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(N 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)?,
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.

. 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

! 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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lll. Student Learning

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? FALL3
Critical Thinking SPRING SPRING
Cultural/Social FALL FALL
Understanding
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 FALL FALL
Communication

Oral FALL FALL
Communication

Critical FALL FALL
Thinking

Cultural/Social FALL FALL
Understanding

Information SPRING SPRING
Literacy

Quantitative SPRING SPRING
Reasoning

Scientific SPRING SPRING
Reasoning

Personal SPRING SPRING
Development

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 graduation®.

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
assighnments 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|f 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 resulting in the student’s
final score for the dimension. If scores differ by more than one on any
dimension, a third assessor scores the SWP. The third scores are
included in the average for the dimension score®. 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).

> 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

Table 3

(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.

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

Context of and Purpose

for Writing

Content Development

Genre & Disciplinary

Conventions

Sources and Evidence

Control of Syntax and
Mechanics

2.20 (.90) 2.30 (1.08) 2.13(.72)
N=50 N=23 N=27
1.87 (.85) 1.91 (.93) 1.82 (.80)
N=50 N=23 N=27
1.95 (.64) 1.89 (.89) 1.98 (.67)
N=49 N=22 N=27
1.73 (1.00) 1.63 (.86) 1.81 (1.15)
N=28 N=12 N=16
1.86 (.68) 1.94 (.92) 1.78 (.75)
N=50 N=23 N=27
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2. Student Learning in Information Literacy Fall 2012

Table 4

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.

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

Nature and Extent of
Information Needed

Access of Needed
Information

Evaluation of Information
and its Sources

Use Information
Effectively

Use Information Ethically
and Legally

2.48 (.83) 2.39(1.08) 2.55 (.64)
N=33 N=14 N=19
1.98 (.71) 1.94 (.58) 2.00 (.82)
N=25 N=9 N=16
1.67 (.77) 1.60 (.78) 1.71(.81)
N=27 N=10 N=17
2.09 (.86) 1.96 (1.19) 2.17 (.68)
N=32 N=11 N=21
1.78 (.83) 1.67 (.90) 1.83 (.84)
N=27 N=9 N=18
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Table 5

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.

Critical Thinking as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard
Deviations in Parentheses) Spring 2013

Explanation of Issues

Evidence

Influence of Context

and Assumptions

Student’s Position/
Perspective

Conclusions and
Related Outcomes

Solving Problems

1.98 (.72) 1.91 (.57) 2.02 (.79)
N=56 N=20 N=36
1.67 (.63) 1.87 (.69) 1.57 (.58)
N=52 N=17 N=35
1.27 (.74) 1.44 (.87) 1.18 (.66)
N=50 N=18 N=32
1.41 (.79) 1.77 (.97) 1.21 (.60)

N=53 N=19 N=34
1.56 (.71) 1.74 (.76) 1.46 (.67)
N=56 N=20 N=36
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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Table 6

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.

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

Interpretation

Representation

Calculation

Application/Analysis

Assumptions

Communication

1.77 (.94) 2.00 (1.00) 1.59 (.87)
N=30 N=13 N=17
2.02 (.87) 2.06 (.93) 1.99 (.84)
N=42 N=18 N=24
2.33(.74) 2.38(.88) 2.30 (.65)
N=44 N=17 N=27
1.82(.99) 1.82(.92) 1.81 (1.07)
N=38 N=17 N=21
1.59 (1.11) 1.71(1.29) 1.38(.85)
N=11 N=7 N=4
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 assignment 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
1.81 for Methodology and 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

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

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

Page | 20



General Education Assessment Plan

Page | 21

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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Table 9

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.

Cultural and Social Understanding Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type

Knowledge -
Institutions

Knowledge - Ethical
Systems

Skills - Arts

Skills - Language

Skills -
Interdependence

(with Standard Deviations in Parentheses) Fall 2013

1.43 (.57) 1.38 (.50) 1.49 (.64)
N=38 N=19 N=19
1.80 (.54) 1.89 (.34) 1.72 (.67)
N=31 N=14 N=17
1.18 (.59) 1.29 (.58) 1.13(.62)
N=12 N=4 N=8
1.28 (.37) 1.21(.28) 1.50 (.71)
N=9 N=7 N=2
1.41 (.38) 1.38(.33) 1.45 (.43)
N=27 N=14 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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Table 10

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.

Personal Development Average Score as Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard

Deviations in Parentheses)

Personal Wellness

Decision-Making

Academic and Professional

Goal-Setting

Social and Interpersonal
Development

Personal Identity

1.76 (.64) 1.79 (.66) 1.74 (.64)
N=43 N=18 N=25
1.86 (.62) 1.96 (.75) 1.79 (.52)
N=45 N=17 N=28
1.86 (.77) 1.75 (.80) 1.93 (.76)
N=41 N=17 N=24

1.55 (.87) 1.60 (.61) 1.50 (1.05)
N=29 N=13 N=16

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

10.

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.

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
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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).

0,
Solving Problems 4% |
67%
. 6%
Conclusions and Related Outcomes
3%
0,
Student's Position £
9%
0,
Influence of Context and Assumptions E
14%
0,
Evidence E
10%
0,
Explanation of Issues £l
3%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

OSpring 2014 Spring 2013

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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Table 11

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.

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

Explanation of Issues

Evidence

Influence of Context
and Assumptions
Student’s Position -
Conclusions and Related

Outcomes

Solving Problems

1.81(.73) 1.81(.78) 1.81 (.69)
N=94 N=42 N=52
1.64 (.68) 1.64 (.81) 1.64 (.56)
N=87 N=38 N=49
1.39 (.64) 1.42 (.73) 1.36 (.56)
N=90 N=39 N=51
1.38 (.66) 1.45 (.75) 1.33 (.57)
N=94 N=42 N=52
1.52 (.63) 1.58 (.78) 1.46 (.48)
N=94 N=42 N=52
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.

3.5

2.5

Influence of Conclu-
Explanation . Context and| Student's | sionsand Solving
Evidence .
of Issues Assump- Position Related Problems
tions Outcomes
B Spring 2013 N<58 1.98 1.67 1.27 141 1.56 1.43
M Spring 2014 N<100 1.81 1.64 1.39 1.38 1.52 1.43

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).

0%
0%

Sources and Evidence

Control of Syntax and Mechanics

44%

o . 0%
Genre and Disciplinary Conventions

2%

] 1%
Content Development

0%

. : . 0%
Context and Purpose for Writing

0%

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

OFall 2014 Fall 2012

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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Table 12

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.

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

Context of and Purpose
for Writing

Content Development
N=94

Genre & Disciplinary
Conventions

Sources and Evidence
N=72

Control of Syntax and
Mechanics

2.33(.82) 2.61 (.65) 2.12(.88)
N=95 N=42 N=53
2.05 (.83) 2.26 (.73) 1.87(.87)
N=42 N=52

1.98 (.84) 2.17 (.76) 1.83(.88)
N=95 N=42 N=53

1.94 (.89) 2.10(.82) 1.81(.92)
N=31 N=41

2.09 (.76) 2.25 (.64) 1.96 (.82)
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.

4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00 -
1.50 -
1.00 -
0.50 -
0.00 -
Context and Genre and Control of
Content o Sources and
Purpose for Development Disciplinary Evidence Syntax and
Writing P Conventions Mechanics
M Fall 2012 N<50 2.20 1.87 1.95 1.73 1.86
M Fall 2014 N<50 2.33 2.05 1.98 1.94 2.09

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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Access and Use Information Ethically and Legally

Determine Extent of Information Needed

Use Information Effectively

Evaluate Information and Sources

Access Needed Information

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.

40% |
39%

35% |
27%

38% |
39%

29% |
43%

29% |
25%

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

OFall 2014 Fall 2012

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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Table 13

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.

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

Determine Extent of
Information Needed

Access Needed
Information

Evaluation of Information
and Sources

Use Information
Effectively

Access and Use Information
Ethically and Legally

2.01 (.80) 1.83(.82) 2.12 (.78)
N=63 N=25 N=38
1.88 (.77) 1.58 (.77) 2.05(.73)
N=63 N=22 N=41
1.52 (.69) 1.43 (.73) 1.57 (.67)
N=55 N=21 N=34
1.59 (.79) 1.42 (.83) 1.68 (.75)
N=58 N=21 N=37
1.21 (.72) 1.05 (.68) 1.30(.73)
N=53 N=19 N=34
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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.

4
3.5
3
2.5
2 -
1.5 -
1 _
0.5 -
O -
Determine Access and Use
Evaluate . .
Extent of Access Needed . Use Information Information
. . Information and . .
Information Information Effectively Ethically and
Sources
Needed Legally
M Fall 2012 N<44 2.48 1.98 1.67 2.09 1.78
M Fall 2014 N<89 2.01 1.88 1.52 1.59 1.21

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).

32% |

Communication
57%

42%

Assumptions
76%

29% |

Application/Analysi
pplication/Analysis 22%

0,
Calculation EI

10%

0,
Representation E

14%

149
Interpretation jl

39%

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

OSpring 2015 Spring 2013

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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Table 14

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.

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

Interpretation

Representation

Calculation

Application/Analysis

Assumptions

Communication

2.11 (.67) 2.15 (.66) 2.06 (.69)
N=59 N=34 N=25
2.20 (.60) 2.23 (.57) 2.17 (.65)
N=61 N=35 N=26
2.39(.63) 2.40 (.63) 2.38 (.63)
N=59 N=34 N=25
1.98 (.62) 2.04 (.60) 1.88 (.66)
N=49 N=32 N=17
1.69 (.62) 1.68 (.63) 1.72 (.63)
N=40 N=26 N=14
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 in the
Interpretation and Communication dimensions with increases of .34

increases in overall scores were achieved

and .27 points respectively.

3.5

2.5

Inter.preta— Repr.esenta- Calculation Appllcatl.on/ Ass.ump— Comr.num-
tion tion Analysis tions cation
B Spring 2013 N<49 1.77 2.02 2.33 1.82 1.59 2.13
W Spring 2015 N<69 2.11 2.2 2.39 1.98 1.69 2.4

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).

13%

Conclusions, Limitations and Implications

41%
129
Analysis II
41%
139
Methodology jl
50%
34%
Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views ’ |
41%
Argument or Topic Selection
41%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

O Spring 2015 Spring 2013

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

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.

4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0 -~
Existing .
Argument or Knowledge Conclusions,
g . ge, Methodology Analysis Limitations and
Topic Selection |Research and/or -
. Implications
Views
B Spring 2013 N<50 1.78 1.41 1.81 1.62 1.33
B Spring 2015 N<98 2.26 1.78 2.49 2.27 2.33

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).

) ] 15%
Supporting Material

0%

0%

Central Message
0%

) 0%
Delivery
0%

0%

Language
guag 0%

] 1%
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OFall 2015 Fall 2013

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

Organization 2.08 (.56) 2.29(.62) 2.03 (.54)
N=77 N=14 N=63
Language 2.28 (.48) 2.41 (.44) 2.24 (.49)
N=78 N=15 N=63
Delivery 2.09 (.62) 2.07 (.74) 2.09 (.60)
N=78 N=15 N=63
Central Message 2.25(.62) 2.55 (.69) 2.18 (.59)
N=78 N=15 N=63
Supporting Material 1.75 (.63) 1.90 (.66) 1.71 (.63)
N=66 N=14 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).

3.5

2.5

0.5 -

Supporting
Material

Organization Language Delivery Central Message

M Fall 2013 N<33 2.06 2.12 1.81 2.21 1.75
M Fall 2015 N<78 2.08 2.28 2.09 2.25 1.75

Figure 12. Comparison of Oral Communication overall score as a function of dimension and cycle
through fall 2015

7. Student Learning in Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2015
Ninety-eight (98) SWPs were submitted for the assessment of
Cultural and Social Understanding. Of the 98 SWPs assessed, 85
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
decreased from 95% in fall 2013 to 87% in 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).

) 35%
Skills - Interdependence
51%
60% |
Skills - Language
84%
61% |
Skills - Arts
78%
. 35%
Knowledge - Ethical Systems
44%
16%
Knowledge - Institutions
31%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

OFall 2015 Fall 2013

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
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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

Knowledge - 1.71 (.58) 1.77 (.55) 1.66 (.61)
Institutions N=82 N=36 N=46
Knowledge - Ethical 1.84 (.58) 1.80(.62) 1.87 (.54)
Systems N=64 N=30 N=34
Skills - Arts 1.56 (.61) 1.60 (.67) 1.52 (.54)
N=38 N=21 N=17
Skills - Language 1.60 (.65) 1.52 (.58) 1.66 (.70)
N=39 N=16 N=23
Skills - 1.57 (.61) 1.57 (.58) 1.58 (.64)
Interdependence N=64 N=29 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.

3.5

2.5

KnoYvIec_jge i Kr?owledge ) Skills - Arts Skills - Language Skills -
Institutions Ethical Systems Interdependence
M Fall 2013 N<55 1.43 1.8 1.18 1.28 141
M Fall 2015 N<98 1.71 1.84 1.56 1.6 1.57

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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Personal
Identity

Social and
Interpersonal
Development

Academic and
Professional
Goal Setting

Decision
Making

Personal
Wellness

0%

18%

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 ldentity 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.
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33%
16%
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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

Personal Wellness 1.74 (.77) 1.80 (.89) 1.69 (.65)
N=76 N=37 N=39
Decision Making 1.90(.72) 1.89 (.76) 1.92 (.68)
N=78 N=38 N=40
Academic and 1.61(.79) 1.71 (.90) 1.51 (.65)
Professional Goal N=63 N=32 N=31
Setting
Social and 1.75 (.75) 1.65 (.74) 1.83(.75)
Interpersonal N=81 N=38 N=43

Development

Personal Identity 1.69 (.73) 1.65 (.75) 1.73 (.71)
N=77 N=38 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.

4.00

3.50

3.00

2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

Personal
Wellness

e (Qverall Scores, SWPs<94
e Faculty Expectations, N<38

\
. Academic and Social and
Decision . Personal
Makin Professional = Interpersonal Identit
g Goal Setting Development y
1.90 1.61 1.75 1.69
2.47 2.23 2.29 2.41

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).

4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50 -
1.00 -
0.50 -
0.00 -
Academic Social and
Personal Decision and Interpersonal | Personal
Wellness Making Professional | Developmen Identity
Goal Setting t
H Spring 2014 N<49 1.76 1.86 1.86 1.55 1.60
B Spring 2016 N<94 1.74 1.90 1.61 1.75 1.69

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.”

H Faculty did not submit ~ HStudent did not submit M Student withdrew  ®Other
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).

24%

Solving Problems 34%

67%

6%

Conclusions and Related Outcomes 6%

3%

5%
Student's Position 6%

9%

9%
Influence of Context and Assumptions 10%

14%

7%
Evidence 13%

10%

490
Explanation of Issues | 6%

3%

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

OFall 2016 OSpring 2014 Spring 2013

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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Table 19

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.

