and Cultural 

Understanding were the competencies in need of most improvement. 

 
Figure 29. Average competency scores across all dimensions and rotations through spring 2017 
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IV. Assignment Design  

The GEA Plan evolves from lessons learned and data gathered, analyzed, and 

used to enhance and improve teaching and learning. Beginning in fall 2015, as 

directed by Policy 2105 – Academic Standards for Course Outlines, Syllabi, and 

General Education Assessment, the Assignment Design component of the GEA 

Plan was added to the assessment. 

 

A.  Assignment Design Rotation 

The Assignment Design component follows the same rotation of 

competencies as the Student Learning component. Beginning spring 2016, 

one competency was assessed per cycle. A full rotation through all 

competencies will be completed in a four-year period (Table 22). The slower 

rotation will allow more time for analysis and discussion of data to inform 

and implement change to support student learning. 

Table 22 illustrates the Assignment Design competency rotation from the 

first assessment of each competency. 

 

Table 22 
 

Assignment Design Competency Rotation – Phase One 
 

Competency 
 

15-16 
 

16-17 
 

17-18 
 

18-19 
 

19-20 
 

20-21 
 

21-22 

Written 
Communication 

  FALL    FALL 

Oral 
Communication 

FALL 
 

  FALL    

Critical Thinking  FALL    FALL  

Cultural/Social 
Understanding 

FALL 
 

   FALL   

Information Literacy    SPRING    

Quantitative 
Reasoning 

  SPRING    SPRING 

Scientific Reasoning  SPRING    SPRING  

Personal 
Development 

    SPRING   

 



General Education Assessment Plan  
 
 

Page | 68 
 

 

B.  Assignment Design Sampling 

Beginning fall 2015, OIE identified a separate sample for the Assignment 

Design component of the GEA through a stratified random sample process 

from courses not included in the College Catalog as meeting the general 

education core requirements for degrees or certificates. These selected 

courses (Appendix D) included non-general education courses that 

identified the targeted competency as one developed in the course, have 

student enrollees from both degree types (career/technical and transfer) 

who are representative of TCC’s degree-seeking population, and are offered 

in a variety of course formats (traditional, hybrid, online). Ten courses per 

competency are included in each assessment cycle. 

C.  Assignment Design Methods 

Academic Services notifies faculty. As faculty submit assignments, 

Academic Services removes all course and faculty identifiers before 

uploading to a test instance of the GEA Tool6. Assessors access assignments 

and enter scores electronically at a group scoring session and/or remotely 

at their convenience. Scores by dimension include “Supports Dimension” 

for assignments which require students to demonstrate the dimension and 

“Does Not Support Dimension” for assignments which do not require 

students to demonstrate the dimension. A third assessor scores the 

assignment when the first two scores are different for any dimension of the 

rubric. Final scores are the scores agreed upon by two assessors. 

 

OIE analyzes scores for each competency to arrive percentages for 

“Supports Dimension” and “Does Not Support Dimension” (Appendix F). 

  

                                                      
6 Academic Services will request modifications to the GEA Tool to accommodate the Assignment Design requirements. 
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D.  Assignment Design Findings from First Assessment of Competencies 

1.  Assignment Design for Oral Communication Fall 2015 

Eight assignments were submitted for the assessment of Assignment 

Design for Oral Communication in fall 2015. Of the eight assignments 

assessed, six required evaluation by a third assessor because the 

scoring between the initial two assessors differed significantly per 

scoring specifications.  

All assignments assessed supported the Organization dimension. 

Eighty-seven percent (87%) of the assignments supported the 

Language, Delivery, and Central Message dimensions. Seventy-five 

percent (75%) supported the Supporting Material dimension (Figure 

30). 

Figure 30. Assignment Design support of Oral Communication learning outcome dimensions fall 

2015 
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2.  Assignment Design for Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2015 

Eight assignments were submitted for the assessment of Assignment 

Design for Cultural and Social Understanding in fall 2015. Of the eight 

assignments assessed, seven required evaluation by a third assessor 

because the scoring between the initial two assessors differed 

significantly per scoring specifications. 

The Knowledge – Institutions, Knowledge – Ethical Systems, and Skills 

– Language dimensions were the most supported dimensions with 

75% of the assignments requiring the demonstration of these 

dimensions (Figure 31). Skills – Interdependence was the least 

supported dimension with only 50% of the assignments requiring 

demonstration of this dimension. 

