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TO:  Nashwan Younis, Chair of Civil and Mechanical Engineering 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for CE 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the CE program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


Overall, the ETCS Assessment Committee considers the CE assessment report to have several positives 
and meeting -and in many aspects exceeding- expectations. The following sections outline some of the 
observations and recommendations on the assessment report.  


Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes 


• CE has clear and specific student learning outcomes (SLOs) based on the EAC of ABET.  
• We recommend providing additional information on how the SLOs will be assessed in the 


report. This information may be provided in a separate document, such as the assessment plan, 
but we recommend including it in the assessment report for clarity.  


• The SLOs are student-centric, and their expectation levels seem to exceed that established by 
the University. 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


• The content alignment is done using common classes taken by the students. There does not 
seem to be electives used in mapping with the SLOs. 


• They have a freshman engineering assessment, which is different from the CE assessment. The 
progression of student learning is related to SLOs is achieved. 


• Classes and activities appear to engage students in work outlined in the SLOs. 


Alignment with PFW Baccalaureate Framework 


• The alignment of SLOs with the PFW Baccalaureate Framework has been provided in the report. 


Assessment Plan 


• The relationship between assessments and SLOs is not clearly established to let instructors 
properly assess the outcomes.  


• Description of how SLOs relate to assessment is incomplete to provide sufficient information for 
use in determining progress towards an SLO and for instructors to properly assess student 
learning based on the content of the given SLOs. 


• Both direct and indirect measures are used by the CE program to assess SLOs. 
• The results given in the report are only from Fall 2019.  This report is supposed to be an annual 


report to include results from both semesters.  
• Limited information is provided about the data collection process. What activities in each course 


related to each of the SLOs are not explicit. It is unclear how in Table 6 "yes_A or yes_S" are 
given to various courses. Their final calculation of "% Achieved" has no use in assessment. No 
comment is made when a % falls below the established 75% minimum. 







• The evidence of reliability in measures has not been established with what has been given in 
their report. 


Reporting Results 


• Results have been provided, but it is not clear how the results relate to SLOs. 
• Historical comparison is made for exit surveys (Table 12, pg. 27). 
• Interpretation of results has been made, but it is on few courses of F19.  
• The results are not interpreted for the achievement of SLOs. Indirect measures also are not 


directly linked to SLOs (Table 10, pg. 24). 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


• The report is shared with the faculty. 
• The report has been shared with their IAB members. 


Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement, and Success 


• The program has to work on its assessment process and procedures as given in this report 
o (1) to assess each outcome using specific indicators, and  
o (2) to show a historical progression of the assessment, evaluation, and improvements 


made in the achievement of the established SLOs. 
• We recommend that the CE program develop its annual assessment report for the two 


semesters and provide straightforward percentages that relate to the achievement of SLOs. 


Please contact us if you have any questions.  


 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: CE program Fall 2019


2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 

3

		Recommendations-SLO: Clarity and specificity of 1-7 SLOs are based on EAC of ABET.  But how they will be assessed is a different aspect not indicated in their F19 report. They may have done it in their assessment plan given earlier.

The SLOs are student-centric and their expectation levels seem to exceed that established by the University.

		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 

3

		Recommendation-BF: The alignment of SLOs with PFW Baccalaureate Framework has been provided in the report.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 

1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 
3

		Recommendations-Part1: Relationship between assessments and SLOs is not clearly established to let instructors do proper assessment of the outcomes. Description of how SLOs relate to assessment is incomplete to provide sufficient information for use in determining progress towards an SLO and for instructors to properly assess student learning based on the content of the given SLOs.

Both direct and indirect measures are used by the CE program to assess SLOs.

		Assessment Plan-Results: 

1

		Assessment Plan-Data: 

1


		Assessment Plan-Measures: 


1

		Recommendations-Part2: The results given in the report are only from Fall 2019.  This report is supposed to be an annual report to include results from both the semesters.

Limited information is provided about the data collection process. What activities in each course related to each of the SLOs is not clear. It is not known how in Table 6 "yes_A or yes_S" are given to different courses. Their final calculation of "% Achieved" has no use in assessment. No comment is made when a % falls below the established 75% minimum.

The evidence of reliability in measures has not been established with what has been given in their report.




		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 



1

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: The program has to work on their assessment process and procedures as given in this report - (1) to assess each outcome using specific indicators, and (2) to show historical progression of the assessment, evaluation, and improvements made in the achievement of the established SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 



1

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: It is recommended that the CE program develop their annual assessment report for the two semesters, and give meaningful %s that relate to the achievement of SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: 

3

		Recommendations-CMap: The content alignment is done using common classes taken by the students. There does not seem to be electives used in mapping with the SLOs.

They have a freshman engineering assessment which is different from the CE assessment. The progression of student learning is clearly related to SLOs is achieved.

Classes and activities appear to engage students in the work outlined in the SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 

3


		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 


1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 
1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 


1

		Recommendations-page-7: The report is shared with the faculty.

The report has been shared with their IAB members.

		Recommendations-page-6: Results have been provided but it is not clear how the results relate to SLOs.

Historical comparison is done for exit surveys (Table 12, pg. 27).