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

Explanation of Issues

Evidence

Influence of Context

and Assumptions

Student’s Position

Conclusions and Related

Outcomes

Solving Problems

2.03 (.76) 1.98 (.75) 2.06 (.77)
N=185 N=79 N=106
1.79 (.72) 1.79 (.71) 1.78 (.74)
N=179 N=78 N=101
1.74 (.80) 1.72 (.78) 1.75 (.83)
N=176 N=77 N=99
1.73 (.77) 1.76 (.77) 1.71(.77)
N=183 N=78 N=105
1.80 (.76) 1.73 (.73) 1.84 (.79)
N=181 N=77 N=104
1.65 (.86) 1.63 (.83) 1.66 (.89)
N=146 N=62 N=84
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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.

4.00
3.50
3.00
\
2.50 e —
2.00 ~—
1.50
1.00
0.50
0.00
Influence of Conclusions
Explanation . Contextand Student's Solving
Evidence . e and Related
of Issues Assumption  Position Problems
s Outcomes
== (Qverall Scores, SWPs<193 2.03 1.79 1.74 1.73 1.80 1.65
= Faculty Expectations, N<133 2.72 2.61 2.45 2.46 2.61 241

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.

3.5

2.5

Explanation Influence of Student's Conclusions Solvin
P Evidence | Contextand s and Related g
of Issues . Position Problems
Assumptions Outcomes
M Spring 2013 N<58 1.98 1.67 1.27 1.41 1.56 1.43
M Spring 2014 N<100 1.81 1.64 1.39 1.38 1.52 1.43
 Fall 2016 N<193 2.03 1.79 1.74 1.73 1.8 1.65

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.”

H Faculty did not submit H Student did not submit
M Student withdrew H Other

# SWP not appropriate for assessment

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

553_[0
Conclusions, Limitations and Implications 13%

; 41%
%
Analysis 12%
; 41%
11%
Methodology 13%
} 50%
17%
Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views 34% |
41%
14%
Argument or Topic Selection 27% |
41%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

OSpring 2017 OSpring 2015 Spring 2013

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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Table 20

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.

Scientific Reasoning as a Function of Dimension and Curriculum Type (with Standard Deviations in

Parentheses) Spring 2017

Argument or Topic
Selection

Existing Knowledge,
Research and/or Views

Methodology

Analysis

Conclusions, Limitations
and Implications

2.23(.72) 2.11 (.85) 2.25 (.69)
N=159 N=29 N=130
2.04 (.66) 2.02 (.53) 2.04 (.69)
N=154 N=25 N=129
2.21(.74) 1.93 (.74) 2.27 (.73)
N=165 N=30 N=135
2.06 (.66) 1.85 (.63) 2.11 (.66)
N=178 N=33 N=145
2.04 (.70) 1.95 (.68) 2.06 (.70)
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.

4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
500 W
1.50
1.00
0.50
0.00 — i
Existing Conclusions,
Argument or o
. Knowledge, . Limitations
Topic Methodology Analysis
Selection Research and
and/or Views Implications
== (verall Scores, SWPs<185 2.23 2.04 2.21 2.06 2.04
= Faculty Expectations, N<65 2.19 2.10 2.28 2.02 2.19

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.

4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0 -
Existing .
Argument or Knowledge Conclusions,
g . 8¢, Methodology Analysis Limitations and
Topic Selection | Research and/or L
. Implications
Views
H Spring 2013 N<50 1.78 1.41 1.81 1.62 1.33
B Spring 2015 N<98 2.26 1.78 2.49 2.27 2.33
W Spring 2017 N<185 2.23 2.04 2.21 2.06 2.04

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%.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
1st Rotation 2nd Rotation 3rd Rotation
B Written Communication ® Information Literacy ® Critical Thinking
B Quantitative Reasoning B Scientific Reasoning ® Oral Communication
W Cultural/Social Understanding B Personal Development m All Competencies

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.
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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 Dimension
(cycles assessed) 1%t Rotation 2"¢ Rotation 3" Rotation
Written Context & Purpose 2.20 2.33
Communication Content Development 1.87 2.05
Genre & Conventions 1.95 1.98
(Fall 2012 and Sources & Evidence 1.73 1.94
Fall 2014) Syntax & Mechanics 1.86 2.09
Information Literacy | Nature & Extent of Info 2.48 2.01
Access of Needed Info 1.98 1.88
(Fall 2012 and Fall Eval of Info & Sources 1.67 1.52
2014) Use Info Effectively 2.09 1.59
Use Info Ethically/Legally 1.78 1.21
Critical Thinking Explanation of Issues 1.98 1.81 2.03
Evidence 1.67 1.64 1.79
(Spring 2013, Influence of Context... 1.27 1.39 1.74
Spring 2014 and Fall | Student’s Position 1.41 1.38 1.73
2016) Conclusions & Outcomes 1.56 1.52 1.80
Solving Problems 1.43 1.43 1.65
Quantitative Interpretation 1.77 2.11
Reasoning Representation 2.02 2.20
Calculation 2.33 2.39
(Spring 2013 and Application/Analysis 1.82 1.98
Spring 2015) Assumptions 1.59 1.69
Communication 2.13 2.40
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Scientific Reasoning Topic Selection 1.78 2.26 2.23
Existing Knowledge... 1.41 1.78 2.04
(Spring 2013, Spring | Methodology 1.81 2.49 2.21
2015, and Spring Analysis 1.62 2.27 2.06
2017) Conclusions/Limitations... 1.33 2.33 2.04
Oral Communication | Organization 2.06 2.08
Language 2.12 2.28
(Fall 2013 and Fall Delivery 1.81 2.09
2015) Central Message 2.21 2.25
Supporting Material 1.75 1.75
Cultural/Social Knowledge - Institutions 1.43 1.71
Understanding Knowledge - Ethical Systems 1.80 1.84
Skills - Arts 1.18 1.56
(Fall 2013 and Fall Skills - Language 1.28 1.60
2015) Skills - Interdependence 1.41 1.57
Personal Personal Wellness 1.76 1.74
Development Decision-making 1.86 1.90
Academic/Prof Goals 1.86 1.61
(Spring 2014 and Social Development 1.55 1.75
Spring 2016) 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.
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W 2nd Rotation 2.08 1.64 1.53 2.13 2.23 2.09 1.66 1.74
= 3rd Rotation 1.79 2.12

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

Table 22

Assignment Design Competency Rotation — Phase One

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.

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
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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 Tool®. Assessors access assighments
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).

& 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).
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Organization Language Delivery Central Message Supporting

Material

B Supports Dimension B Does not Support Dimension

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.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Knowledge - Knowledge - values Skills -arts Skills -language Skills -
institutions interdependence

B Supports Dimension B Does not Support 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.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
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Personal Wellness Decision Making Academic and Social and Personal Identity
Professional Goal Interpersonal
Setting Development

B Supports Dimension B Does not Support Dimension

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.

100%
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60%
40%
20%
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Explanation of Evidence Influence of  Student's Position Conclusions and Solving Problems
Issues Context Related Outcomes

B Supports Dimension B Does not Support Dimension

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.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Argument or Existing Methodology Analysis Conclusions,
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Research and/or Implications
Views

B Supports Dimension B Does not Support Dimension

Figure 33. Assignment Design support of Scientific Reasoning learning outcome dimensions spring
2017

Page | 73



General Education Assessment Plan

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 Implemented spring 2015
formalize the role and responsibilities of faculty and academic
leaders in general education assessment.

Form the General Education Committee in accordance with the Implemented spring 2016
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.

Curriculum

Annually review/identify the general education competencies | Implemented fall 2013
supported by each course at the Learning Institute and update
Official Course Qutline in i-INCURR (Appendix G) in accordance
with the Timeline for Changes to Official Course Outlines (Appendix
H).

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

Identify gaps in programs which do not support all competencies | Implemented 2015
through course requirements.

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

Design/edit assignments to support the applicable competencies:

e 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.

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

e Assignment Design workshops offered since fall 2013.

e 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.

e 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:

e six college-wide intercultural keynote events,

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

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

e 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

e 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/vces

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; assimilate,organize,develop,and present an
idea 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
guestion 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.

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.

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
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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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Table 5-1A
VCCS Degree Reguirements

Area Distribution

GENERAL EDUCATION Minimum 15 credits
General education is that portion of the collegiate experience that addresses the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values characteristic of
educated persons. Itis unbounded by disciplines and honors the connections among bodies of knowledge, The associate degree programs within | (Students must take at

the WCCS support a collegiate experience that focuses on seven goal areas: communication; critical thinking; cultural and social understanding; least one course in each of
infarmation liceracy; personal development; guantitative reasoning, scientific reasoning.) The general education geal areas outlined below are to be the five areas listed, to
introduced in the foundatienal courses and enhanced in program and elective courses. [NOTE: Some of the categeries include two goal areas total at least 15 credits.)
when a single course may provide foundations in bath goal arzas.)

I. Foundations In Communication: II. Foundations In Critical Thinking And Infarmation

Courses designed to enable students to interact with others using all Literacy:

farms of communication, resulting in understanding and being Courses designed to enable students to evaluate evidence carefully

understood. and apply reasoning to decide what to believe and how to act, and to

recognize when infarmation is needed and have the ability to locate,
evaluate, and use it effectively,

111, Foundations In Cultural And Social IV, Foundations In Persenal Development:
Understanding: Courses designed to enable students to strive for physical well-being
Courses designed to enable students to have an awareness, and emotienal maturity.

understanding, and appreciation of the interconnectedness of the social
and cultural dimensions within and acress lecal, regional, state, natienal,
and global communities.

/. Foundatiens In Quantitative And Scientific Reasoning:

Courses designed to enable students to possess the skills and knowledge necessary to apply the use of logic, numbers, and mathematics to deal
effectively with commeon problems and issues, and to adhere to a self-correcting system of inquiry (the scientific method) and rely on empirical
evidence to describe, understand, predict, and control natural phenomena.

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

- e
Major Field Core M'”'T“”“‘ 13 crEd”.:s
h . Maximum 15 credits
Related/Specialization Courses h
- 0-15 credits
Electives

TOTALS

“Language in Section 5.1.0.0.1 of the WYCCS Paolicy Manual states 25% of the courses in the degree program [15- 18 credits) must be common across majors within a degree. The
shared courses must be major or related/specialization courses.

“"Credit range for engineering programs is 60-72 semester hour credits.

““Credit range for A4A4/845 programs is 65-63, including nursing. For other programs in the Health Technologies, the range is 65-72 semester hour credits.
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Table 5-1B

Minimum Reguirements for
Associate Degrees in the WCCS

Minimum Mumber of
Semester Hour Credits

. (1) (2] [3) (4) ;

General Education: AA AS AARE AAs |
— AnS
Communication™ 5 6 6 3
Humanities / Fine Arts & & 6 3
Fareign Language
[Intermediate Level) & o | |
Social / Behavioral Sciences =] g 9 3=
Matural Sciences [ 7 7 7 0
Y5

Mathematics & 0
Personal Development - 2 2 2 2
Other Requirements for Associate Degrees:
Major field courses and electives [columns 1-3) 18-21 24-27 24-27 4g9-531
Career/technical courses [column 4)
Total for Degree™ = 60-63 60-53" 60-63" 55-69"

Motes: The WCCS Policy Manual, Section 2-1V-C, defines general education within the VCCS. Sections 2.7.3, 3.4.10, and 3.5.1 of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schoals
(SACS) Principles of Accreditation specify general education requirements. Colleges must address all SACS requirements, the SCHEW Core Competencies, and the general education geal
areas listed in this WCCS Policy Manual,

*' Must include at least one course in English composition,

Only & semester hours of sacial/behavioral sciences are required for enginesring majors who plan to transfer to a baccalaureate degree engineering program that requires 6 ar fewer
hours in this category, provided that the college/university publishes such requirements in its transfer guide.

““ While general educatien courses other than those designed for transfer may be used to meet portions of these requirements, SACS principles require that general education courses be
general in nature and must not "...narrowly focus on those skills, techniques, and procedures peculiar to @ particular accupation or profession.”

“ Only 2 semester hours of mathematics are required for the General Studies major.

Personal development includes health, physical education, or recreation courses that promote physical and emotional well being and student development courses. Mustinclude at least
one student development course.

" AAAAAS degrees must contain @ minimum of 15 semester hours of general education. Students should plan to take at least 30 hours in the major; the remaining hours will be
appropriate to the major.

= all college-level course prerequisites must be included in the total credits required for each program,

™! Credit range for engineering programs is 60-7 2 semester hour credits, Credit range for A2A/AAS programs is 65-63, including nursing. For other programs in the Health Technologies,
the range is 65-72 semester hour credits.
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D

TIDEWATER CONMUNITY CBLLERE
Fram harn, go snywhars ™

A e

Colleges and
@ Universities

WRITTEN COMMUNICATION RUBRI(C

DEFINITION

Written communication is the development and
expression of ideas in writing resulting in undenstanding
and being understood . Written communication

involves learning to work in many genres and styles.

It can involve working with many different writing
technologics, and mixing texts, data, and images.
Written communication abilities develop through

iterative expericnces across the curriculum. A competent
written communicator demonstrates the ability to:
understand and interpret complex matenials; assimilace,
organize, develop, and present an idea formally and
informally; use standard English; and recognizes the role
of culture in communication.

FRAMING LANCGUAGE

This rubric focuses assessment on how specific written
work samples or collections of work respond to specific
contexts. The central question guiding the rubric

is “How well docs writing respond to the needs of
audicnce(s) for the work?™ In focusing on this question
the rubric does not attend to other aspects of writing
that are equally imporunt: issues of writing process,
writing strategics, writers’ fluency with different modes
of 1extual production or publication, or writer’s growing
engagement with wniting and disciplinarity through the
process of writing.

Evaluators using this rubric must have information
about the assignments or purposes for writing guding
writers' work. Also recommended i incdluding reflective
work samples of collections of work that address such
questions as: What deaisions did the writer make about
audience, purpose, and genre as s'he compiled the

work in the portfolio? How are those choices evident
in the writing — in the content, organization and
structure, reasoning, evidence, mechanical and surface
conventions, and citational systems used in the writing?
This will enable evaluators 1o have a clear sense of how
writers understand the assignments and take it into
consideration as they evaluate.

The first section of this rubric addresses the context
and purpose for writing. A work sample or collecrions
of work can convey the context and purpose for the
writing tasks it showcases by including the wniting
assignments assocated with work smples. Bur writers
may also convey the context and purpose for their
writing within the texts, It is important for faculty and
institutions to inchde directions for students about
how they should represent their writing contexts and
purposes

Excerpted with parminson from Asewing Ouzoomer and Improving Ackievemens: Tips and wob for Using Rubric, edited by Terrd L. Rhodes.
Copynight 2010 by the Assocason of Amencan Colleges and Universities.
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TIDEWATER CONMUNITY COLLERE
From bare, go saywhere.™

AA [

Colleges and
_@ Universities

WRITTEN COMMUNICATION RUBRIC

GLOSSARY

The definitions that follow were developed to darify
terms and cancepts used in this rubric only.