Figure 31. Assignment Design support of Cultural and Social Understanding learning outcome 

dimensions fall 2015 
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3.  Assignment Design for Personal Development Spring 2016 

Ten assignments were submitted for the assessment of Assignment 

Design for Personal Development in spring 16. Of the ten 

assignments assessed, eight required evaluation by a third assessor 

because the scoring between the initial two assessors differed 

significantly per scoring specifications.  

The Decision Making and Personal Identity dimensions were the 

most supported dimensions with 70% of the assignments requiring 

demonstration of these dimensions (Figure 32). Sixty percent (60%) 

of the assignments supported the Personal Wellness and Academic 

and Professional Goal Setting. The least supported dimension was 

Social and Interpersonal Development dimensions with support from 

50% of the assignments. 

Figure 32. Assignment Design support of Personal Development learning outcome dimensions 

spring 2016 
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4.  Assignment Design for Critical Thinking Fall 2016 

Eight assignments were submitted for the assessment of Assignment 

Design for Critical Thinking in fall 2016. Of the eight assignments 

assessed, six required evaluation by a third assessor because the 

scoring between the initial two assessors differed significantly per 

scoring specifications.  

The Explanation of Issues, Conclusions and Related Outcomes, and 

Solving Problems dimensions were the most supported dimensions 

with 88% of the assignments requiring demonstration of these 

dimensions (Figure 33). Seventy-five percent (75%) of the 

assignments supported the Student’s Position dimension. The least 

supported dimensions were the Evidence and Influence of Context 

dimensions with support from 63% of the assignments. 

Figure 33. Assignment Design support of Critical Thinking learning outcome dimensions Fall 2016 
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5.  Assignment Design for Scientific Reasoning 2017 

Six assignments were submitted for the assessment of Assignment 

Design for Scientific Reasoning in spring 2017. Of the six assignments 

assessed, four required evaluation by a third assessor because the 

scoring between the initial two assessors differed significantly per 

scoring specifications.  

The Analysis and Conclusions, Limitations, and Implications 

dimensions were the most supported dimensions with 100% of the 

assignments requiring demonstration of these dimensions (Figure 

34). Eighty-three percent (83%) of the assignments supported the 

Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views dimension. The least 

supported dimension was the Argument or Topic Selection 

dimension with support from 50% of the assignments. 

 
Figure 33. Assignment Design support of Scientific Reasoning learning outcome dimensions spring 

2017  
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V. Changes Resulting from Assessment Findings 

Assessment findings are reviewed as a cyclical step of the process and serve as 
the basis for curriculum and pedagogical changes to support student learning 
(Table 23). 
 

Table 23 provides the initiatives implemented to support student 

learning based on assessment findings. 

Table 23 

Initiatives Implemented to Support Student Learning Based on Assessment Findings 

Initiative Status 

Policy/Procedure 

Draft and implement Academics Standards Policy 2105 to 
formalize the role and responsibilities of faculty and academic 
leaders in general education assessment.   

Implemented spring 2015 

Form the General Education Committee in accordance with the 
General Education Course Approval Guidelines to consider new 
courses for inclusion as general education and approved transfer 
elective courses and perform periodic reviews of these courses to 
determine continued eligibility. 

Implemented spring 2016 

Curriculum 

Annually review/identify the general education competencies 
supported by each course at the Learning Institute and update 
Official Course Outline in i-INCURR (Appendix G) in accordance 
with the Timeline for Changes to Official Course Outlines (Appendix 
H).  

Implemented fall 2013 

Complete/maintain course mapping process to identify programs 
which do not support all competencies through course 
requirements. 

Ongoing 

Identify gaps in programs which do not support all competencies 
through course requirements. 

Implemented 2015 

Establish and enforce standard college-wide course requisites as 
outlined in Policy and Procedure for Credit Course Requisites, 
Policy No. 2103. 
 

Implemented 
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Pedagogy 

Design/edit assignments to support the applicable competencies:  

• Instruction Committee created/maintains the General 
Education Assessment Resource System (GEARS) which 
provides best practices on effective assignment design 
and sample assignments beginning fall 2015. 

• Require AAT to be completed and submitted by faculty 
participating in GEA process beginning in fall 20157 
(Appendix I). 

• Assignment Design workshops offered since fall 2013. 