Interpretation of results has been done, but it is on few courses of F19, the results are not interpreted for achievement of SLOs. Indirect measures also are not directly linked to SLOs (Table 10, pg. 24).








TO: Gary Steffen, Director of the School of Polytechnic 
FROM: ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJECT: 2019-2020 Assessment Report for CNET 
DATE: February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the CNET program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


There were several positives in the assessment report. The document put things in perspective by briefly 
explaining how the CM program in Fall 2020 replaced the CNET program. The report also listed the 
program level objectives before providing details about the student learning outcomes assessed this 
year. 


Some suggested improvements in last year’s review were also addressed 


• A mapping table between the SOs and the PFW Baccalaureate Framework 
• A mapping table between the SOs and CNET core courses 
• Alumni surveys and Student exit surveys are included in the assessment process for PEOs. 


 


Some points still need improvements: 


Assessment plan 


• Some of the Performance Indicators (PIs) were written in ways that are difficult to measure 
(e.g., Understand ethical and professional responsibilities and understand the impact of 
technical solutions). Understanding cannot be directly observed or measured. It is 
recommended that these two PIs be reworded in ways similar to the others that can be easily 
measured (e.g., students will write, use, design, analyze, etc.) 


• How SOs lead to the achievement of the PEOs?  Consider providing a mapping between PEOs 
and SOs. 


• Are students involved in the assessment of SOs? 
• As part of the assessment plan, consider developing a set of rules for choosing courses to be 


assessed to ensure that all CNET courses are evaluated regularly.  This does not mean all courses 
need to be assessed in every assessment cycle; every course must be evaluated periodically. 


• Reasons why the Alumni survey is conducted triennially instead of annually? 
• Consider having a list of courses that have been assessed (e.g., for the last seven cycles) and a 


list of courses to be assessed in the next assessment cycle. 


Reporting results 


• It is not clear whether the results shown in Table 1 assess SOs by faculty or students.  It would 
be more informative to show assessment results by faculty and students separately. 


• Consider presenting historical data of Student exit surveys. 
• It is understood IAC feedback was not available due to the pandemic. 


Use of results for programmatic change to improve student learning, achievement, and success 







• Sections B through D were found to be informative. 
• Section 5: Conclusions, Next Steps, and Communication were also informative. 


Other recommendations 


• It appears CNET, MET, IET, and ITC programs use the same set of assessment measures.  
Consider developing and using a uniform assessment report form. 


 


Please contact us if you have any questions.  








TO:  Gary Steffen, Director of the School of Polytechnic 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUB:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for CPET 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the CPET 2019-2020 Assessment report. 
Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 Appendix D. 


There were several positives in the assessment report. The document put things in perspective by 
providing details that helped connect the School of Polytechnic's mission objectives with the CPET's 
program objectives. All the Performance Indicators corresponding to the Student Outcomes had been 
written in measurable ways. The Student Level Outcomes map, corresponding to the program's various 
courses, provided a broad overview of how the learning objectives were spread across the curriculum. 
Delivering the performance indicator scores within the same format later helped provide greater clarity 
on which parts of the CPET curriculum was being attained. The report offered concrete suggestions for 
improving the assessment scores for the next academic year. Finally, the report enumerated the many 
changes that CPET had undertaken based on its feedback on the previous year's report. 


Suggestions for Improvement include: 


• We recommend that Table 1 that summarizes the assessment results, to be presented first, and 
then the reflections/comments are made on how to improve the student outcomes further. In 
the current report, this was the other way around, which made these reflections seem 
unconnected to any assessment data until one reached Table 1. 


• Some of the lowest scores in the Exit Survey related to students' view about faculty proficiency 
and helpfulness. This certainly does not automatically mean that ECET/CPET faculty are not 
proficient and helpful, but it deserves more in-depth examination. Why do exiting students 
seem to share such negative opinions about faculty, and what can be done to remedy this 
perception? The report didn't delve into answering these questions. It is recommended that it 
does in the next assessment cycle. 


 


Please contact us if you have any questions.  


 


 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
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TO:  Guoping Wang, Interim Chair of Electrical and Computer Engineering 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for CPE 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the CPE program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


We found that the CPE program assessment report has several positives. Here are some notable 
strengths of the assessment report: 


• The report provides a very organized table of contents and overall document presentation. 
• The report uses the admittance and performance in graduate programs as a measure of PEO. 
• The report use appendices to keep the report organized and uncluttered.  
• The report "closes the Loop" after each subsection.   
• The report provides clear and concise concerns and weaknesses provided in table 9. 


Some points that need improvements: 


Assessment plan: 


• Some parts of the assessment plan are missing. For example:  
o A mapping table between the SOs and the PFW Baccalaureate Framework.  
o A mapping table between the SOs and CPE core courses. 
o An explanation of the rules for choosing courses for assessment to ensure that all CPE 


courses are assessed regularly. 
• Limited information is provided about the data collection process. 
• Some of this missing information may be available in a separate assessment plan document. 


However, perhaps referencing or including this data will clarify some of these points.   