* Content Development: The ways in which the text
cxplores and represents its topic in relation to its
audicnce and purpose.

*  Context of and purposc for writing: 1he context
of writing is the sination surrounding  text:
who is reading it? who is writing it? Under what
arcumstances will the text be shared or circulated?
What social or political factors might affect how
the text is composed or interpreted? The purpose
for writing is the writer’s intended cffect on an
audience. Writers might want to persuade or
inform; they might want to report o summarize
information; they might want to work through
complexity or confusion; they might want 1o argue
with other writers, or connect with other writers;
they might want to convey urpency or amuse; they
might write for themselves or for an assgnment or

to remember

* Disciplinary conventions: Formal and informal
rules that constitute what is seen penerally as
appropriate within different academic fields, c.g.
intreductory strategics, use of passive voice or first
person point of view, expectations for thesis or
hypothesis, expectanons for kinds of evidence and
support that are appropriate to the task at hand,
usc of primary and secondary sources to provide
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evidence and support arguments and o document
critical perspectives on the topic. Writers will
incorporate sources according to disciplinary and
pente conventions, according to the writet's purpose
for the texe. Through increasingly sophisticated use
of sources, writers develop an ability o differentiae
between their own ideas and the ideas of others,
credit and build upon work already accomplished
in the ficld or issuc they are addressing, and provide
meaningful examples to readers.

Evidence: Source material that is used to extend, in
putposcul ways, writers” ideas in a text.

Genre conventions: Formal and informal rules for
particular kinds of texts and/or media that guide
formatting, organization, and stylistic choices, e.g.
lab reports, academic papers, poctry, webpages, or
personal essays.

Sources: Texts (written, oral, behavioral, visual,
ot other) that writers draw on as duy work for

a varicty of purposes — to extend, arpuc with,
develop, define, or shape their ideas, for example.
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WRITTEN COMMUNICATION RUBRIC
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TIDEWATER COMMUNITY COLLERE
From kare, go saywhare™

A A Assoctation
of American

Colleges and
_@ Universities

INFORMATION LITERACY RUBRIC

DEFINITION

The ability to know when there is a need for
information, to be able to identify, locate, evaluate,

and effectively and responsibly use and share that
information for the problem ar hand (Adopted from
the National Forum on Information Literacy). A pemson
who is competent in information literacy demonstrates
the ability to: determine the nature and extent of

the information needed; sccess needed information
effectively and cfficienty; evaluate information and its
sources critically and incorporate selected information
into his or her knowledge base; and undenstand many of
the economic, legal. and socal ssues surrounding the use
of information and use information cthically and legally.

FRAMING LANGUAGE

This rubric is rrcommended for use evaluating a
collection of work, rather than a single work sample in
order to fully gauge studenty’ information skills. Ideally,
a collection of work would contain a wide variety of
different types of work and might include: research
papers, editoriaks, speeches, grant proposals, marketing
or business plans, PowerPoint presentations, posters,
literarure reviews, position papers, and argument
cntiques to name a few. In addition, a description of

the assignments with the instructions that initiated the
student work would be vital in providing the complete
context for the work. Although a student’s final work
must stand on its own, evidence of a student’s tesearch
and information gathering processes, such as a rescarch
journal/diary, could provide further demonstration of &
student’s information proficency and for some criteria
on this rubric would be required.

Copyright 2010 by the Asociation of Amenican Colleges and Universitin,
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INFORMATION LITERACY RUBRIC
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TIDEWATER COMMUNITY COLLERE
From kare, go saywhare™

A A | ociaior
of American

Colleges and
Universities

CRITICAL THINKING RUBRIC

DEFINITION

Critical thinking is a habit of mind characterized by
the comprehensive exploration of issues, ideas, artifacts,
and events before accepting or fotmdmngm opinion
oroondmson.A person who is competent in critical
reasoning to decide what to believe and how to act. A
person with competency in this area demonstrates the
ability 1o demonstrate among degrees of credibility,
lcuxncy.ndulinhilityofiﬁrtzmduwnftun

given data; recognizes parallels, assumptions, or
presuppositions in any given source of information;
evahuates the strengths and relevance of arguments on a
particular question or issue; weighs evidence and decides
if peneralizations or condusions based on the given data
are warranted; determines whether certain conchusions
or consequences are supported by the information
provided; and uses problem solving skills.

FRAMING LANCUACE

This rubric is designed to be transdisciplinary, reflecting
the recognition that success in all disciplines requires

critical thlnkmﬁmndldamphulnmmﬂyn«dm
be able 1o apply those habits in vasious and ¢
situations encountered in all walks of life.

This rubric is designed for use with many different
types of asignments and the suggestions here are not

an exhaustive list of possibilitics. Critical thinking can
be demonstrated in assignments that require students to
complete analyses of text, data, or issues. Assignments
that cut across presentation mode might be especially
useful in some fickds. If insight into the process
componcnts of critical thinking (e.g., how information
inchuded in the product) is important, assignments
focused on student reflection might be especially
Thsicusios,

GLOSSARY

The definitions that follow were developed to darify
terms and concepts used in this rubric only.

* Ambiguity: Information that may be interpreted in
more than onc way.

* Assumptions: Ideas, conditons, or belicfs (often
implicit or unstated) that arc “taken for or
accepted as true without proof.” (g from www.
dicoonary.reference.com/browse/ assumprions)
environmental, or circumstantial settings or conditions

that influence and complicate the consideration of any
issucs, ideas, artifacts, and events,

* Literal meaning: lnumonofufonmnmcxxdy
as stated. Fwaampk.

* Metaphor: Information that is (intended to be)
interpreted in a non-literal way. For example, “she
was green with envy” is intended to convey an
intensity of emotion, not a skin color.

Excerpted with permision from Auening Ouscomes and Inproving Advicvemers: Tips and 1ook for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhoden.
Copynght 2010 by the Associaton of Amencan Colleges and Univeraities.
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QUANTITATIVE REASONING RUBRIC

DEFINITION

Quantitative Reasoning (QR) is a “habit of mind,”
competency, and comfort in working with numerical
data, Individuals with strong QR skills possess the
ability to reason and solve quantitative problems from
a wide array of authentic contexts and everyday life
situations. They understand and can create sophisticated
can dearly communicate those arguments in a variety
of formats (using words, tables, graphs, mathematical
equations, ¢tc., as appropriate). A person who s
competent in quantitanive reasoning can use numerical,
geometric, and measurement data and concepts,

mathematical skills, and prinaples of mathematical
reasoning 1 draw lopicil conclusions and to make
well-reasoned decisions; the person demonstrates the
ability to: use logical and mathemartical reasoning
within the context of vatious disciplines; interpret and
use mathematical formulas; interpret mathematical
models and draw inferences from them; use graphical,
symbolic. and numernical methods to analyze, organize,
and interpret data and, estimate and consider answers
1o mathematical problems in order 1o determine

reasonableness.

FRAMING LANGUACGE

This rubric has been designed for the evaluation

of work that addresses quantitative reasoning in 2
substantive way. QR is not just computation, not

just the citing of someone else’s data. QR is a habit
of mind, a way of thinking about the world that relies
on data and on the mathematical analysis of data to
make connections and draw conclusions. Teaching QR
requires us to design assignmenss that address authentic,
data-based problems. Such assignments may call for
the traditional written paper, but we can imagine other
alternatives: a video of a PowerPoint presentation,
perhaps, or 2 well designed series of web pages. 1n any
case, 2 successful demonstration of QR will place the
mathematical work in the context of a full and robust
discussion of the underlying issues addressed by the

assgnment,

Finally, QR skills can be applied o a wide array of
problems of varying difficulty, confounding the use

of this rubric. For example, the same student might
demonstrate high levels of QR achievement when
working on a simplistic problem and low levels of QR
schicvement when working on 2 very complex problem.
Thus, to accurately assess 2 students QR achicvement
it may be necessary to measure QR achicvement within
the context of problem complexity, much as is done

in diving competitions whene two scores are given,

onc for the difficulty of the dive, and the other for the
sléll in accomplishing the dive. In this context, that
would mean giving one score for the complexity of the
problem and another score for the QR achicvement in

solving the problem.

Copyright 2010 by the Asociation of Amenican Colleges and Universitin,
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SCIENTIFIC REASONING RUBRIC

DEFINITION

Scientific Reasoning is an adherence to 2 selfcorrecting
system of inquiry and 2 reliance on empirnical evidence
to describe, understanding, predict, and control natural

phenomena

FRAMING LANCUAGE

This rubric has been desipned for the evaluation of argument from 3 non-scientific argument; reason by
work that addresses scientific reasoning in a substantive deduction, induction, and analogy; distinguish between
way. A person who is competent in scientific reasoning causal and corrdlational relationships; and recognize
will demonstrate the ability to: generate an empirically methods of inquiry that lead to scientific knowledpe.

evidenced and logical argument; distinguish 2 scentific

GLOSSARY

The definitions that follow were developed to darify * Induction: Inference of a peneralized conchumion

terms and concepts used in this rubric only. from particular instances.

* Condlusions: A synthesis of key findings drawn * Analogy: Resemblance in some particulars between
from rescarch/evidence. things otherwise unhke.

* Limittions: Critique of the process or evidence. * Causal: Expresing or indicating cause.

* Implications: How inquiry results apply 1o a larger ¢ Corrclation: A relation existing between phenomena
context or the real world. ot thinpgs or between or between mathematical or

statistical variables which tend to vary: be associated,

* Empirical: Originating in or based on observation or occur wogether in a way not expected on the basis

of expetience. of chance alone.

Deduction: Derniving of 2 conclusion by reasoning.

Excarpead with permission from Asesimg Ouwcomes and Improving Achievemers: Tips and 1ok for Using Pubrics. adited by Torrel 1. Rhodes.
Copynight 2010 by the Associstion of Amencan Colleges and Universivies.
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ORAL COMMUNICATION RUBRIC

The type of oral communication  most likely to be included in a collection af student work is an oral presentation and thersfors is the

Jocus for the application of this rubric.

DEFINITION

A peson competent i oral communication English; usz appropriate verbal and nonverbal respomses
demonstrates the ability to understand and mterpret m interpersonal relations and group discussions; use
compls materials, assimilate ofgamize, develop, and listening  skills; and recogmize the mle of culture
present amidea fomally and informally; use standard communication.

FRAMING LANGUAGE

Oyral omm uzication  tes many forms. This mbricis gf=mfficient length suchthatacaial message is conveyed,
specifically demgmed toevaluate oralpssentaticns ofa supported by one ormore fms of sppemizg meenals and
tmgle mesker &t atims sndis bestmpisd tole orvideo- meudes apwposefnl omamizasticr. Anoral=zsser to asingls
morded presentations. Forpael peseztaticss or eroup qustics mot demgeed to be structured into a presentation
pEsemfations, it ismcommended thatexk speker be dees motezdily iy to this mbric.

graluzizd sparately.  This rubricbestgphes to presentations

GLOSSARY

The definitions that follow were doveloped to clarify terms and uzs the volez sxpressively, and uses fow voeal fillers

concspts used in this rubric only (um,” “uh.” “like” “you know” etc).

= Content Development & Central message: The * Language: Vocabulary temninology, and semtemce
mam pomt'thesis “bottom line" take-away” of structure. Lmpuase that supports the effectivensss
apresenfation. A clexr cemtrdl messaze isemy to of apresantation 15 appropriate to the topic and
identify; = compelling central message isalso wivid adience, grmmatica, cexr and fee from bias.
amd memerzble. Lamguage that enhanees the affectivensss ofa

presentation isalso vivid, imaginative, and expressive.

Delivery techmigues: Posturs gastures 2y2 contact,

and we of the voice. Delivery techniques enhance + Organization: The prouping and sequencing of
the sffectivenszz of the presentation when the speaker idezs and supporting materiad in 2 presentation.
stands and moves with authority, looks more often at Anogmizationa pattern that supposts the

the mdience them at hisher speaking materials/notes, effactiveness of a presentation  typicdly mecludes
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ORAL COMMUNICATION RUBRIC

zn introduction, one or more iMMe sactions highly credible when it is also vivid and varied
the b':’d‘_‘r_' ofthe speech, and a conclusion. *dm_ sz the types listed above (2g., amix of examplss,
organi zati onal patterm that ehances the aﬂ%_mr-:ness statistics, =nd referencas to authorities). Supporting
of the presentation  seflacts a purposeful choice materid may dso serve the pupose of establishing
zmong possble altematives, such 2= a conological the spesker’s credibility. For sxample, in presenting
pattern, 2 problem-solution pattern. an analysis- o preativa work such 35 2 drmatic Eiiing of -
ofparts pattern, etc., that makes the content of Shakespeare, supporting evidence may not advance
the presentaiion  easier to follow and more likely to the idszs of Shakespears, but rather sarve to astablish
acomplish its purpose. the spasker 2z aeradible Shakespearean actor An
aocurate oral citation gives the mdimce member

= Supporting material: Explmations, examples enough information that they could exsily locats 2
illustrations,  statistics, amalogies, quotations from source if they pesded to. An inaorurate oral citation
rlevant authoritizs, and other kinds of mformation would be “According the New York Times @ (ut
or malysiz that supports the principal idexs ofthe of 10 people. . Anacrurate oral citation would
presentation. Supporting material is generally be “According to aJuly 6th 2012 New York Times
credible when it 15 relevant and derived  from reliable aticle titled Seat Belf use i America, written by
and gpproprite sources. Supporting material is Jonhanna Smith © out of 10 people. ™

Bucerpted writh pemuzsicr fom dverny Oxeomer od bgreving Adievemeni: B oawd el jor Uriny Pabrier. wimed by Tarel L Ehodes.

Coprmghe 20010 kv the Ascciatice of Amencar Celkges and Universities.
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Bvaluators are encowraged to assigna zero to any work sample or collection of work that does not meet benchmark (cell one) level performance.