• Encourage development/implementation of standard 
assignments or common templates which 
comprehensively support applicable competencies within 
courses. Several disciplines within health professions, 
natural science, and student development have identified 
and developed standard assignments aligned with the 
appropriate VALUE rubric for submission to the GEA.  

• Provide individual assistance with identifying and/or 
developing assignments which wholly support general 
education learning outcomes as assignment 
instructions/templates are submitted by faculty for 
assessment. Provide comprehensive GEA information as 
needed. 

Implemented 

TCC Libraries developed and conduct standard library instruction 
sessions for ENG 111, ENG 112, and CST 100 which include the 
learning outcomes on the Information Literacy rubric as part of the 
Assessment Action Plan. 

Implemented 

Library Instruction Committee created and maintains an Effective 
Teaching Repository including effective pedagogy/andragogy and 
literacy instruction practices. 

Implemented 

Provide course and instructor-specific results to applicable faculty 
to inform pedagogical improvements. 

Implemented fall 2015 

Bring in national experts to conduct faculty development 
workshops: 
Terry Rhodes - 2012  
Ashely Finley - 2013  
Linda Suskie - 2014 
Kathryne McConnell – 2015 
Charlie Blaich and Kathleen Wise - 2016 

Ongoing 
 

  

                                                      
7 AAT was revised for spring 2016 based on faculty and Instruction Committee feedback. 
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Co-curricular Support 

The Women’s Center realigned its annual calendar of educational 
programs to address the Cultural and Social Understanding 
competency and provide supportive intercultural academic 
programs. 

Implemented 

The Office for Intercultural Learning (OIL) implemented an annual 
calendar of academic programs to develop the Cultural and Social 
Understanding competency including: 

• six college-wide intercultural keynote events, 

• supportive academic programs (speakers, documentaries, 
discussions, and workshops),  

• Association of American Colleges and Universities Bringing 
Theory to Practice intra-professional program for faculty 
and students in allied heath, nursing, and health 
professions, 

• Bilateral Student exchange program with Tradium College 
in Randers, Denmark: business students enrolled in TCC 
credit courses to complete an original project; supportive 
co- and extra-curricular programs with TCC students and 
faculty, and 

• Study Abroad program which aligns the proposal process 
for faculty to present curricular-driven opportunities to 
address the Cultural and Social Understanding competency 
with a significant need to incorporate on-ground travel 
experience. 

Implemented 

International Student Services engages international students in 
curricular and co-curricular programs to support the Cultural and 
Social Understanding Competency. 

Implemented 

Faculty Awareness/Participation 

Email faculty with GEA update identifying competencies under 
assessment and faculty responsibilities before the start of each 
cycle. Beginning summer 2014, all faculty rather than only those 
potentially participating in the cycle received this notification to 
improve general awareness GEA goals, status, and faculty 
requirements. 

Implemented 

Members of the Instruction Committee serve as liaisons between 
faculty in their disciplines and the GEA. 

Implemented 

Conduct competency-specific assessor training every cycle. Ongoing 

Produce What to Expect from Assessor Training, an informational 
video, previewing the objectives and content of assessor training 
sessions. Posted on the GEARS website. 

Implemented spring 2016 
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Offer GEA programming at the annual Learning Institute. Implemented spring 2012 

Present GEA-related topics and updates during Convocation.  Implemented spring 2012 

Create and maintain “Assessments” tab in i-INCURR to provide 
electronic access to GEA-related information including links to the 
competency rubrics, the GEA Tool for scoring SWPs, and this 
document.  

Implemented 

Develop and conduct a GEA orientation including assessor training 
during the New Faculty Academy. An assignment design 
component was added spring 2016.  

Implemented fall 2014 

Produce and screen informational video highlighting the purpose 
and basic processes of the GEA at 2014 Convocation. Video is 
available for future faculty-centered events. 

Implemented 

Recognize participation in the GEA process including but not 
limited to assessor training and scoring as satisfying components 
faculty evaluation plan. 

Implemented 

Student Awareness  

Introduce competencies and rubrics to student volunteers from 
Associate of Science in General Studies Accelerated Degree 
(GSAD) Program. 

Implemented fall 2016 

GSAD student volunteers completed GEA training for assignment 
design assessment and assessed assignment instructions. 

Implemented spring 2017. 

