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General Education

Assessment xlkitein/

Spring 2014: Formation of General Education Assessment Subcommittee (GEAS)

Summer 2014: GEAS Adopted a faculty driven model measuring achievement through locally designed assignments and

assessments and Guidelines for 2014-2015 General Education Assessment & Assignment Template

Fall 2014: Implementation of General Education model (3000+ artifacts in all 5 competencies; 62

volunteered assignments)

Spring 2015: Completed pilot study analysis of Fall 2014 data; Recommendations: 1) Professional

development in assignment guidelines and 2) Identified competencies for future study

Fall 2015: 2™ Yr of GEAS-adopted GenEd Assessment model: Assessing COM, Professional development
on COM and QR

Spring 2016: Completed 2" Yr (on COM); Recommendations: 1) Development of Dual Enrollment

participation, Professional development on supporting students’ writing

Fall 2016: 3™ Yr of GEAS-adopted GenEd Assessment model: Assessing CT & QR, Professional development in

student writing support




Professional Development in Response to
AY 2015-2016 Assessment Study

O Assessment Workshop 101 — continues following Fall 2015 pilot

* Amy Trogan, Donald Ransford, Katie Paschall, Joseph van Gaalen, Eileen DeLuca
QU Effective Listening: Purpose, Process and Strategies for Improvement
e Katie Paschall
Q 1t’s Data-licious: Tasty Tidbits to Improve Student Writing and Presentations

* Joseph van Gaalen

U Developing Effective Research Assignment Guidelines

* Amy Trogan, Phil Wisely, Arenthia Herren, Rozalind Jester

U General Education Assessment Feedback: The Good, the bad, and the Ugly

* Rebecca Harris, Katie Paschall, Amy Trogan, and Joseph van Gaalen




Goals

» To re-address the efficacy of the currently installed
rubrics used for General Education Assessment as a

measurement tool for FSW’s General Education.

» To measure achievement of the General Education

competencies across disciplines.




Generalities

» 47 assignments volunteered by FSW faculty for assessment spanning 9

disciplines and encompassing 8835 individual artifacts.

» All college locations (Charlotte, Collier, Hendry-Glades, and Thomas
Edison {Lee}) represented in the study as well as FSW Online and Offsite

locations (dual enrollment).

» 12 volunteers serving in six scoring groups scored a sample of 376

artifacts (42% of total artifacts).

» Marius Coman, Rebecca Harris, Megan Just, Fernando Mayoral,
Barbara Miley, Colleen Moore, Katie Paschall, Jennifer Patterson,

Elijah Pritchett, Eric Seelau, Amy Trogan, William Wilcox




Generalities 1R

Comparison of Assignments Volunteered (in General Education
Assessment Since AY 2014-15) with Courses Identified by Competency
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Inter-rater Reliability

CT Inter-rater Reliability by Rubric Dimension
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Critical hinking VALUE Rubric

Achievement

CT Achievement Over Time
Mean Rubric Score by Dimension

OAY 2014-2015
OAY 2016-2017
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Critcal Thinking VALUE Rubric

Achievement

CT Achievement
% Scoring 3 or Greater by Dimension

-
@
=
2
-
c
s
of
=
=
8
L
2
X

Explanation of Issues Evidence Influence of Context and  Student's Position Conclusions & Related
Assumptions Outcomes

Rubric Dimension




Achievement Comparisons

CT Achievement by Modality

% Scoring 3 or Greater by Dimension

O Traditional (n=81) EOnline (n=38) @ Dual Enrollment (n=51)
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Achievement Comparisons
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CT Achievement credits entering fall 2016 term

% Scoring 3 or Higher Based on Credits Earned
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Achievement Comparisons
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Achievement Comparisons

*GPA entering fall 2016 term

CT Achievement
% Scoring 3 or Higher Based on GPA

*Credits Earned: Ogpa<2.5: n= 2 Ogpa2.5-3.0: n= 9 Bgpa3.0-3.5: n= 18 m>35gpa: n= 24
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AY 2014-2015

Overall response: Divided on opinion about rubric’s
functionality. Those who thought it was dysfunctional
cite that many artifacts that were submitted could not

be scored on the rubric as written.
Trends in responses

** Questioning “Evidence” criterion: Not all
assignments required sources and/or

documentation.
Critiquing and praising rubric for clarity.

Aligning assignments with assessment tool:
Definition of “critical thinking” varies. Raters
reported any assignments were non-score-able on
rubric because there was no evidence of critical

thinking.

Feedback

AY 2016-2017

Overall response: Good instrument for essays and
research papers but limited when scoring groups of
sentences or other incorporated works such as images

and graphs.

Trends in responses

Benchmark levels of “Evidence” and
“Conclusion” could express a lower level of
ability.

Found parameters of dimensions and achievement
levels to be thoughtful and discriminating

Critical thinking “has never been adequately
defined” so qualifying as critical thinking in one
area might not in another making scoring
cumbersome and in some cases unmanageable.




Inter-rater Reliability.

QR Inter-rater Reliability by Rubric Dimension
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Hileirie Achievement

Sclientific & Quantitatve Reasoening FSW.

Score
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Achievement

% Scoring 3 or Higher
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Achievement Comparisons

QR Achievement by Modality
% Scoring 3 or Greater by Dimension

O Traditional (n=98) BOnline (n=98) @Dual Enrollment (n=0)
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Achievement Comparisons

*Credits based on earned

QR Achievement credits entering fall 2016 term
% Scoring 3 or Higher Based on Credits Earned

*Credits Earned: O0-15: n= 34 0O16-30: n= 23 Oa31-60: n=76 0O=60: n= 21

-
-]
=
£
-
s
g
=11
c
=
S
]
2
=

Interpretation Representation Analysis/synthesis Evaluation
Rubric Dimension




Achievement Comparisons

QR Achievement
% Scoring 3 or Higher Based on Courses with Pre-Requisites

O Pre-requisite required: n= 59
ONo pre-requisite required: n= 147
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AY 2014-2015

Overall response: Rubric is easy to use on assignments

aligned with the competency.

Trends in responses

¢ Providing training on what constitutes quantitative

reasoning.
Modifying rubric to include distinguishing among

“Analysis/Synthesis” and “Evaluation”.

Feedback

AY 2016-2017

Overall response: No real problems with rubric.
Difficulties result when assignments don’t pertain to
particular categories in rubric or when guidance from

assignment is lacking.

Trends in responses

** Many assignments did not require much (or any)

“Analysis/Synthesis” or “Evaluation”.




Considerations

AY 2016-2017 Considerations

1. AY 2017-2018 focus: “Research’ and “Investigate”.
Complete/planned in black: CREATIVE

What professional development plans (and continuations)
for AY 2017-2018?

4. Summer Rubric Work Group
Selection of rubrics for “R”" and “I”

Revising rubrics for FSW purposes for “Communicate”,
“Evaluate”, and “Think”

B.  Dual Enrollment Committee (re: DE connectivity to assessment)

C.  Future professional development?
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Considerations

Questions? Comments?
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