Capstone Milestones Benchmark
4 3 2 1
Organization Orgamizational pattern (specific Organizational pattern (spacific introduction Omzmizational pattem (g pamic introduction Organizational pattem (s pamic ntroduction
ntroduction and conclusion, sequenced and conclusion, ssquenced material and conclusion, saquenced material within and conclusion, saquenced material within
material within the body, and transitions) wwithin the body, and transitions) is clearly the body, and transitions) is mtermittently the body, and transitions) isnotobservable
izclearly and consistently observable and and consistently obsarvable within the observablz within the presentation. within the presentation.
izskillfil and makes the contentofthe presentation.
presentation cohesive
Language Lmguagz choicss are imagmative, Languazs choicss arz thoughtful and Lamguaze choiess a2 mmmdane and Langrare choicss are wnclexr and minimally
memorable, and compelling, md enhance geneally sup'ponﬂlﬂa&'ecﬁ\aas ofthe commonplace and partially support the support the affactiveness of the presentation.
the effectiveness of the presentation presentation. Languase in presentation is effectiveness of the presentation. Langpase i Langpase in presentation is not appropriate
Lmguase i presentation is to audience. prEsentation is to audience to audience.
to aundience.
Delivery Delivery technigues (posturs, pasturz, eye Delivery tachniues (posturs, pasturs, eye Delivary techniques (posture, gesture, eye Delivery techniques (posturz, gesture,
contact, and vocal expressiveness) make contact, and vocal expressiveness) make the contart, and vocal expressiveness) make the eye contact, and vocal expressiveness)
the presentation compelling, and speaker prEsentation interssting, and speaker appears presentation understandable, and speaker detract from the undestmdability of
appears polished and confident comfortable. appears tentative. the presentation, and spedker appears
uncomfortable.
Central Central messags is compelling Central messazz is claar and consistent with Central messazs is basically und dabl Central messazecan be daduced, butisnot
Message {precisely stated, appropristely repeated, the supporting material. butis not often epeated and is not explicitly stated in the presentation.
msmorzble, and strongly supported.) memorzble.
Suppaorting A varisty of types of supporting materials Supporting materials (explanations, 5 ing materials {explanations, 1 Insufficient supporting materials
Material {explamations, examples, fllustrations, examples, § ions, statistics, analogi i , statistics, analogiss, quotations (explanations, examples, fllustrations,
statistics, amalogias, quotations from quotations from relevant authorities) make from relavant authoritiss) make appropriate statistics, malogies, quotations from relevant
relevant authorities) make appropriate appropriste referenee to information or referenee to infomation or analysis that am.bmnes) make appropriat: refetence
reference 1o information of analysis thar anal',mﬂlar supports the presentation geneqlly supports the presentation of ] of malysis that
ly supperts thepr blishes the prasenters credibility/ establishad the prassnters cradibility/authority supports the prasantation o astablished the
or astablished ﬂlemesamer: credibility/ aumer', on the topic. on the topic. presanters credibility/authority on the topic.
authority on the topic.
Some outside sourwes wed during the Outzide souress pzad during the presentation Outside souress uad i presentation a2 not
All putside sourees used during the presantation ar accurately cited orally. are refeenced, butnotelealy cited. ozally cited.
presentation are accurately cited orally.
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CULTURAL AND SOCIAL UNDERSTANDING RUBRIC

DEFINITION

The Vimpinia Community Collzge System defines 2 past, present, and future; deseribe thewr own 2 well
socialy =nd culturally competent pemon = one who %= others' pemomal ethical systems amd values within
posIRssa am ZwaEness, ndemstanding,  and appreciation socidl institutions; reognize the impact that arts

of the intsrconnactzdnass ofthe socidl and eultorzl and umanitie: have upon individuals and cultures;
dimemsions within and aerss local, eoional, state meomnize the mle of lmpuase m social and cultural
national, and global communitiss. Degree graduates contexts; and, mecognize the interdependence of

will demonstrate the ability to: assess the fmpact that distinctive world-wide social, sconomic, peopolitical
speial mstitutions have on individual: and cultures— and culteral systems.
Excerpied wiithpamuizsicr fom Amering Oweomer omd hgroving  Achievemeni: Br oomd wolr for Uiy Rubrir, edmed by Tl L Ehodes.

Cepynght 2010 ky the dsociztien of Amencar Colkges and Universities.
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Capstone
4

3

Milestones

2

Benchmark
1

Enowledge
Aszzass the impact
that institutions have
on individuals and
culture—past, present,
and future.

Student iz able to articulate insights ito the
impart and interelationship between all social
institutions (these mightincluds government,
education, religion, family, lmpuass or the
economy) and culture—pazt, present, and
future. Studentis abls to catszorize thess impacts
(between individual and cultural).

Studentis able to demonstrate significant
awareness of social institutions and their
impart on individuals and culture. In
doing zo, student iz abls to identify three
ormore social institutions (these might
include govemment, sduestion, religion,
family, lmguase orrheammm‘,J and has
demonstratad  some understanding  ofthe
past, present, and furmempam that thesze
institutions have upon individuals and
culture.

Studentis able to demonstratz  some awarmess
of social institutions and their current, past,
o future impact on individuals and culture.
In doing so, studentis able to identify at

least two social institutions (these might
includs povemment, sducation, relimion,
family, lmguare or the sconomy) and has
demonstrated  some broad understanding

of the interconnectadness  betwaen these
institutions and individuals or culture.

Studentis able to describe only 2

minimal awareness of social mstinitions

and their impact on culture. Student

igable to identify fewer than two

social institutions (2.2, government,

aducation, religion, fmily, lanpuage,

or the economy). Student haz not

demonstrated am awareness of the current
tednesz ofs

and individuals or cultres.

Enowledge

Describes their own as
well 5 others’ personal
ethical systems and

Studentis ablz to demonstrate abroad
understmding  of sthical systems. Studentis aware
of and able to describe mumerous wspects of their
own ethical systems (2.2, moral obligations, beliefs

Studentis able to demonstrate 2 general
understanding  of ethical systems. Studentis
aware of and able to describe ssveral aspects
of their own sthical systems (2.2 moral

Studentis able to demonstratz  some
understanding  of ethical systems. Studentis
aware of and able to deseribz ome or more
apact(s) of their own sthical systems (e.g.

Studentis able to daseribe only 2
minimal awareness of ethical systems.
Srudemnuable to idantify any

o features of their own

upon individuals and
cultures.

individuals and cultures. Multiple connections
ar madz between these elements.

individuals or cultures. Smdentis able

to.outline i t

individuals or cultures.

values within social for human conduct, and standards for societal obligations, belisfs for human conduct, and | moral oblizations, belisfs for human conduct, i stem (2.2, moral obligations,
nstitutions. of businass behavior). Student demonstrates standards for societal of business b._havtor) and standards for societal or business behavior) | belisf for human conduct, and standards

athorough inderstanding of the relationship Student can demonstrate sither an butis umable to relate thess aspacts to social for societal or business behavior).

betwesn their sthical systam and social indestanding  of the elationship between institutions of comparz them to systems

institutions and is abls to compare their own their sthical system and zocial institutions or | espousad by others.

stndards with systems espousad by others. beable to compare their own stmdards with

systems ssponzed by others.

Skills Student iz able to articulate abroad Studentis able to describe numerous Studentis able to describe two or fewer Students are able to describe only abasic
Pecomnize the impact understamding  of the relationship between arts imparts that arts (e.g. thester music, visual) | impacts that ats (ez. theater music, visual) impart that artz (2.5 theater music,
that the arts and {e.z. theater music, visual) and humanities (e.g. or bumanitiss (2.z. lmguare, literatire, or bumanities (z.z. lmguase, ll'reraru.re vizual) and bumanities (2. language,
Iumanities have lmpuass litersture, philosophy and history) and philosophy and history) may have upon philosophy and history) may have upon literature, philosophy and history) have

on individuals and cultures.

Skills

Fecomnize thewls of
oz i social and
contexts.

Students recomnize therole of lmguase m social
and cultural contexts. Students ean discriminate
between different azpacts of Lmg, forms and
styles in difference zocial setting: athome, in
community, in professional s°m.u2 X

Students are aware of and can desoribe the
ole of lmguare in social and cultural
contexts. Students are able to differentiate
among communication foms and stylss m
mumerous social ssttingz (2.2, 2t home, in
community, in professional s‘mm_g)

Students are able to demonstrate aminimal
awareness of the elationship batween 1

Students have little to no awareness of

the rlationship betwaen lmenase and

and coltural contexts. Student displays some
understanding  of how lmpuases adaptto
different social and cultural contexts {e.g. at
home, in community, inprofessional setting).

cultural contaxts. Students cannot
differsntizte among communication
forms or stylss in various socid settings
{e.z. athome, in community, in
professional settmg).

Skills

Fecopnize the mterde-
pendence of distinctive
world-wide zocial, eco-
nomic, geo-political,
and cultural systems.

Studentis ablz to d mm umder

of and is able to differentiate between the
interdependence of sach of the following
distinctive world-wide systems: zocial, economic,
peo-political, and cultural systems. Studentis able
to distinguish between mmid—mde )‘ptﬂ]b and

Student rcognize: and d ates

i ding of the interdepend of
thres ormore of the following distmctive
world-wide systems: social, economic, geo-
political, and cultural svsrems

Student rzcos an indestmding  of the
existence of one or two of the following
distinctive world-wide systems: social,
economic, geo-political, or cultural.
Srudenrdupla',s some awareness of the

outline individual systems mterd 2

of my two (or more) world-

Sl‘l.lﬂr_m an ding of depend:
the intardzpand of severd world-wide | wida systems.
SyElEmS.

Studentis able to demonstrate aminimal
awareness of the existence of atleast one
of the following: distinctive world-wide
systems: social, economic, geo-political,
or cultural.

Page | 102




General Education Assessment Plan

Ao iatson
TIDEWATER :
COMMUNITY COLLEGE A‘ A af American

- Celleger and
From hiare, po anywhena. @ firrversiies

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT RUBRIC

DEFINITION

The ¥irginia Communiry Collepe Sr=tem defines a personally devedoped person 2 one who strives: for phyeical wedl-
being and emational manrity. TOL praduates will d:moastrate the ahilicy o devdop andior refine personal wellnes

prals and develop and'or enhamce the knowledpe, skilk and undescaading to make imformed academic. soal,
pemsanal, caeer, and inrerpersonal dacisions.
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FERSONAL DEVELOPMENT VALUE RUBRIC

Demonsmies logicl, well-
Balanced abdity o make social,
pemsona, and inberperonal
derisinns

nrememonal decision(s) that are logicl
and demmsrates balanced thinking
of oritical thinking and reflective
thought Smudent considers multiple

imerpersonal deckionis) that are nm
resciionary or emationsl ot demonsrais
mme balanced, logical thinking with
critical thinking and reflactive thoupie

imepersmal deckion-making that & nm
emirdy resctionary or emaotional. Deceions
are given some critical shinking andfor
reflective thoogrhe. Studen: gives little o no

Explanation Capstone Mibssmnes Benchmark
i 3 1 1
Prersonal Wellness Stuelent imerprets personal wellnss Seadent demmsrates abiity m interpre Soadent demonsrates an mderstanding Stuclent begins to demonsime an
Demonsmtes zn ahilite mitrmation in tems of one's own personal perznal wellnes information in terms of of persnal wellness infoemarion and mndersianding of components of
o interges parsonal wallne and identifies the modificrionis) ane's own pesonal wellnes and anticulaes hegins in interpret personal wellnes pemsonal wellnes, bt may be unable
wallnez informarion, make nerresd 20 pursae personel wellnes poals. ane or mare modification{s) thaer ae information in iems of one’s own peeonal | o interpe it i eems of ones own
modificztionis), devdop peronal | Siuden: desribes making modificarionis needad o puntie personal wellnes poalis]. weiliness. Student bepins to articulre pemsonal wellnes. Svadent dos not
walnes poalls), and omte o for pemsonal wellness and anticulaes 2 Seadent desrhes personal wellnes poalish pemnal wallnes poalis) and at st one: describe personal wellnes gnalis).
siraegy for achieving personal siraegy for achieving personal welln=s and implemenz a1 |z one modificasion, madification g may be needed for
wallnes poalis). gl et diness now idemiifyy 2 sratepy for parsuing goalis].
resching pemonal wellnes peal(s).
Dedson-Making Stuglent desribes social, personal, and Soodent desrbes social, pessonal, and Soadent demonsrates social, pesonal, and Stuglent desribes social, personal, and

ntemernnal decisions that zne pce
0 siaasions o eniirdy emationsl

and are decidad upon withoar aitial
ehinking andfor reflective thooghe.

he neels, valoes, and perpertives
of othersin relation tosdf.

and empathy for ofhen’ nesds, value, and
pempeczives in relation mosdf. Snudem
respects the opnions of others, even when
they differ

with snme refation to seif Smdent
srpreses sme Zpprediation and empathy
for athen’ nesds, values:, and penpatives
in pefiaion salf. Snudem gives comsidenation
in e differing opinions of others.

wvalidiy of othens' neads, and valoes, and
penpertives. Sudent shows litde o no
apprciation or empachy for thee nesds,
walue, and perspentives of others in redation
o =i Seudent begins o demonsiate
anrrpance of differing opnions of others.

options and onssjuence and g Seadent considers more than one oonsideration for consequence.

thomouph considention for using e bes aptinn and pives same mnsderrion for

option, pien dienase optionfs) and omsequence(s) of choice.

consequenzEL
Academic and Profesional Sturden: desribes thooghful, Seadent deshes personal, academic, oo Seadent desrites persarel, academic, o Sturdent desribes corsideration for
Ceoal-Setting comprehensive pearsonal, acdemic, prof=zional poalis) with depth. Plan fior profexional prelis, b prelis) may ladk pemsonal, academic, andfor profesicnal
Diescribes permnal, acdemic, andlor profisional goal () tha: hasa achieving pralis} is cearly desribed but darity andor compledty. Plan to achieve gnalis). Mo demonsrated plan for
andlor professdonal goalis) correspanding reznnable, Somugh plan may he inconsigent, unresonable, or goalis) is emahiehed achieving pel(s) present.
and has developed 2 plan fix for achioving the pualfs. incomphee.
Social and lnierpersonal Sturdem desribes the momplexity, Seadent demmasrates an undersanding Soodent desrribes the nesds, vakoes, Sturdem i ahle i opres the nesds,
[hevelopment and validiy of the nesdk, valos, and af the complecty of others' neads, values, and penspectives of others with some waboes, and perspeciives of others o
Demonsmtes the ahility o pemspeczives of others in reation o= and perspectives. Smudent desrbes walidiny | consderation for the complexity of them. demonsraie little to no andestanding
appreiate and empathioe with Sturdem demonsiraies deeper appreciation af pthers’ nesds, vabaes, and perspeciives Soadent shows some anderanding of of the complexity or validity of them.

‘Sturlem: shows fivde to no underzanding
of others' needs, values, and penpecives
0 redation so s Seadent may repond
nepatively or criticaliy o differing
opinions of ohen.

Personal ldensity
IDescribes ones 525 in terms of
pemsonal identity, aspert= and
mierertions, and & 2 pan of 2
larger commanity:

Student demonstrates undersanding
of sl fwith mrltiple parsonal identity
nterericns and e compeite of
one's self with connections in pesonal
identity and asperts, zs well a0 larger
Communities

Soadent demms et ondendanding

of s=if in two of more interscxions of
pernal ideniity and demonsieies
ampler undersnding of the connection
af s b 2 larger community in miore thar
ane aspert of parsonal identity.