GEA Plan 

Instruction Committee will review, edit, and recommend changes 
to the GEA Plan annually based on faculty input and assessment 
results. 

Ongoing 

Contract consultant with assessment and accreditation expertise 
for review of and feedback on GEA Plan (Appendix J). 

Completed spring 2014 

Provide more detailed analysis of results including reliability 
(Appendix K), margin of error, comparison of assessment results 
with GPA, pass/fail status, student type, delivery of instruction, 
and demographic data. 

Implemented fall 2015 

Create and implement a new process for non-general education 
courses to focus on Assignment Design in accordance with Policy 
2105.  

Implemented fall 2015 

Slow the rotation of competencies assessed to one competency 
per cycle to allow more time for structured phases to review 
findings, identify and implement changes needed, and to evaluate 
impact of changes as routine steps of the process. 

Implemented spring 2016 

Review/revise rubrics for better alignment with VCCS general 
education goals including standardizing language across all 
publications. 

Scientific Reasoning and 
Critical Thinking initiated 
spring 2016 

 Solicit faculty input on expected scores through the AAT. Implemented Fall 2015 
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VI. Faculty Training and Education 

At the annual Learning Institute in 2012 and 2013, AAC&U representatives 

provided training to faculty volunteers who were interested in assessing 

student learning using the TCC adapted AAC&U Value Rubrics. Thirty-five 

faculty were trained in each session, with 54 total faculty trained during the 

2012-13 academic year.  

Faculty are encouraged to attend faculty assessor training sessions which are 

offered during each cycle of the assessment. The competencies assessed in the 

training sessions are the same competencies which will be assessed during the 

assessment cycle. Special invitations to attend faculty assessor training have 

been extended to those with expertise related to the competencies under 

assessment in the upcoming cycle. For example, librarians were invited to 

faculty assessor training in fall 2014 prior to the assessment of Information 

Literacy. Faculty in science-related disciplines were encouraged to attend 

training in spring 2015 prior to the assessment of Scientific Reasoning.   

As of spring 2017, a total of 138 faculty have been trained. 
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GENERAL EDUCATION CORE COMPETENCIES 

TCC/VCCS 

 

Tidewater Community College (TCC) has defined the general education core competencies 
that all its graduates from associate degree programs should have attained as the 
following: 

 
1.  Communication – A competent communicator can interact with others using 

all forms of communication, resulting in understanding and being understood. 
TCC graduates will demonstrate the ability to understand and interpret 
complex materials; a s s i m i l a t e , o r g a n i z e , d e v e l o p , a n d  p r e s e n t  a n  
i d e a  formally and informally; use standard English; use appropriate verbal 
and non-verbal responses in interpersonal relations and group discussions; 
use listening skills; and recognize the role of culture in communication. 

 
2.  Critical Thinking – A competent critical thinker evaluates evidence carefully 

and applies reasoning to decide what to believe and how to act. TCC graduates 
will demonstrate the ability to discriminate among degrees of credibility, 
accuracy, and reliability of inferences drawn from given data; recognize 
parallels, assumptions, or presuppositions in any given source of information;  
evaluate  the  strengths  and  relevance  of  arguments  on  a particular 
question or issue; weigh evidence and decide if generalizations or conclusions  
based  on  the  given  data  are  warranted;  determine  whether certain 
conclusions or consequences are supported by the information provided; and 
use problem solving skills. 

 
3.  Cultural and Social Understanding –  A culturally and socially competent 

person possesses an awareness, understanding, and appreciation of the 
interconnectedness of the social and cultural dimensions within and across 
local, regional, state, national, and global communities. TCC graduates will 
demonstrate the ability to assess the impact that social institutions have on 
individuals and culture—past, present, and future; describe their own as well 
as others’ personal ethical systems and values within social institutions; 
recognize the impact that arts and humanities have upon individuals and 
cultures; recognize the role of language in social and cultural contexts; and 
recognize the interdependence of distinctive world-wide social, economic, 
geo-political, and cultural systems. 

 
4. Information Literacy – A person who is competent in information literacy 

recognizes when information is needed and has the ability to locate, evaluate, 
and use it effectively. TCC graduates will demonstrate the ability to determine 
the nature and extent of information needed; access needed information 
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effectively and efficiently; evaluate information and its sources critically and 
incorporate selected information into his or her knowledge base; use 
information effectively, individually or as a member of a group, to accomplish 
a specific purpose; and understand many of the economic, legal, and social 
issues surrounding the use of information and access and use information 
ethically and legally. 

