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Feedback on 2018-19 Assessment Report 
	Programs: Program
	Evaluator:  Carol Emmons

	Assessment Cycle:  Academic Year 2018-19
	Date Submitted: X/XX/2020

	Faculty Assessment Coordinator: Name
	Date Evaluated: 5/14/2020


	Criteria
	Performance Level

	
	Does not meet expectations (0-3 point)
	Meets expectations (4-5 points)

	1.  Identification of learning goal(s) assessed


	No goals listed and no reason given for why data were not collected during the reference period or the reason given is not compelling.

The goals are not expressed as knowledge, skills or attitudes that students should possess after successfully completing the program of study. 

The goals are not commensurate with the level of the degree program.
	Report clearly lists at least one goal that was the focus of assessment during the reference period. 

The goals are expressed as knowledge, skills or attitudes that  students should possess after successfully completing the program of study. 

The goals are commensurate with the level of the degree program.

If no data were collected during the reference year, the report contains a clear and compelling reason and describes detailed plans for data collection in the current year (see #7 below).  

	Points: 5
Comments:  The report clearly lists the n learning goals that were the focus of assessment efforts during the 2018-19 academic year, and these were well-articulated and commensurate with the degree level.   


	Criteria
	Does not meet expectations (0-6 points)
	Meets expectations (7-8 points)

	2.  Description of data collection methodology used


	Fails to identify all the information about the assessment methodology requested in the template, or methodology does not employ best practices for student learning assessment. 

	1. Reproduces the table for each learning goal (2 points)

2. Provides all the information requested in the template, including the rubrics used to evaluate student artifacts. (2 points)

3. Follows best practices for student learning assessment, including the use of direct, embedded measures in the form of student artifacts, and the evaluation of these by faculty other than the course instructor, using a separate, properly constructed rubric for each learning goal. (4 points)

	Points: 8
Comments:  The report provides all the information about the methodology requested in the template, including copies of the rubrics used. The methodology employed uses what are considered to be best practices in student learning assessment, in terms of the collection of direct, measures that are evaluated by faculty using a rubric. 



	Criteria
	Does not meet expectations (0-4 points)
	Meets expectations (5 points)

	3.  Presentation of results


	Fails to present the results by performance indicator for each learning goal.

There is no comparison between observed results and targeted results. 

Reports survey results without describing the survey population the results are intended to generalize to, or the percentage of the population who responded to the survey.

Results are presented in a confusing way.
	Results are presented by performance indicator for each learning goal. 

The data are summarized in terms of the number and percent of student artifacts scored at each level of performance for each performance indicator, or as the percent of student artifacts that scored at or above a threshold value. 
Actual results should be compared with targeted results. 
If reporting survey results, report describes the survey population the results are intended to generalize to, and the percentage of the population who responded to the survey.

	Points: 5
Comments: The results are presented as frequency distributions of the rubric scores, alongside the target for each performance indicator. 


	Criteria
	Does not meet expectations (0-4 points)
	Meets expectations (5 points)

	4.  Discussion of results


	Fails to summarize the main findings or does so in a way that is inconsistent with the presentation of results.  Omits key finds. Fails to draw appropriate conclusions. 
	Summarizes the main findings in a way that is consistent with the presentation of results, and identifies areas in the program for continuous improvement.  Draws conclusions about the program curriculum that are supported by the data.

	Points: 5
Comments: The discussion summarizes the findings in a way that is consistent with the Results section and draws conclusions about the program curriculum that appear to be supported by the data. 


	Criteria
	Does not meet expectations (0-4 points)
	Meets expectations (5 points)

	5.  Description of improvement plans


	Either fails to list specific changes to courses, assignments or curriculum, the name and title of person responsible for implementing the changes, the target date by which changes will be in place, or the intended result, or to include a statement that no changes are deemed warranted at the present time and specify the reason. Alternatively, lists changes that are not indicated by the assessment results.
	Lists specific changes to courses, assignments or curriculum, the name and title of person responsible for implementing the changes, the target date by which changes will be in place, and the intended result, or includes a statement that no changes are deemed warranted at the present time and specifies the reason. 

	Points: 5
Comments: The report lists one or more recommendations for improving the curriculum and these appear related to the assessment results. 


	Criteria
	Does not meet expectations (0-4 points)
	Meets expectations (5 points)

	6.  Assessment process recommendations


	This section is left blank, or describes changes planned for the assessment process with no rationale for the changes given, or identifies reasons for change, but provides no description of the planned changes. 
	Describes one or more changes planned for the assessment process and provides a rationale for each change.  If no changes are deemed necessary, includes a statement to this effect. 

	Points: 5
Comments: The report contains one or more recommendations for improving the assessment process.


	Criteria
	Does not meet expectations (0-4 points)
	Meets expectations (5 points)

	7.  Assessment Plan for 2018-19

	Presents the assessment plan for the next cycle in insufficient detail to be credible, i.e., fails to list at least one learning goal as the focus of assessment in the current academic year, and for each goal listed describe the semesters in which the data will be collected, the sources of any student artifacts to be collected, the expected number of student artifact or data observations to be collected, the name of the rubrics used to evaluate the artifacts, or if the data will come from a survey or test, the targeted results, the month/year in which the data will be evaluated, or the names and titles of the faculty who will evaluate the data.
	Presents the assessment plan for the next cycle in sufficient detail to be credible. Follows best practices for student learning assessment, including the use of direct, embedded measures in the form of student artifacts, and the evaluation of these by faculty other than the course instructor, using a separate, properly constructed rubric for each learning goal.

	Points: 5
Comments: The assessment plan for 2019-20 is presented in sufficient detail to be compelling.



	Total Points: 38
	Total Possible Points:  38
	Percent: 100%
	Overall Evaluation: Meets expectations