Soadent begins to deribe persnal identine
and i aperss, 25 well inteseections of

at ezt bwr apreces of personal idemtine
Soadent demonsrates some mdersanding
of how seif & connected 80 2 larper
oommunity in i kst one apar of

Stuglent eeprege: an mdersanding

of sl f'with Fimited underganding of
pemsonal identity and i aspects, and
shows litte o no underzanding of the
ntemertions of pesnnal identity aor the
coanection of sif i a larger commemity.
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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 |l
ENG 241 Survey of American Literature |
HIS 122 United States History
DMS 212 Obstetrical and Gynecological Sonography
PSY 235 Child Psychology
Fall 2014
ACQ 221 Advanced Acquisition and Procurement Management |18
MKT 170 Customer Service
NAS 131 Astronomy |
OCT 100 Introduction to Occupational Therapy
RAD 142 Principles of Radiographic Quality

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 |l
ECO 201 Principles of Macroeconomics

ENG 241 Survey of American Literature |

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

NUR 255 Nursing Organization and Management

Fall 2014
IDS 245 Computer-Aided Drafting for Interior Designers
ITE 119 Information Literacy
MDL 225 Clinical Hematology |l
MKT 100 Principles of Marketing

SOC 201 Introduction to Sociology |

Critical Thinking

Spring 2013 (Pilot)
ENG 210 Advanced Composition
GOL 112 Oceanography I
HIS 112 History of World Civilization I
ITN 260 Network Security Basics

Spring 2014
ADJ 201 Criminology
DMS 207 Sectional Anatomy
EMS 111 Emergency Medical Technician - Basic
ENG 112 College Composition Il
HIM 230 Information Systems and Technology in Health Care
HIS 142 African American History Il

RTH 290 Coordinated Internship in Respiratory Therapy

Page | 107



General Education Assessment Plan

Fall 2016
STUDENT LEARNING
ART 101 History and Appreciation of Art |
ART 102 History and Appreciation of Art II°
ART 201 History of Art |
BIO 102 General Biology Il
BIO 141 Human Anatomy and Physiology |
BIO 142 Human Anatomy and Physiology Il
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 |
ENG 112 College Composition Il
ENG 125 Introduction to Literature
ENG 211 Creative Writing |
ENG 241 Survey of American Literature |
ENG 251 Survey of World Literature |
GEO 220 World Regional Geography?®
HIS 101 History of Western Civilization |

HIS 102 History of Western Civilization Il

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

HIS 112 History of World Civilization Il

HIS 121 United States History |

HIS 122 United States History |l

HUM 201 Survey of Western Culture |

HUM 256 Mythology in Literature and the Arts
HUM 259 Greek Mythology

HUM 260 Survey of Twentieth-Century Culture
MUS 121 Music Appreciation |

NAS 125 Meteorology

NAS 130 Elements of Astronomy

PHI 101 Introduction to Philosophy

PHI 111 Logic |

PHI 220 Ethics

PHI 226 Social Ethics

PLS 130 Basics of American Politics

PLS 211 U.S. Government |

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 Systems*©
EGR 110 Engineering Graphics
ELE 229 Troubleshooting and Maintenance of Electrical Systems
ETR 148 Amplifiers and Integrated Circuits
HLT 261 Basic Pharmacy I1*°
LGL 225 Estate Planning and Probate
Quantitative Reasoning
Spring 2013 (Pilot)
ACC 212 Principles of Accounting I
CHM 112 College Chemistry Il
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 Il
CSC 215 Advanced Computer Organization?®
FIN 215 Financial Management
MTH 164 Precalculus Il

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 |
BIO 102 General Biology Il
EMS 211 Operations
PSY 255 Psychological Aspects of Criminal Behavior
Spring 2015
BIO 150 Introductory Microbiology
CHM 241 Organic Chemistry |
EGR 140 Engineering Mechanics — Statics
MEC 132 Mechanics Il — Strength of Materials for EGR Tech
PSY 232 Life Span Human Development Il
PTH 122 Therapeutic Procedures Il
Spring 2017
STUDENT LEARNING
BIO 101 General Biology |
BIO 102 General Biology Il
BIO 142 General Anatomy and Physiology |l
CHM 111 College Chemistry |

CHM 112 College Chemistry Il

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 |

GOL 112 Oceanography

NAS 131 Astronomy |

NAS 132 Astronomy |l

PHY 201 General College Physics I

PHY 202 General College Physics Il

PHY 241 University Physics |

PHY 242 University Physics Il

PSY 200 Principles of Psychology

PSY 201 Introduction to Psychology |

PSY 202 Introduction to Psychology Il

ASSIGNMENT DESIGN

ARC 133 Construction Methodology and Procedures |12
CIV 230 Civil Constructions Materials

DMS 208 Ultrasound Physics and Instrumentation 13
EMS 255 Concepts in Critical Care

FNS 121 Anatomy for Funeral Service

IND 137 Team Concepts and Problem Solving

ITN 260 Network Security Basics*?

LGL 216 Trial Preparation and Discovery Practice'*

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 |
PLS 130 Basics of American Politics
PLS 211 U.S. Government |
ASSIGNMENT DESIGN
AST 205 Business Communications
BUS 100 Introduction to Business *°
CHD 146 Math, Science, and Social Studies for Children
ESL 33 Oral Communication |
FRE 101 Beginning French |
ITD 210 Web Page Design |l
NUR 201 Psychiatric Nursing
SPA 101 Beginning Spanish |
SPA 201 Beginning Spanish Il
WEL 124 Shielded Metal Arc Welding (Advanced)?*>

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 |
ENG 125 Introduction to Literature
ENG 241 Survey of American Literature |
HIS 101 History of Western Civilization |
HIS 111 History of World Civilization |
HIS 112 History of World Civilization I
HIS 121 United States History |
HIS 122 United State History Il
MUS 121 Music Appreciation |
MUS 122 Music Appreciation Il
PSY 215 Abnormal Psychology
PSY 230 Developmental Psychology
REL 210 Survey of the New Testament?!®

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 |
SOC 202 Introduction to Sociology Il
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 Services!®
HMS 258 Case Management and Substance Abuse®®
PBS 265 Interviewing
PED 171 Ballroom Dance |
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 |
PSY 202 Introduction to Psychology Il
PSY 216 Social Psychology
ASSIGNMENT DESIGN

AST 271 Medical Office Procedures
CRF 130 Glass Blowing |

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 1)
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Appendix E: Student Learning Data Analyses
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Written Communication Fall 2012 Assessment Results

Context of and Purpose for Writing
Capstone Achievement %
g
3
% Clless than 2
=» | — - .
B2 or More
L
"rf’f»’?;"’ijq"f i
Rubric Score (n=50, Mean=2.21, Std Dev=0.90)
Transfer: n=27, Mean=2.13, Std Dev=0.72
Career & Technical: n=23, Mean=2.30, 5td Dev=1.08
Content Development
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
13
14
g B
10
8
§ 6 3 e
4 2
% 2 [OLess than 2
» ol OIS D 1
or More
FF AP S
Rubric Score (n=50, Mean=1.86, Std Dev=0.85)
Transfer: n=27, Mean=181, Std Dev=0.80
Career & Technical: n=23, Mean=1.91, S5td Dev=0.93
Genre and Disciplinary Conventions
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
u 13
12
E
x 8
; 6
%3 1 [lLess than 2
» 0 ¥ X ’, - &
B2 or More
N4 *
TSP I PPN S
Rubric Score (n=49, Mean=1.94, Std Dev=0.77)
Transfer: n=27, Mean=198, Std Dev=0.67
Career & Technical: n=22, Mean=1.89, Std Dev=0.89
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Written Communication Fall 2012 Assessment Results

#of Work Products

Sources and Evidence

Score Frequency

Capstone Achievement %

Rubric 5core (n=50, Mean=1.85, 5td Dev=0.83)
Transfer: =27, Mean=1.78, Std Dex=0.75
Caresr & Technical: n=23, Mean=1.93, 5td Dev=052

[ Less than 2
W2 or More
A
\":'"U“uqﬁ W'\'Pg?"‘:‘yﬁﬁ’ﬁ “J' _|9
Rubric Score [n=28, Mean=1.73, 5td Dev=1.02)
Transfer: n=16, Mean=1.51, 55d Dev=1.15
Career & Techmical: n=12, Mean=1.63, 5td Dev=0_86
Control of Syntax and Mechanics
Capstone Achievement %
&
3
=
s OLess than 2
=
B2 or More
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Information Literacy Fall 2012 Assessment Results

Determine the Extent of Information Needed
Capstone Achievement %
! 12
10
s
i 3
3
. 2 DLess than 2
- 0
M2 or More
SEPIPII ISP
Rubwic Score (5=33, Mean=2 43, Std Deve0.84)
Transfer: nu19, Means2 55, Sed Deve0.64
Career & Technical: n=14, Mean=2.39, Std Dev=1.08
Access the Needed Information
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
20
15
!:o
3 O m =1, QLess than 2
c 5 : . .
W2 or More
SEPIPPPIP P
Rubeic Score (w25, Mesnw1 98, Sad Deve0.73)
Transfer: n=16, Mean=2 00, Sed Deve0 82
Career & Technical: n=9, Mean=1.94, Sad Dev=0.58
Evaluate Information and Sources Critically
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
20
i 15
;” 2y
s} 0 i1 0 o CILess than 2
£ o ¥ - - = 1 b v
B2 or More
TSP ISP
Rubric Score (27, Means1.67, Std Dev=0.78)
Transfer: n=17, Mean=1.71, Sd Dev=0 81
Career & Yechnical: 5=10, Mean=1.60, Std Dev=0.77
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Information Literacy Fall 2012 Assessment Results

Use Information Effectively to Accomplish a Specific Purpose

Score Frequency Capstone Achievement B

12
io
E
E
il ,
3 2 fl e l -0 DLess than 2
g B 2 or Maore

FESISIPIS S

Rubric Score [n=32, Mean=2 08, Std Dev=0.17)
Transfer: n=11, Mean=2.17, 5td Dev=0.68
Caresr & Technicat n=11, Mean=1.93, 3= Dev=1.19

Access amd Use Information Ethically and Legally

EEPILIPIP
Ruhric Seore (n=27, Menn=1_ 78, Std Dev=0 85)

Transfer: n=18, Mean=183, ftd Dev0.B4
Career & Techniclh: r=8, Mean=1.67, Std D=0 90
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Critical Thinking Spring 2013 Assessment Results

Explanation of Issues
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
O Less than 2
B 2 or More
Rubric Score {n=56, Mean=1.58, 5td Dev=0.72)
Transfer: n=36, Mean=2.02, 5td Dev=0.79
Career & Technical: n=20, Mean=1.91, 5td Dew=0.57
Evidence
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
O Less than 2
M 2 or More
- ]
‘E‘:"QP’Q;P"»' 5”'-1“"5“”'*5"’ >
Rubric Score (n=52, Mean=1.67, 5td Dev=0_63)
Transfer: n=35, Mean=1.57, 5td Dev=0.58
Career & Technical: n=17, Mean=1.87, 5td Dew=0.69
Influence of Context and Assumptions
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
15
10
.
® O Less than 2
c ZorM
W 2 or More
- WD b
F PP AP P
Rubric 5core (n=50, Mean=1.27, Sed D:'l:l]-.?-l-]
Transfer: n=32, Mean=1.18, 5:d Dev=0.66
Caresr & Technical: =18, Mean=1.44, Std Dev=0.87
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Critical Thinking Spring 2013 Assessment Results

Student's Position - Perspective, Thesis/Hypothesis

L R D - I B,
U LS L i L
AR R R - G,
Rubric Score (n=19, Mean=1.43, Std Dew=0.75])
Transfer: n=12, Mean=1.26, Std Dew=0.73
Career & Technical: n=7, Mean=1.71, 5td Dew=0.76

Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
25
i}
£ 35
Ew
B 5 O Less than 2
= o
B 2 or More
L T - T T S b
&1‘ [ S PN ST . -
S A A ""ﬁ"?’
Rubric Score (n=53, Mean=1.41, 5td Dev=0.73)
Transfer: n=34, Mean=1.21, 5td Dew=0.60
Career & Tedhnical- =18, Mean=1.77, 5td Dev=0497
Conclusions and Related Outcomes
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
E 20
15
£
E 1
= 5
- O Less than 2
- Zorm
B 2 or More
= b & h B B o8 h B ok
N U D A LA . L D
R Y
Rubric Score [n=56, Mean=1.56_ 5td Dev=0.71)
Transfer: n=36, Mesn=1.46, 5td Dew=067
Career & Technical: n=20, Mean=1.74, Std Dev=0.76
Solving Problems
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
E 40
30
-
; 0
b i 0O Less than 2
® g
B 2 or More
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Quantitative Reasoning Spring 2013 Assessment Results

Interpretation
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
E
3
:"; O Less than 2
GO T U T T T T T B2 or More
i A S
of & N G A G AT
Rubric Score [n=310, Mean=1_77, 5td Dew=0.94)
Transfer: n=17, Mean=1.59, 5td Dev=0.87
Career & Techniczl: n=13, Mean=2.00, 52d Dev=1.00
Representation
Capstone Achievement %
12
10
b
L
2.
% 2 O Less than 2
= 0
B 2 or More
Rubric Score [n=42, Mean=2 02, 5td Dev=0.57}
Transfer: n=24, Mean=1.99, 5td Dev=0.54
Career &Technical: n=1E. Mean=2.06, 5sd Dex=0.53
Calculation
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
O Less than 2
B 2 or More
Rubric Score [n=44, Mean=2.33, Std Dev=0.74)
Transfer: n=27, Mean=2.30, 5¢d Dev=0.65
Career &Technical: n=17, Mean=2.38, 5td Dev=0.88
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General Education Assessment Plan

Quantitative Reasoning Spring 2013 Assessment Results

Application/Analysis
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
g
% O Less than 2
=
B 2 or More
BB .k 5 B & &
O oF g aF B gk a2 R a3
ﬁ“n&- IS I,
Rubric Score (n=38, Mean=152, Std Dev=0.93)
Transfer: n=21, Mean=1_81, 5:d Dev=1.07
Career &Technical: n=17, Mean=1.82, 5td Dev=092
Assumptions
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
a0
i
; 20
5 He O Less than 2
=0 W 2 or M
= o.E B B B Ok B kB B & of viore
a G- . . e .
F G A G g
Rubric Score (n=11, Mean=1.59, Std Dev=1.11)
Transfer: n=4, Mean=1.38, 5td Dev=0.85
Career ETechnical: n=7, Mean=1.71, 5td Dev=1.20
Communication
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
B
£
& 20
15
o
% 5 OLess than 2
= W2 or M
. 8 b 85 ok & B O & or iore
A~ S - O U L . S S
o A A S
Rubric Score (n=21, Mean=2.13, Std Dev=0.91)
Transfer: n=E, Mean=104 5td Dev=0.73
Career &Technical: n=13, Mean=2.26, 5td Dev=1.01
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Scientific Reasoning Spring 2013 Assessment Results