 

5.  Personal Development – An individual engaged in personal development 
strives for physical and/or emotional well-being. TCC graduates will 
demonstrate the ability to a. Develop and/or refine personal wellness goals; 
and b. Develop and/or enhance the knowledge, skills and understanding to 
make informed academic, social personal, career, and interpersonal decisions. 

 
6.  Quantitative Reasoning –   A person who is competent in reasoning possesses 

the skills and knowledge necessary to apply the use of logic, numbers, and 
mathematics to deal effectively with common problems and issues. A person 
who is quantitatively literate can use numerical, geometric, and measurement 
data and concepts, mathematical skills, and principles of mathematical 
reasoning to draw logical conclusions and to make well-reasoned decisions. 
TCC graduates will demonstrate the ability to use logical and mathematical 
reasoning with the context of various disciplines; interpret and use 
mathematical formulas; interpret mathematical models such as graphs, tables 
and schematics and draw inferences from them; use graphical,  symbolic,  and  
numerical  methods  to  analyze,  organize,  and interpret data; estimate and 
consider answers to mathematical problems in order to determine 
reasonableness; and represent mathematical information numerically, 
symbolically, and visually using graphs and charts. 

 
7.  Scientific Reasoning – A person who is competent in scientific reasoning adheres 

to a self-correcting system of inquiry (the scientific method) and relies on 
empirical evidence to describe, understand, predict, and control natural 
phenomena. TCC graduates will demonstrate the ability to generate an 
empirically evidenced and logical argument; distinguish a scientific argument 
from a non-scientific argument; reason by deduction, induction and analogy; 
distinguish between causal and correlational relationships; and recognize 
methods of inquiry that lead to scientific knowledge.
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Appendix C:  VALUE Rubrics 
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Appendix D: Courses Selected for Assessment 
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Courses Selected for Assessment by Learning Outcome and Cycle 

Written Communication 

  Fall 2012 (Pilot) 

BIO 142 Human Anatomy and Physiology II 

ENG 241 Survey of American Literature I 

HIS 122 United States History II 

DMS 212 Obstetrical and Gynecological Sonography 

PSY 235 Child Psychology 

Fall 2014 

 ACQ 221 Advanced Acquisition and Procurement Management I 4F

8 

MKT 170 Customer Service 

NAS 131 Astronomy I 

OCT 100 Introduction to Occupational Therapy 

RAD 142 Principles of Radiographic Quality II 

REL 230 Religions of the World 

 

Information Literacy 

  Fall 2012 (Pilot) 

ART 286 Communication Arts Workshop 

ART 287 Portfolio and Resume Preparation 

BIO 142 Human Anatomy and Physiology II 

ECO 201 Principles of Macroeconomics 

ENG 241 Survey of American Literature I 

                                                      
8 This course was selected for inclusion but not offered fall 2014. 
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HIS 122 United States History II 

NUR 255 Nursing Organization and Management 

 

Fall 2014 

IDS 245 Computer-Aided Drafting for Interior Designers 

ITE 119 Information Literacy 

MDL 225 Clinical Hematology II 

MKT 100 Principles of Marketing 

SOC 201 Introduction to Sociology I 

 

Critical Thinking 

  Spring 2013 (Pilot) 

ENG 210 Advanced Composition 

GOL 112 Oceanography II 

HIS 112 History of World Civilization II 

ITN 260 Network Security Basics 

  Spring 2014 

ADJ 201 Criminology 

DMS 207 Sectional Anatomy 

EMS 111 Emergency Medical Technician - Basic 

ENG 112 College Composition II 

HIM 230 Information Systems and Technology in Health Care 

HIS 142 African American History II 

RTH 290 Coordinated Internship in Respiratory Therapy  
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  Fall 2016 

STUDENT LEARNING 

ART 101 History and Appreciation of Art I 

ART 102 History and Appreciation of Art II9 

ART 201 History of Art I 

BIO 102 General Biology II 

BIO 141 Human Anatomy and Physiology I 

BIO 142 Human Anatomy and Physiology II 

CST 100 Principles of Public Speaking 

CST 110 Introduction to Communication 

CST 141 Theater Appreciation 

ECO 120 Survey of Economics 

ECO 201 Principles of Macroeconomics 

ECO 202 Principles of Microeconomics 

ENG 111 College Composition I 

ENG 112 College Composition II 

ENG 125 Introduction to Literature 

ENG 211 Creative Writing I 

ENG 241 Survey of American Literature I 

ENG 251 Survey of World Literature I 

GEO 220 World Regional Geography9 

HIS 101 History of Western Civilization I 

HIS 102 History of Western Civilization II 

                                                      
9 This course was selected for inclusion, but no SWPs were submitted for assessment. 
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HIS 111 History of World Civilization I 

HIS 112 History of World Civilization II 

HIS 121 United States History I 

HIS 122 United States History II 

HUM 201 Survey of Western Culture I 

HUM 256 Mythology in Literature and the Arts 

HUM 259 Greek Mythology 

HUM 260 Survey of Twentieth-Century Culture 

MUS 121 Music Appreciation I 

NAS 125 Meteorology 

NAS 130 Elements of Astronomy 

PHI 101 Introduction to Philosophy 

PHI 111 Logic I 

PHI 220 Ethics 

PHI 226 Social Ethics 

PLS 130 Basics of American Politics 

PLS 211 U.S. Government I 

SSC 210 Introduction to Women’s Studies 

ASSIGNMENT DESIGN 

BUS 100 Introduction to Business 

BUS 216Probability and Statistics for Business and Economics 

BUS 220 Introduction to Business Statistics 

CAD 140 Technical Drawing 
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CIV 259 Virginia Coordinate Systems10 

EGR 110 Engineering Graphics 

ELE 229 Troubleshooting and Maintenance of Electrical Systems 

ETR 148 Amplifiers and Integrated Circuits 

HLT 261 Basic Pharmacy I10 

LGL 225 Estate Planning and Probate 

Quantitative Reasoning 

  Spring 2013 (Pilot) 

ACC 212 Principles of Accounting II 

CHM 112 College Chemistry II 

EGR 245 Engineering Mechanics - Dynamics 

MTH 157 Elementary Statistics 

MTH 270 Applied Calculus 

RAD 205 Radiation Protection and Radiobiology 

Spring 2015  

AUT 169 Automotive Diagnostics IV 

BUS 280 Introduction to International Business 

CAD 202 Computer-Aided Drafting and Design II 

CSC 215 Advanced Computer Organization 5F

10 

FIN 215 Financial Management 

MTH 164 Precalculus II  

PHY 100 Elements of Physics 

 

                                                      
10 This course was selected for inclusion, but no SWPs were submitted for assessment. 
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Scientific Reasoning 

  Spring 2013 (Pilot) 

ADJ 234 Terrorism and Counter-Terrorism 

ARC 133 Construction Methodology and Procedures I 

BIO 102 General Biology II 

EMS 211 Operations 

PSY 255 Psychological Aspects of Criminal Behavior 

Spring 2015  

BIO 150 Introductory Microbiology 

CHM 241 Organic Chemistry I 

EGR 140 Engineering Mechanics – Statics 

MEC 132 Mechanics II – Strength of Materials for EGR Tech 

PSY 232 Life Span Human Development II 

PTH 122 Therapeutic Procedures II 

Spring 2017 

STUDENT LEARNING 

 BIO 101 General Biology I 

BIO 102 General Biology II 

BIO 142 General Anatomy and Physiology II 

CHM 111 College Chemistry I 

CHM 112 College Chemistry II 

GEO 210 People and the Land: Introduction to Cultural Geography 

GOL 105 Physical Geology 

GOL 106 Historical Geology 
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GOL 110 Earth Science 

GOL 111 Oceanography I 

GOL 112 Oceanography II 

NAS 131 Astronomy I 

NAS 132 Astronomy II 

PHY 201 General College Physics I11 

PHY 202 General College Physics II 

PHY 241 University Physics I 

PHY 242 University Physics II 

PSY 200 Principles of Psychology  

PSY 201 Introduction to Psychology I 

PSY 202 Introduction to Psychology II 

ASSIGNMENT DESIGN 

ARC 133 Construction Methodology and Procedures I12 

CIV 230 Civil Constructions Materials 

DMS 208 Ultrasound Physics and Instrumentation I13 

EMS 255 Concepts in Critical Care 

FNS 121 Anatomy for Funeral Service 

IND 137 Team Concepts and Problem Solving 

ITN 260 Network Security Basics12 

LGL 216 Trial Preparation and Discovery Practice14 

                                                      
11 This course was selected for inclusion, but no SWPs were submitted for assessment.  
12 This course was selected for inclusion, but the competency was incorrectly identified on the Course Outline and no 
assignment was assessed. 
13 This course was selected for inclusion, but assignment instructions were not received before assessment deadline. 
14 This course was selected for inclusion, but no assignment instructions were submitted for assessment. 
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NAS 2 Foundations of Life Science 