Argument or Topic Selection

Score Frequency

Capstone Achievement %

0O Less than 2
B 2 or More
- BB kB h
& o tﬁ' WY ‘-.f I
Rubric Soore (n=29, Mean=1.78, 5td Dev=0.81)
Transfer: n=21, Mesn=1 69 5td Dev=0.81
Career & Technical: n=E, Mean=2.00, 5:d Dew=0.80
Existing Enowledge, Research and/or Views
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
E Bl
15
-
§ 10
b = O Less than 2
“ o ZorM
| 2 or More
\a ]
& " g" 7 o o _.b‘;fq’&
Rubric Soore ||'|=.EJ Mean=1.41 5td Dev=0.77)
Transfer: n=30, Mean=1 48 5td Dev=0.70
Career & Technical- n=58, Mean=1.2E, 5td Dew=0.54
Methodology
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
5
20
15
e
; 10
v 3 O Less thamn 2
= 0
B 2 or More

i L R
,z.‘-.upm& m“@x"ﬁ,@ ﬁ"&?‘:dﬁ
Rubric Score (n=24, Mean=181 5td Dew=1.05)
Transfer: n=1E. Mean=1_E3, 5td Dev=1.06
Career & Technical: n=6. Mean=1.75, 5:d Dev=1.13
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Scientific Reasoning Spring 2013 Assessment Results

Analysis
Capstone Achievement %
3 20
15
&
§ 10
s = Ol Less than 2
=0 B 2 or More
o or
W 99 «\ 1.""«‘ 7, 9’ +
Rubric Score (n=29, Mean=1.62, Std Dev=0.81)
Transfer: n=22, Mean=1.64, 5td Dev=0.83
Career & Technical: n=7, Mean=1.57, Std Dev=0.79
Conclusions, Limitations and Implications
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
20
3 20
15
5 10 68—y
N e 43
s 10 0 [ Less than 2
0
» o B 2 or More
‘*0”99-» »‘ 11‘?5’,’«? +
Rubric Score (n=29, Mean=1.33, Std Dev=0.78)
Transfer: n=20, Mean=1.41, Std Dev=0.77
Career & Technicak: n=3, Mean=1.17, Std Dev=0.83
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General Education Assessment Plan

Oral Communication Summer 2013 Assessment Results

Organization

10

# of Work Products
=TI N

Score Frequency

Capstone Achievement %

& u“*na“ g a"? v ":.r"? 2 ar” +

Rubric 5core (n=33, &vg Score=1.81, 5td Dev=0.70)
Transfer: n=26, Mean=1E2, 5td Dev=0.74
Career & Technical: n=7, Mezar=1.76, 5td Dev=0.58

O Less than 2
B 2 or Mare
Rubric Score [n=33, Avg Score=2.06, Std Dev=0.75)
Transfer: n=26. Mezn=2.08, 5td Dev=0.78
Career & Technical: n=7, Mean=1.9E, 5td Dev=0.70
Language
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
n 12
10
8
]
§°
5 2 O Less than 2
@ g =
. ¢, q - 2 or More
& cP -a »“'Pa"? "'r,,;r e ,,:,;r A
Rubric 5core (n=33, Avg S5core=2.12, Std Dev=0.56)
Transfer: n=26, Mean=2.20, 5td Dev=0.53
Career & Technical: n=7, Mean=1.83, 5td Dev=0.36
Delivery
Capstone Achievement %
g 12
10
]
1]
5.
5 2 0 Less than 2
a
B 2 or More
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Oral Communication Summer 2013 Assessment Results

Central Message
Capstone Achievement %
i}
B
£ s
-
=
w 2 O Lexs than 2
= 0
2 or Maore
Rubric Score (n=33, Avg Score=2.21_ Sed Dev=0.62)
Transfer: n=26, Mean=2_18, 5td Dew=0.75
Caresr & Techmical: n=7, Mezn=2.31, 5td Dev=0.47
Supporting Material
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
i}
8
£ 5
; a
s 2 [ Less than 2
- 0
2 or Maore
ST m m® Al nF aF B aF R R
QP w.;jﬂl L *;". ¥ "L-'H "b'H
Rubric Score (n=33, Avg Score=1.75, Std Dev=0.93)
Transfer: n=26, Mesn=1.E7, 5td Dev=093
Career & Technical: =7, Mean=1.259, 5td Dew=0.E3
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General Education Assessment Plan

Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2013 Assessment Results

KEnowledge

[Assess the impact that institutions have on individuals and culture)

Score Frequency

L]
B
& W

t ] e
A a? st a¥
Ve

-

L -] o
4F oP o AR A
o & A
Rubric S5core [n=38, Awvg Foore=1.43, 5td Dev=0.57)
Transfer: n=19, Mean=1.40, 5:d Dev=0.64
Career & Technical: n=18. Mezsn=1.38, 5td Dew=0.50

Capstone Achievement %

OLess than 2
H 2z or Maore

Knowledge

[Describes their own as well as others’ personal ethical systems and values)

30
25

E

= 15
= 10

#of
@

Score Frequency

Rubric Score (=31, Avg Score=1_80, Std Dev=0.54)
Transfer: n=17, Mean=1.72, 5:d Dev=0.67
Career & Technicalz =14, Mesn=1.89, 5td Dev=0.34

Capstone Achievement %

OLess than 2

2z or More

Skills

(Recognize the impact that arts and humanitie

5 have upon individuals and cultures)

o BB BES

o of Work Products

Score Frequency

S S PP DS
oF N A

Rubric 5core (n=12, Awg Score=1.18, 5td Dev=0.53)
Transfer: n=8, Mean=1.13, 5td Dewv=0.62
Career & Technical: n=4, Mean=1.79, 5td Dev=0.58

Capstone Achievement %

OLess than 2

H 2 or Maore
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Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2013 Assessment Results

Skills

(Recognize the role of language in social and cultural contexts)

Score Frequency

8o Wk Proxducts
o BB B2ES

RLBPS I BT P R SR P L
n"”u«p‘px,;:r SR M

Rubric Score [n=9, Avg Score=1.28, Std Dewv=037)
Transfer: n=2, Mean=1.50, Std Dev=0.71
Career & Technical: n=7, Mean=1.Z71, 5¢d Dey=0.28

Capstone Achievement %
| OLess than 2
Bo% H 2 or More

[Recognize interdependence of world-wide social, economic, geo-political, and cultural systemus)

Skills
Score Frequency

30

25

20
& 15 11 10
i 10 5
T 5
= 0

I N, R - R . I
) LS . . . V. S
qal:;-.’ LA L P
Rubric Score (n=27, Awg Score=1.41, Std Dev=0_38)
Transfer: n=13, Mean=1.45 5td Dev=0.43
Career & Technical: n=14, Mean=1.38, 5td Dewv=0.33

Capstone Achievement %
OLess than 2
B1% I 2 or More
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General Education Assessment Plan

Personal Development Spring 2014 Assessment Results

Personal Wellness

Score Frequency

-.ll'i; :

L 'h

3 AF o
ﬂ'@’ff‘»ﬁfﬁ»,ﬁ '¥,,:p’ +*

Rubric Score [n=43, Awg Score=1.76, Std Dev=0.64)
Transfer: n=25, Mean=1.74, 5:d Dev=0.64
Career & Technical- n=18, Mean=1.79, 5td Dev=0.66

awbohBh

# of Work Produds

Capstone Achievement %

O Less than 2

M 2 or More

Decision-Making

Capstone Achievement %

¥ TN I
&uﬁgﬁ,\, g'\-.“'h{jﬂ. P

Rubric Soore (n=41, Avg Score=1.86, 5td Dev=0.77)
Transfer: n=24, Mean=1.93, 5td Dev=0.76
Career & Technical n=17, Mean=1.75, 5td Dew=0.80

20
- = g 9
; 1: - li] 3 l l m— o o O Less than 2
35 than
- - | s _
B 2 or More
B3 I T - T
& o »'"'iff"" WP A
Rubric Score [n=45, Awg Score=1.86, 5td Dew=0.62)
Transfer: n=28, Mean=1.78, 5td Dev=0.52
Career & Technical- n=17, Mean=1.56, 5td Dev=0.75
Academic and Professional Goal-Setting
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
OLess than 2
B 2 or More
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Personal Development Spring 2014 Assessment Results

Social and Interpersonal Development

Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
25
20
£ 315
; 10
5 5 O Less than 2
-2 H 2 or Mo
or More
*-h'l‘b' P I P P S
a""sfgu,;: W A
Rubric Score [n=29, Awvg Score=1.55, Std Dev=0.87)
Transfer: n=16, Mean=1.50, 5td Dev=1.05
Career & Technical: n=13, Mean=1.60, Std Dev=0.61
Personal Identity
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
o 25
g 20
15 == 11 4p
; 10 l l
2
E I o o O Less than 2
E o - '.' -
H 2 or KMore
& ﬁ PP
Rubric Score {n:fl-ﬂ, MSmru::l.liﬂ, Std Dev=0.64)
Transfer: n=24, Mean=1.56, S5td Dev=0.73
Caresr & Technical: n=14, Mean=1.67, Std Dev=0.46
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General Education Assessment Plan

Critical Thinking Spring 2014 Assessment Results

Explanation of Issues

anbhBHEH

# of Work Products

&“@r‘;, AP P AP P

"-r*y*,;pr DI

Rubric Score (n=584, Avg Score=1_81, 5td Dev=0.73)
Trensfer: n=52, Mean=1.81, 5id Dew=0.69
Career & Technical- n=42, Mean=1.81, 5td Dev=0.78

Capstone Achievement %

O Less than 2

M 2 or More

Evidence

Score Frequency

Capstone Achievement %

. 2 LRI
‘3:“1:“'*;“'» K "pﬂ‘rﬁf‘"r.?’i; -+ .

Rubric Score (n=00, Avg Score=1.39, Std Dew=0.64)
Transfer: n=51, Meain=1.36, S5td Dev=0.56
Career & Technical: n=39, Mean=1.42, 5td Dev=0.73

35
30
25
- 20 13
; 15
10 4 4
5 O Less than 2
= . ' 88 B1%
M 2 or Maore
= b L h
& o o s cf EHy c_f"" Ll
Rubric 5core [n=87, Avg Score=164, 5td Dev=0.68)
Transfer: n=49, Mean=1.64, 5td Dev=0.56
Career & Technical: n=38, Mean=1.64, Std Dev=0.81
Influence of Context and Assumptions
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
g 40
35
30
25
= 20
g 15
E 12 O Less than 2
o 73% H 2 or More
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General Education Assessment Plan

Critical Thinking Spring 2014 Assessment Results

Student's Position - Perspective, Thesis/Hypothesis

# of Work Products

onBLEREHE

Score Frequency

S S S T ¥ » ®
é-f¥3'3491?$@€ﬂﬁ&4

Rubric Score (m=24, Avg Score=1.38, 5td Dev=10.656)
Transfer: n=52, Mean=1.33, 5td Dew=0.57
Caresr & Technical: n=42, Mean=1.45, 5td Dev=0.75

Capstone Achievement %
O Less than 2
7ok H 2 or Mare

Conclusions and Related Outcomes

Rubric Score (m=56, Avg Score=1.43, 5td Dev=10.76)
Transfer: n=37, Mean=1.34, Std Dev=0.71
Career & Technical: n=28, Mean=1.56, 5td Dev=0.E1

Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
# 35
30
25
20
§ 15
10 2
5 o O Less than 2
E o . - i
H 2 or Maore
NI T TR T R T . T
) EL . L L
o @Y A e
Rubric Score (m=24, Avg Score=1.52 5td Dev=10.63)
Transfer: n=52, Mean=1.46, 5td Dev=0.4E
Career & Technical: n=42, Mean=1.58, 5td Dev=0.T8
Solving Problems
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
35
30
25
= 20
; 15
10
% 5 O Less than 2
® TR
B 2 or More
| T T T T
&F B 8% AT a7 4P 4P WP
oF ST A G A S

Page | 135




General Education Assessment Plan

Written Commmnication Fall 2014 Assessment Results

Context of and Purpose for Writing

Score Frequency Capstone Achiewement %

[ Liz=ss team 2

#ad W Fradice

cublBOH

B 2 or bor=

Jfﬁfﬁh‘?ﬂw,‘f’f _,_I,-:q',r‘

b Soore [ =98, Mean=2 43, Std Dev=0EI)
Tramfer: retd, Mear=2.12, 234 Dev=0EE
Career & Technlcal a=42, Meae=2 A1 S5 De=0E%

Content Development

Score Frequency Capstone Achiewsment %

O Liz=ss team 2
H 2 or More

cubbGERS
i
b

¥ ad Wark Fmdics

‘-hﬁh*}. 'hﬂ?hg.'h
o & T
*EEP'@&#%%T#T‘H"

Eubrk Soore [ =, Mean=208_ Std Dev=0LE3)
Tramifer: =5, Meoare LE7Y, $3d Dev=08F
Carser & Technical: n=42, Meae=2 26, Std Dewv=0TF3

Genre and Disciplinary Conventions

Score Freguency Capstone Achievement %

O Lizss than

#ad '‘Wark Pmducts
oub GERE

B 2 or Mo

I:uh'hkurlH'Lhn-Lﬂ, !:llh-l—ﬂ.lll-h
Tramsfer: et Mean=1E5, Shd (=053
Carser & Technical: n=22, Bean=0 17 S Dee=i 08
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Written Communication Fall 2014 Assessment Results

Sources and Evidence

it of Work Products

ewsnBhHE

Score Frequency

\a N )
oF o* ‘-P t~.- ’f",.;_-f'” SR

Rubric Score [n=72, Mean=1.94, 5td Dev=0.83)
Transfer: n=41, Mean=1.81, 5td Dev=0.92
career & Technical: n=31, Mean=2.10, 5td Dev=0.82

Capstone Achievement %

OLess than 2

B2 or More

Control of Syntax and Mechanics

it of Work Products

enwsnBHE

Score Frequency

26

s L ¢: L
Qz‘q“o?{'t?'\.mﬁ?*w +
A i-5
Rubric Score [n=95, Mean=2.09, 5td Dev=0.76)
Transfer: n=53, Mean=1.96, 5td Dev=0.82
career & Technical: n=42, Mean=2.235, 5td Dev=0.64

Capstone Achievement %

OLess than 2

B2 or More
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Information Literacy Fall 2014 Assessment Results

Determine the Extent of Information Needed
Score Freguency Capstone Achiewement 3
# 30
X3
H
13
B
T 3 [Jll=ss tham 2
wm O
W or hor=
B
..ehuprt;F J«P_Fﬂ.-*?_-ﬁq_wﬁﬁ i
Eubric Scom |refd, Masn=2.001, S Dev=030]
Trarmdfer: i3, Mearr=2 120, Std Dev=(l 'E
Carser & Technical: p=25% Meas=1E5 Sd Dee=052
Access the Needed Information
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
# 30
X3
i
]
g
= - [ L==es inimm 2
- O
o B2 or kors
"?nﬂ'h'gp ¥ "':!I ﬂ"ﬂ_;:-'ji'&'ﬁ' N
Eubri Scom |refd, Mean=1 35, Sd Dev=0.7T]
Tramifer: redl, Meare2 05, Sd Dey=(L 7%
Caresr & Technical: n=21 WMean=15%8_ Shd Dew=0 77
Evaluate Information and Sources Critically
Score Freguency Capstome Achievement 5
Foas
z 30
X3
frin]
; 15
u J'E O Lessthan 2
- O i
H 2 or AMaore
Bubric Soore (=85, Mear=1 52, Std D=0 59
Trarmife: =34, Mear=1.57, 94 Dew=0ET
Career & Technical: n=21, Meoae=1.435 Sk Dev=0,T3
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Information Literacy Fall 2014 Assessment Results