NUR 130 Physical Assessment and Basic Pharmacology 

Oral Communication 

  Fall 2013 (Pilot) 

CST 100 Principles of Public Speaking 

Fall 2015 

STUDENT LEARNING 

CST 100 Principles of Public Speaking 

CST 141 Theater Appreciation I 

PLS 130 Basics of American Politics 

PLS 211 U.S. Government I 

ASSIGNMENT DESIGN 

AST 205 Business Communications 

BUS 100 Introduction to Business 15 

CHD 146 Math, Science, and Social Studies for Children 

ESL 33 Oral Communication I 

FRE 101 Beginning French I 

ITD 210 Web Page Design II 

NUR 201 Psychiatric Nursing 

SPA 101 Beginning Spanish I 

SPA 201 Beginning Spanish II 

WEL 124 Shielded Metal Arc Welding (Advanced)15  

Cultural and Social Understanding 

                                                      
15 This course was selected for inclusion, but no assignment instructions were submitted for assessment. 
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  Fall 2013 (Pilot) 

EMS 201 EMS Professional Development 

GEO 210 People and the Land: Introduction to Cultural Geography 

HUM 260 Survey of Twentieth-Century Culture 

PHI 226 Social Ethics 

PTH 210 Psychological Aspects of Therapy 

SSC 210 Introduction to Women’s Studies 

Fall 2015 

STUDENT LEARNING 

ART 201 History of Art I 

ENG 125 Introduction to Literature 

ENG 241 Survey of American Literature I 

HIS 101 History of Western Civilization I 

HIS 111 History of World Civilization I 

HIS 112 History of World Civilization II 

HIS 121 United States History I 

HIS 122 United State History II 

MUS 121 Music Appreciation I 

MUS 122 Music Appreciation II 

PSY 215 Abnormal Psychology 

PSY 230 Developmental Psychology 

REL 210 Survey of the New Testament16 

REL 230 Religions of the World 

                                                      
16 This course was selected for inclusion, but no assignment instructions were submitted for assessment. 
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SOC 201 Introduction to Sociology I 

SOC 202 Introduction to Sociology II 

SSC 210 Introduction to Women’s Studies 

ASSIGNMENT DESIGN 

HIS 155 Life in Colonial Virginia 

HLT 110 Concepts of Personal and Community Health 

HMS 100 Introduction to Human Services16 

HMS 258 Case Management and Substance Abuse16 

PBS 265 Interviewing 

PED 171 Ballroom Dance I 

PSY 255 Psychological Aspects of Criminal Behavior 

PTH 151 Musculoskeletal Structure and Function 

PTH 226 Therapeutic Exercise 

SDV 101 Orientation to Health Care 

Personal Development 

  Spring 2014 (Pilot) 

CST 126 Interpersonal Communication 

HLT 116 Introduction to Personal Wellness Concepts 

HTL 215 Personal Stress and Stress Management 

SDV 100 College Success Skills 

SDV 108 College Survival Skills 

Spring 2016 

STUDENT LEARNING 

HUM 246 Creative Thinking 
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PSY 200 Principles of Psychology 

PSY 201 Introduction to Psychology I 

PSY 202 Introduction to Psychology II 

PSY 216 Social Psychology 

ASSIGNMENT DESIGN 

AST 271 Medical Office Procedures 

CRF 130 Glass Blowing I 

HLT 143 Medical Terminology 

HLT 200 Human Sexuality 

MUS 163 Guitar Theory and Practice 

OCT 206 Dyadic and Group Dynamics 

PED 109 Yoga 

PSY 105 Psychology of Personal Adjustment 

SDV 108 College Survival Skills 

WEL 170 Maritime Shielded Metal Arc Fillet Welding (SMAW I) 
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Appendix E: Student Learning Data Analyses 
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Appendix F: Assignment Design Data Analysis 
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Appendix G: Number of Courses Supporting Each Competency 
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Number of Courses Supporting Each Competency 