Use Information Effectively to Accomplish a Specific Purpose

Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %

L than 2
o = e o

ror B a w8 a
o -:_-."P = vﬁ1 ot .I_ﬂ-'l' m""'}_'r_va"" +*

Tramfer- a=3F Mean=18E Sid De=0.15
Carvar & Tecbnical: 21, Meare142, Std Dee=(1.32

# o Wk Produc
subhGERRE

H 2 or Mare

Access and Use Information Ethically and Legally

Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %

B o' Wark Froduda
a b BEE &

| O L=ss than X
::tl m’ B2 o Maors

Rubric S [n=55, Mem==1_31, S2d Daw=0.T2]
Tramfer- =34, Mean=1.30, Sid De=0.73
Carver & Tectnical: 19, Meare1 05, Std D=l SE
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General Education Assessment Plan

Quantitative Reasoning Spring 2015 Assessment Results

Interpretation

enishB R

it of Work Products

Score Frequency

15 1B

5 CRPL
K -1:'” o A A

a"--?" r K

Rubric Score [n=59, Mean=2.11, 5td Dev=0.67)
Transfer: n=25, Mean=2.06, 5td Dev=0.69
career & Technical: n=34, Mean=2.15, 5td Dev=0.66

Capstone Achievement %

O Less than 2

B2 or More

Representation

# of Work Products

career & Technical: n=35, Mean=2.23, 5td Dev=0.57

Score Frequency

L T

] o
& L:F‘ ":-D f-fk'. *;" A

Rubric Score (n=61, Mean=2.20, 5td Dev=0.50)
Transfer: n=26, Mean=2.17, 5td Dev=0.65

Capstone Achievement %

O Less than 2
B 2 or More

Calculation

ewnB5h80R

it of Work Products

Score Frequency

L R T T T - 1 I
OF oF of AF a3 ol 4R aF a3 .
Gﬁﬁe}ﬂ i ‘:" L "':"f g ‘b‘j
Rubric Score [n=59, Mean=2.39, 5td Dev=0.63)
Transfer: n=25, Mean=2.38, 5td Dev=0.63
career & Technical: n=34, Mean=2.40, 5td Dev=0.53

Capstone Achievement %

O Less than 2
B 2 or More
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Quantitative Reasoning Spring 2015 Assessment Results

Application/Analysis

it of Work Products

swB RS R

Score Frequency

Foobo® kD
o : =S
g
Rubric Score {n=49, Mean=1.98, 5td Dew=0.52)
Transfer: n=17, Mean=1.88, 5td Dev=0.66
Career & Technical: n=32, Mean=2.04, 5td Dev=0.60

LT Y
HARE . Cl
H ¥
VNG

Capstone Achievement %

Oless than 2

M 2 or Maore

Assumptions

it of Work Products

snBEnhBRHE

Score Fregquency

GNP I S

BN o
NULET W e Y
Rubric Score {n=40, Mean=1.69, 5td Dew=0.562)
Transfer: n=14, Mean=1.72, 5td Dev=0.63
career & Technical: n=26, Mean=1.68, 5td Dev=0.63

Capstone Achievement %

Oless than 2
M 2 or Maore

Communi

cation

it of Work Products

Score Fregquency

a0 "

A LN N R R
A o Q:,__s: W \‘p} d¥ ";’:L it A

Rubric Score (n=47, Mean=2.40, 5td Dew=0.54)
Transfer: n=17, Mean=2.18, 5td Dev=0.72
career & Technical: n=30, Mean=2.52, 5td Dew=0.56

Capstone Achievement %

OlLess than 2
M 2 or Maore
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General Education Assessment Plan

Scientific Reasoning Spring 2015 Assessment Results

Argument or Topic Selection
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
33
L
£ 3
-
2
% 5 oo O Less than 2
m 0 - =
o3 BB BB b w2 or More
& qp _‘p {;5" _I_'l-'.':?,"r o +:__;\ &
Rubric Score [n=T2, Mean=2 26, 363 Dee=0.75]
Tramfer: =80, Maar=1.13, 5t Dee=0.78
Carser & Technicl: =22, Mpan=2_42, Sd Dev=0.7T1
Existing Enowledge, Research and,/ or Views
Score Freguenoy Capstone Achievement %
a3
g 30 3
HE:
z0 13
13 1.
z
-
LN I N B2 or More
*'F-aﬁ'nﬁk' W _b_n-r 5" -.f'" ¥ _;1:
Fubric Soore e, Ssan=1. T8, 154 Dww=0.7T]
Trarmifer: n=31, Mear=1 68, St Dew=0.34
Carser & Techricl: =348, Mean=1_90, S Dev=l A3
Methodology
Score Freguenoy Capstone Achievement %
g -
% I = =
£ 20
y 13 & B
13 o1 = o
3l L W | | Olez than 2
F b B R . 3 2 or More
o '*P.;P ~.:"",~_-,-.|""?1'-",¢.-'-" _ﬁ_ﬁﬁ‘; -
Rubric Soore (=84, ivean=2.49, 3t Dew=055]
Trammifer: n=ii, Mawr=1.51, 5t Dew=0.70
Carser & Techrical: redl, Mnn=2.47, Sd Dew=0LE7
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Scientific Reasoning Spring 2015 Assessment Results

fqp'““bg - ._l_',-.f&‘l-"..ﬁ"" _""!1 -".5"._.!

H-Eh-in—ﬂ,h-d‘.ﬂ,ﬂh—ﬁlﬂ
Tramsder: m=a5 ean=0 203 S Dee=i00
Carper & Technical: rredil Mear=2 48, S8 Dees=ll B0

Analysis
Soore Frequency Capstone Achievement %
5 g e
30
31
g = 16
Heseet |
1 z
r ] L | [ | s [ Less than 2
m 2 or Fiore
F ook oD L JPUI T
L ﬂ’:gﬁa '-.-""r__?"" e -f:'j A
Hubric: Scoem [, Mams=2 27, St Dww=0.52]
Tramsdar: =, 239, St e85
Career & Technical: re43, Mearr=3.35, Sad Dev={161
Conclusions, Limitations and Implications
Score Frequency Capstone Achisvement %
Y
33
E
& E 16
-
P
% = g O Lass than 2
wm 0 W 2 or Mane
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General Education Assessment Plan

Oral Communication Fall 2015 Student Learning Results

Drganization
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
E 30
25
20
g 1z
= 15 O Less tham 2
L1
2 or More
* LI T T I T n
e ﬁ‘pp .::r o ﬂ*. ﬁ_‘:gﬂﬁ-_‘-:-
Rubric 5core [n=77, Mesn=2.08, 5td Dew=1.58
Transfer: n=63, Mesn=z /03, 3bd Deval 54
Coreer B Technioal: n=id, Mesr=2.25, St Devsl.62
Language
Capstone Achievement %
5
® o Le=ss than 2
L1
B 2 or More
oF g *;P " o
'Fr ke
Rubric Score [n-?B. Miesn=2.2E, 5td Dew=0.4§|
Transfer: n=63, Mesn=z.24, 5bd Deval. 49
Coreer B Technioal: n=13, Mesr=2.44, St Devs .44
Delivery
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
1 26
E L.
m E=
# 15 o )
£ 10
3 3 oless than 2
0 2orM
|2 or More
ﬂ'ﬁﬁ ﬁihtmﬁhhﬁ;h
o .:.:r Ll .
Fasiric Score: [R=7E, Mean=2.08, 5td Dev=l.61)
Trerefer: n=&3, Mean=2.08, 5 Devsd &
Career & Technics: n=13, Mean=2.07. 5qd Dev=0.74
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Oral Communication Fall 2013 Student Learning Results

Central Message

Score Freguency Capstone Achievement %

e O Less than 2

=wmBhER S

FadMork Products

2 or More

S T S T . I .

o | T L . L. Y. L. S
S

Rubric Score (n=78, Mean=2 25, Std Dev=l.62)
Transher: n=E3, Mean=2 18, Shd Dev=0.59
Career & Techmical: n=13, Mean=2.33, Std Dew=0 £5

Supporting Material

Capstone Achievement %

O L=zs than 2

#olWaork Products

B2 or More

Foubwic Score [n=65, Mean=1 75, Std Dev=0.63]
Transfer: n=32, Mean=1.71, 5td Dev=0.63
Career & Techmicsl: n=1d, Mean=1.90, *:I Dei=d &
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Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2015 Student Learning Results

e B ] BoE R B .3
AL o LA L. . L
AP . M
Rubric Store [n=64, Mean=1.84, 5td Dev=0.5E|
Transfer: n=34, Mean=1.87, 5td Dew=d 54

Coresr B Technical: =30, Mesn=1.80, 5td Dew=0.63

KEnowledge
[Aszess the impact that institutions have on individnals and culmre)
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
35
E 3
3
E 15
i lg O Le=ss tham 2
& ]
oo B R B LR B BB B 2 or More
& b ﬂ‘}n o o '1:1;\ o «,‘;’ i
Rubric Store [p=32, Mean=1.71, Std Dev=0.5E|
Trarsfer: n=46, Mean=1.66, 5bd Dev=0 61
Coresr B Technical: Fe36, Mesn=1.77, Std Dea=.55
Knowledge
(Drescribes their own as well as others’ personal ethical systems and values)
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %
= -
i e o o L=ss tham 2
" B 2 or More

Skills

[Recognize the impact that arts and humanities have npon individuals and onltures)

7 af Wark Products

SCore Frequency

=EHAES R

L T T T T T ]

A L . L O
e A

Faslbric Score (m=3B, Mean=1.56, Std Dev=1.51)
Tramster: n=17, Mean=1.332, 5hd Dev=0.54

Career & Techmicsl: n=21, Meun::l..El:I.il*i Deye] g7

Capstone Achievement %

OlLess tham 2
B2 or More
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Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2015 Student Learning Results

Skills
[Recognize the role of langnage in social and cultural contexts)
SC0re Frequency Capstone Achievement %
2]
50
i)
o 30
2 @
3w O Less than 2
® 0
L T S S S S ¥ B 2 or More
2 ﬂﬁu > o Tﬂﬂ o ;;. #

Raubric Score (n=39, Mean=1.50, 5td Dev=1.453]
Transfer: r=23, Mesne1 86 Shd Deve0. T2
Curmar & Techinical: n=16, M=an=1 52, Sd Devad 53

Skills
(Recognize interdependence of world-wide social, economic, geo-political, and cultural systems)
Score Frequency Capstone Achievement %

E 35

30

5
£ 35
% 12 O Lass than 2
® g

B 2 or More

b, T T,

L T T N T %
e L v L. . LR
“_‘._."'_':P‘\l\'::l"lr,h_"i"h,h“:l"’
Hubrkinumtn:ﬁl.llmn:lj?,ﬁumjl]
Transfer: r=33 Mesn=1 %8 Shd CevaD b4
Career & Technical: n=29, Me=an=1.37, =d Dev=7.53
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Personal Development Spring 2016 Student Learning Results

Personal Wellness
Capstone Achievement %
o
b3
n
%S
g w
* s [ Lems than 2
- 0
B2 o Maee
-
"c':v"’sv‘ 1‘)-;"-" n’ s+
Rubric S (276, Aug Score~l. M, Rd Dev=0.77)
Trandter: =24 Meser 188 2d DevO.08
Carwar & Technical n=37, Masr=l 50, 5t Dww=0.05
Capstone Achievement %
s 0
' -3
F..
15
o
! 5 O Leas than 2
o
B2 or Mere
’ 9 L) ’ ]
‘re”q“'s\y Wt e .~
Rubric Scome (278, Asg Score~1.90, Rd Dew0.72)
Tranfer: eodl, Meser~ 192, Rd DewO.08
Carwer & Technical n=38 Mean=1 29, 5i2 Dew=0 08
Academic and Professional Goal-Setting
Capstone Achievernent %
-]
=
E
0
i I
» l‘s’ Olies then 2
- 0
|2 o More
i
*hn~m~m
Tressfer: a=31 Mean=l 51, 5t Dev0.0%
Carver & Techricat r32, Mesn1. 71, 55 Deve 50
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Personal Development Spring 2016 Student Learning Results

Social and Interpersonal Development

PSPPI EDIP S

b Scorw (=TT, Awg Soore= LG, Sid Dew=0T3)
Traneler =15, Mear=]1 T3, S Dwv=ilT1
Caresr B Tecknica: reIL Wsan=1 85, Shd Dew=0 7%

Score Frequency Capstone Acheevernent %
iz 7
5
20
115
10
w S DL than 2
- 0
" . . - B2 o Moie
R R
Mt Scoew (7=E1, Awg Score=L T3, Std Dew=0. TS|
Tranetee rred), Mess=1 I, 5 Cw=(l TS
Carser B Technicel: redl, Mesy= 125, 5 Dew=0 T
Cmpstone Acteevernent %
I.‘I]
5
Px
£ 15
# w0
L -] DL than 2
- 0
B2 or Mo
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Critical Thinking Fall 2016 Stadent Learming Results

Explanation of lssues
B i ] LA At N
w 3 |
w ,
!: I
‘n . . !
;" a O Lo B 2
©
”}"’.‘.\,’""’3"’.’ P B3 M
Nt Lrw o L g Dl 3 B Dl W
Timewine w0 Ml OE Bl D 7Y
Caww B Tl TR M B B D
AT e AT N
-
,.
w
in-
F 3
e i0 0w D 3
e 0
CPPIPIPIS S R
N Dawrw o TP g Dl 0 B S 3|
Timewie L TL Mhament Th B Daed T
e R R
Influence of Context and Assumptions
LA tocm A Vi rmet N
-
w
|
-
=
E PY Do D 3
©
B v e
PP IPIPIS
Tt Trs 1M Ay bwenl M B Dol w0
Tawie ot Vaaeed Th B et 80
Cavem B Tmieiat T Mmeond T3 N Seeed ™
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Critscal Thinkieg Fall 2016 Student Learming Results

Student’s Position - Perspective, Thesis/Hypothesis

L .” v”’\"’ 1‘:,0" s"~c" ’

b we e Ag s A1 B Tl W
Tewhs ol Vearel M B Dewed 20
Tame L Tmiche ol Ve sl I8 N St

LA NS e
-
!..
-«
-
=
!:n Ciew S 1
a
» e e L
CEPIPIFIN
Bteh tanw ol Aug Teswun DT Bud Svel TV
Tl snlO8 el 7L N S 1T
Cartee B Tmb b T o TR B St T
Conclssions and Related Outcoases
I e S )
-
! -
-
3 -
x
! 2 O T i
B2 e
s o’.'v" s"‘d'. s“.;a" v" ‘9" <
Bt Tamw wolll Aoy lawnn L 20 T DJeved W
Tawle milh Mamewl Al N et TV
Carte & Tehvhg =TT Wammewl T T Sewed 1Y
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=
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Scientific Reasoning Spring 2017 Student Learning Results

"’c"‘f «"\"’ﬁ"’ < ﬁ""

Carwer & Tachnical o720, Mesr1 30, 582 DewO. M

Argument or Topic Selection
Capztone Achievement %
s 0
i %
w
0
i»
.. 10 0 Less han 2
-0
|2 o Morw
ISP IP IS ISP
Rutric Score (n=159, Avg Score~2.21, Std Dew=0.72)
Trassfer n=130, Mear~2 23 222 Dev0 29
Carwer & Tachnical n=29, Mesrr2 11, 588 Dew=00%
Existing Knowledge, Research and/or Views
Capstone Achievement %
s %0
%0
16
¥
! 10 0 Less San 2
0 Bl Mo
Tranfer n=129 Mesr=2.04, 322 Dev-0 20
Carwar & Technicel n=2%, Mearr2 02, 512 Dew0 53
Methodology
Capstone Achievement %
iiﬂ
50
©w
0
£ L
' 10 O Less Bhan 2
se B8 o> More
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Scientific Reasoning Spring 2017 Student Learming Results

& u’:," s“’;f’ v","’q «”"q”‘ .