Competency Fall 2013 Fall 2015 Fall 201617 

Written Communication 18 1080 
 

752 736 

Oral Communication 224 227 

Critical Thinking 1171 974 948 

Cultural and Social 
Understanding 

503 274 280 

Information Literacy 902 606 600 

Quantitative Reasoning 596 471 476 

Scientific Reasoning 471 238 238 

Personal Development   222 

 

  

                                                      
17 Data provided as of August 18, 2016. 
18 Written and Oral Communication were separated into two competencies on Official Course Outlines in fall 2015. 
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Appendix H: Timeline for Changes to Official TCC Course Outlines 
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Timeline for Changes to Official TCC  Course Outlines 

 
 

Elected discipline Faculty Facilitator begins his or her term. 
 

Substantial changes recommended by the Curriculum Committee in February and approved by the 

VP for Student Learning and CAO are activated in i-INCURR. 
 

Minor changes to the Official Course Outline (from the previous year) recommended by Discipline 

Faculty and assigned Dean/Director and approved by CAO are activated for fall semester. 
 

Fall semester Discipline Meetings (dates to be determined) – any substantial changes to the 

Official Course Outline need to be presented by Discipline Faculty at this time to the Faculty 

Facilitator. Substantial changes are those defined by the Curriculum Committee as such. 
 

 
 

Any new minor changes to the Official Course Outline approved by discipline Faculty and assigned 

Dean/Director will be entered into i-INCURR by the assigned Dean/Director. September – May 15 

 
Substantial changes to the Official Course Outline presented in the fall discipline meetings are 

forwarded to the assigned academic Dean/Director for action. If recommended by the academic 

Dean/Director, the changes are forwarded to the Office of Academic Services for review and sent 

to the chair of the Curriculum Committee for action. Recommended substantive changes are 

forwarded to the VP of Student Learning and CAO for action.  In all cases, requests for substantive 

changes must be submitted to the Curriculum Committee in time for their February meeting in 

order to provide time for the committee’s action. 
 
 

The Curriculum Committee will act on the Substantial changes to the Official Course Outlines 

presented in the fall semester (to include January).  Substantial changes recommended by the 

Curriculum Committee in February are forwarded to the VP for action and, if approved, made live in 

i-INCURR effective on August 1. 

 
Any substantial changes to the Official Course Outline that are not recommended by the Curriculum 

Committee or the VP must be resolved no later than the April Curriculum Committee meeting since 

the Committee does not meet during the summer. 
 
 

Discipline Faculty Facilitators will be elected as needed for the next academic year. 
 
 
 
 

 
Recommended minor changes to the Official Course Outline must be entered in i-INCURR by 

May 15 for eventual review and / or approval by the CAO for an August 1 effective date. 
 
 
 

 
May – July substantial changes as well as any minor changes from the summer term will be 

presented by discipline faculty to the Faculty Facilitator during the Fall semester Discipline 

Meetings. 
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Appendix I: Authentic Assignment Tool 
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Appendix J: Consultant Recommendations from Spring 2014 
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Linda Suskie, an internationally recognized assessment and accreditation consultant, 

provided the following recommendations which are the combination of her own 

thoughts with the “big ideas” faculty shared during the closing session of the spring 

2014 Learning Institute: 

• Work with other VCCS colleges to simplify the system’s general 

education goals and learning outcomes. 

• Focus on the VCCS general education goals rather than the student 

learning outcomes and prioritize the student learning outcomes. 

• Develop a curriculum map aligning each VCCS general education goal 

with courses which satisfy each general education requirement. 

• Revise the VALUE Rubrics for better alignment with the VCCS general 

education goals. 

• Develop a process to offer further guidance and feedback to faculty on 

the assignments they develop to help students achieve and 

demonstrate the VCCS general education goals. 

• Develop a timeline for deliverables (revised assignments, curriculum 

maps, and revised rubrics) to continue the momentum of the Learning 

Institute.  

• Continue to offer professional development on teaching, grading, and 

assessment practices. 

• Continue to foster interdisciplinary collaboration on designing learning 

experiences. 

• Research e-portfolios. 
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Appendix K: Rater Agreement by Rubric Description 
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