Mutric Score (a1 75, Aug Score~2.04, Sad Dev0.70)
Transfer: =344 Mesn~2 00, Std Dew=0. 20
Carver & Tochrkal: 2=31, Mewn=1 88, 5t Dev=0.08

Capstone Achievement %
60
S0
15
l 30
2
. 10 D) Less than 2
NN B2 or Mere
& f.,”q s"':er”q v‘...a’q w”:s’q "
Rutsric Score (s=1 71, Aug Score=2.06, S Dev=0.56)
Trassfer: Aw34%, Mearn2 11, 5td Dewe0.08
Carwer & Tocheical: 5233, Mewve]. 88, St Deve0.83
Conclusions, Limitations and Implications
Capstone Achaevement %
i 80
S0
&
30
-
0 O Leas than 2
- 90
B 2 or More
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Appendix F: Assignment Design Data Analysis
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Oral Commumication Fall 2015 Assignment Design Results

Tl

0 Suseor Dimeraion
B Dom Not Seppart Dimeraon
Assigrement Desgs
i)
[ ‘“spece Diveraca
\ 7N ’ @ Doe Not Scpport Dimeraion
Delivery
Assignment Design
L)
% pon Ctrenton
\ TiErw) ’ WOoe Not Sigonn Civenaion
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Oral Commmmication Fall 2015 Assipnment Design Results

[ tagporn Stramios
\ 7w ’ B Dot Mt Suponm Dérarn bon
Supportung Materal
Amignment Deslgn
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Cultural and Social Understanding Fall 2015 Assignment Design Results

Knowledge

(Assess the impact (st tmattutions heve on Individusis snd culturv)

(Dwscrides thetr own 23 well 23 others personal ethicsl natems aod values)

(Mecoged oo the Impuct that arts sod bamasities have spon Individusls snd cultures)

Assgmment Dedgn

0 wuppors Diversion
B Does Not Sepport Dimers o
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Cultural and Sodial Understanding Fall 2015 Assignment Design Results

Stalls

[Recogntes the rele of lnsgeage in soclsl sad cullursl coslests)

Aasigrment Design

O fumports Iimensorn
&ram| B Cows Mok Suppen Dimessics

Stalls
[ Kooy nooe it rdvpesdency of worid -wide socdel scopoms o geo: poitiol, sed csMural yystam )

Basignment Design

Ofapporn iessar
W Dot ot i Timumss ioe
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Personal Development Spring 2016 Assignment Design Results

Personal Wellness

Assignment Assessment

0 Does Not Support Dimeralon
- Supports Dimension
o this document "
Decision-Making
Assignment Assessment
0 Does Not Scpport Dimernion
@ Sepports Dimension

Academic and Professional Goal-Setting

Assignment Assessment

0O Does Not Supgport Dimension
B Seoports Dimenabor
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Personal Development Spring 2016 Assignment Design Results

Social and Interpersonal Development

Assignment Assessment
O Deves Mot Suspert Dirrension
Bisepots Dimembon
Personal Identity
Assignment Assessment
O Dewes Mot Suppert Dirremmsion
B upports Dimetobon
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Critical Thinking Fall 2016 Assignasent Design Resules

Explanation of lssues

Ani g mest Alesl rreet
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B eems™s S
Evidence
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Influence of Context and Assumptions
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Critical Thinking Fall 2016 Assignaent Design Results

Student’s Position - Perspective, Thesis Hy pothesis

Conclusions and Related Outc omes

ARLgriment Azzssamert
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Doumn Bd sl Db

Solvieg Problems

[« e
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Scientific Reasoning Spring 2017 Assignment Design Results

Analysis

Aszignment Assessment

0.0%

10 Dhzars Mict Sesprpeait Dirreedridon
B Supports Dimeashcon

Conclusions, Limitations and Implications

Assignment Assessment

0.0%

0 Dooes Mot Support Direemion
1 Seprpor s Drmesicn
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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 2016/
Written Communication *& 1080 752 736
Oral Communication 224 227
Critical Thinking 1171 974 948
Cultural and Social 503 274 280
Understanding

Information Literacy 902 606 600
Quantitative Reasoning 596 471 476
Scientific Reasoning 471 238 238
Personal Development 222

7 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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August

September

February

April

May

Summer
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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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ml Icm[ Immi
General Education Assessment: Authentic Assignment Tool
ANT - .
. AT - R i
The A (GEA) )s:yment'ma(u‘n umto help you how compr jvely an
igr requires t ste the g of s general jon nubric.

15 require mnmmmwmmwwwmwm
understanding through active use of the materisi. For exampie, Assigr may direct to construct, perform, analyze,
y ize and/or apply concepts and/or skills.

Traditionsl Assag require %o recall or recogr: ugt ipie choice, True/Falze, matching, or fill in the blank.
*Traditional assgr sre not appropriste for the GEA.
STEP 1 Read the general education rubric for the selected competency.
STEP2 y an X q in your course which directs students to prowide detasied/substantial
mmmmuumu'Wanedmemzmuanmmemm

If you G0 not require an assignment which prompts students to demonstrate all dimensions of the selected nubric, you may

adapt an existing azsignment to 90 30, OF you may identify muRiple azsignments which in combination comprehenzsively support

the rudnc. If subMItting muitiple assignments, complete 8 separate AAT form for each assignment

Titte of Assignment- I l

Due Date for Students:

STEP 3 Complete the Assignment Support and Expected Score sections of the AAT (pages 2-7.)
STEP 4 In a brief narrative, summarize how your COUrse sUpPports the selected competency (page 8.)
AAT INSTRUCTIONS L
Assignment Support: identify and document how your assgr prompts to the earning outcome

Row 1 of selected rubric

dimension in the first row of the selected rubnc.

R

Score: On swerage, what level of performance do you expect your students to demonstrate on this dimenson®
Exempiary) O! (Proficent) OZ {Dﬂehp-gjo 1 (Emerging) qumntm not require dimenzion)

It NA, now could the assignment De adapted to require this dimension?

AAT2
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Assignment Support: identify and document how your assagnment prompts students to demonstrate the learning outcome
dimension in the second row of the selected rubnc.
=2
e
o
3
-
2
3 Expected Score- On sverage, what level of performance do you expect your students to demonstrate on this dimension?
.S 4 [Exempiary) Oa (Proficient) Oz |Deveioping) O 1 (Emerging) O NA |Assignment does not require dimension)
o4 |1t NA now could the assignment De adapted o require this dimension?
=]
o
AAT3
Assignment Support: identify and doecurment how your assgnment prompts students to demonstrate the learning cutcome
dimension in the third row of the selected rubric.
-
-
£
3
et
2
g Expected Score- On sverage, what level of performance @0 you expect your students to demonstrate on this dimenson®
s () #(Erempiary) C)a; ient) (7) 2 (Pevexping) (7) & (Emerging) (T) M |assignment aoez nat require dimension)
o0 | It NA now could the assgnment be sdspted 1o require this dimension?
o
s
AAT 4
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Assignment Support: identify and document how your assgnment prompts students to demonstrate the kearning cutcome
dimension in the fourth row of the selected rubrnic.

2
™~
-
-]
-
©
@
T
=
g Expected Score- On sverage, what level of performance do you expect your students to demonstrate on this dimension?
5 () &(Exempiary) O 3 (Proficient] () 2 {Deveioging) (7) 1 (Emerging] () A (assignment does not require dimension)
e | it NA, how could the assgnment be adapted to require this dimension?
- ]
*]
[+
aaT3
Assignment Support: kdentify and document how your assgnment prompts students to demonstrate the learning cutcome
dimension in the fifth row of the selected rulbric.
=2
e
o
3
-
©
g
L
3 Expected Score- On average, what level of performance do you expect your students to demonstrate on this dimension®
s () # (xempiary} O 3 (Proficient] (7) 2 {Deveioping) (0)  (Emerging) (7) Ma (assignment does not require dimension)
UM | It NA, how could the assignment be adapted to require this dimension?
2
=]
o
A2TE
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Assignment Support: identify and document how your assgnment prompts students to demonstrate the iearning cutcome
dimension in the sxth row’ of the selected rubnc.

-

[
el

>

-
©

&
..6 Expected Score: On sverage, what level of performance 30 you expect your students to demonstrate on this dimenzion?
4 [Exempiary) 3 (Proficient) 2 (Deveicping) 1 (Emergirg) NA | Assignment does not require dimenzion)

s|lo o) o) ') o)

3 | P NA, now cousd the assignment be sdspted 1o require this dimension?

o

o

¥ Some genersl education rubrics do sot heve & sath dimemion
AATT
nstructor's Narrative - In a brief narrative, summarize how your course supports the selected
competency:
Instructor Nerratve 8
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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:

e Work with other VCCS colleges to simplify the system’s general
education goals and learning outcomes.

e Focus on the VCCS general education goals rather than the student
learning outcomes and prioritize the student learning outcomes.

e Develop a curriculum map aligning each VCCS general education goal
with courses which satisfy each general education requirement.

e Revise the VALUE Rubrics for better alignment with the VCCS general
education goals.

e 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.

e Develop a timeline for deliverables (revised assignments, curriculum
maps, and revised rubrics) to continue the momentum of the Learning
Institute.

e Continue to offer professional development on teaching, grading, and
assessment practices.

e Continue to foster interdisciplinary collaboration on designing learning
experiences.

e Research e-portfolios.
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Appendix K: Rater Agreement by Rubric Description
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Fall 2015 General Education Assessment
Rater Agreement by Rubric Description

Oral Commumnicafion

1-Organization Yes 61 78.2%
No 17 21.8%
Total 78 100.0%
|
2-Language Yes Nn 01.0%
No 7 9.0%
Total 78 100.0%
_ v v v 00505 5
3-Delivery Yes 66 £4.6%
No 12 15.4%
Total 78 100.0%
s —
4-Cenmal Message Yes (Y 88.5%
No 9 11.5%
Total 78 100.0%
1
5-Suppornng Material Yes 45 57.7%
No 33 2.3%
Total 78 100.0%

*Fater agreement 1s set 1o ‘No' if the difference in the first and second raters’ scores was
greater than 1 or a score of '‘not applicable’ was assigned by one rater only (first or second
Tater)
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Fall 2015 General Education Assessment
Rater Agreement by Rubric Description

Cultural and Social Understanding

1-Enowledge - Assess the impact that Yes 56 67.3%
ﬁt';:ﬁoushwonindiﬁdmlsmd Yo 3 32 7%
Tosal 98 100.0%
S S— |
2-Knowledge - Describes their own as Yes 52 53.1%
e No 46 46.9%
Total 98 100.0%

3-Skills - Recognize the impact that arts Yes 69 70.4%
s culiases No 29 20 6%
Total 5 100.0%
e ——«&6v;vv0 o =9m9m0m0m0m0m0m0m0
4-Skills - Recogmize the role of Yes 44 440%
language in social and cultural contexts
. No 54 55.1%
Toral 9 100.0%
.
5-Skills - Recogmize interdependence of Yes 55 56.1%
world-wide social, economic, geo- :
political, and cultural systems No 43 43.9%
Toral 58 100.0%
1
*Rater agreement is set to No' if the difference in the first and second raters' scores was greater

than 1 or a score of 'not applicable’ was assigned by one rater only (first or second rater)
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Spring 2016 General Education Assessment
Rater Agreement by Rubric Description

Personal Development

1-Personal Wellness Yes 55 58.5%
No 39 41.5%
Toral »~ 100.0%
No 48 51.1%
Toral M 100.0%

3-Academic and Professional Goal-Setting Tes 47 50.0%

No 47 50.0%

Toral M 100.0%
R —

4-5ocial and Interpersonal Development Yes 53 56.4%

No 41 43.6%

Toral 8 100.0%
. 0 09090 1

5-Personal Identiry Yes 45 47.9%

No 40 52.1%

Toral M 100.0%

*P.ater agreement is set to No' if the difference in the first and second raters' scores was greater
than 1 or a score of ‘not applicable' was assigned by one rater only (first or second rater)

Page | 178



General Education Assessment Plan

Fall 2016 General Education Assessment
Rater Agreement by Rubric Descripnen
Critical Thinking

1-Faplssmation of bewes
Mo L 0, 1%
Towd 182 100.6%
I!:!:::::IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIlIIIII=::IIIIIIIIIIE!!IIIIIIII!:!:!II
b &4 15.1%
Tord ez I8

Llnfluesce of Comex) sl Assmmptions

Yes

&4 4%

L%

—

4-Sauden’s Posulion - Perspective, ThesiaHyputhes TL%

N L] ol

Tond 182 1M
S|

fConhasiors and Febabed Chalonmes Yeu 138 TI ™

N 55 5%

Tond 3 1M

*Rater sggreement = wel o o' of (he differemoe o dhe M and seoomd mters” sooees wos gresder tan | or
i woe of wol applicable’ wias jdgaed by ome caler osly (il or second miesn)
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Spring 2017 General Education Assessment
Rater Agreement by Rubric Description

Sciennfic Reasoning

1-Argument or Topic Selection Yes 109 58.9%

No 76 41.1%

Toual 185 100.0%
]

2-Existing Enowledge, Fesearch and Views Yes 114 61.6%

No 71 384%

Toual 185 100.0%

3-Methodology Yes 131 70.8%

No 54 202%

Toual 185 100.0%
I S S—

4-Analysis Yes 141 76.2%

No +H 23.8%

Toual 185 100.0%

5-Conclusions, Limitations, and Implications Yes 136 T73.5%
No 40 26.5%
Tomal 185 100.0%

*F.ater agreement is set 1o No' if the difference in the first and second raters’ scores was greater than 1
or a score of 'not applicable’ was assigmed by one rater only (first or second rater)
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