 
Reporting results: 


• Tables showing COs; faculty, and student evaluations are hard to read and relate to SLOs. 
• Some SLOs were not assessed (only SLO 1, 4, and 5). A rationale as to why this approach was 


adopted should be included in the report.  
• Results for student course evaluations, tables 7 & 8,  do not clearly demonstrate student 


achievement relative to the stated SLOs.  


Other: 


• Providing one report for both semesters will be much easier to read and review. 
• We recommend providing information on how assessment information is distributed to all 


faculty. 


Please contact us if you have any questions.  


 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
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TO: Dr. Beomjin Kim, Chair of Computer Science 
FROM: ETCS Assessment Committee  
SUBJ: 2019-2020 Assessment Report for CS 
DATE: January 21, 2021 
______________________________________________________________________________ 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed CS’s 2019-2020 Assessment Report. Our 
comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22. Appendix D. 


Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes 


• The six SLOs are student-centric, and their expectation level seems to exceed that established by 
the University. 


• The clarity and specificity of the program’s SLOs are based on the CAC criteria of ABET. 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


• The content alignment is done using common classes taken by the students. 
• Table 3 on pg. 8 indicates the progression of student learning relative to the SLOs. 
• Classes and activities appear to engage students in work outlined in the SLOs. 


Alignment with PFW Baccalaureate Framework 


• The alignment of SLOs with the PFW Baccalaureate Framework has been provided in the report. 


Assessment Plan 


• The relationship between assessments and SLOs has not been clearly established. The 
description of how SLOs relate to assessment is not clear. It is recommended that the CS 
program shows the measures used to assess SLOs. 


• Both direct and indirect measures are used by the CS program to assess SLOs. 
• Combined results have been given for direct and indirect measures shown in Tables 6 and 7 on 


pgs. 13-14. They only offer course assessment, but the assessment of SLOs is not clearly shown. 
• The evidence of reliability in measures has not been established. It is recommended that the 


program indicates methods used to ensure the reliability of findings. 


Reporting Results 


• Course results have been provided, but no relationship is made to show results for SLOs. 
• Historical comparison is made for continuous improvement (Table 16, pg. 24). The historical 


comparison of achievement of SLOs has not been provided. 
• Interpretation of results has been done for courses. The results are not interpreted for the 


achievement of SLOs. 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


• The report is shared with the faculty. It is not clear if the report is shared with the PAB 
members. 


Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement, and Success: 







• It is recommended that the CS program works on their assessment process: (1) to assess each 
SLO using specific indicators, and (2) to show the historical progression of the assessment, 
evaluation, and improvements made in the achievement of the given SLOs. 


Please contact us if you have any questions. 


 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: CS program 2019-2020


2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 

3

		Recommendations-SLO: Clarity and specificity of 1-6 SLOs are based on CAC of ABET.  But how each SLO will be assessed is a different aspect which is not indicated in their report. They may have done it in their assessment plan given earlier.

The SLOs are student-centric and their expectation levels seem to exceed that established by the University.

		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 

3

		Recommendation-BF: The alignment of SLOs with PFW Baccalaureate Framework has been provided in the report.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 

2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 
3

		Recommendations-Part1: Relationship between assessments and SLOs is not clearly established to let instructors do proper assessment of the SLOs. Description of how SLOs relate to assessment is incomplete to provide sufficient information for use in determining progress towards an SLO and for instructors to properly assess student learning based on the content of the given SLOs.

Both direct and indirect measures are used by the CS program to assess SLOs.

		Assessment Plan-Results: 

1

		Assessment Plan-Data: 

1


		Assessment Plan-Measures: 


1

		Recommendations-Part2: Combined results are given for direct and indirect measures for courses as shown in Tables 6 and 7 on pgs. 13-14. They only show course assessment but no SLO assessment. Though in the report they have indicated that "These course learning outcomes are (related) to the SOs." section C.1, pg. 9. But the course learning outcomes are not given.

Therefore, it is not clear on their data collection process for showing achievement of SLOs.

The evidence of reliability in measures has not been established with what has been given in their report.




		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 



2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: The program has to work on their assessment process and procedures as given in this report - (1) to assess each SLO using specific indicators, and (2) to show historical progression of the assessment, evaluation, and improvements made in the achievement of the established SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 



2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: It is recommended that the CS program develop their annual assessment report based on the feedback given here, and thereby generate meaningful scores to show achievement of SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: 

3

		Recommendations-CMap: The content alignment is done using common classes taken by the students. There does not seem to be electives used in mapping with the SLOs.
Table 3 on pg. 8 indicates the progression of student learning relative to the SLOs.
Classes and activities appear to engage students in the work outlined in the SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 

3


		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 


2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 
2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 


2

		Recommendations-page-7: The report is shared with the faculty.



		Recommendations-page-6: Course results have been provided but no relationship is made to develop results for SLOs.
Historical comparison is done for continuous improvement (Table 16, pg. 24). The historical comparions of achievement of SLOs has not been provided.
Interpretation of results has been done for courses, and from indirect measures. the results are not interpreted for achievement of SLOs.








TO:  Gary Steffen, Director of the School of Polytechnic 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for EET 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 
The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the EET program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 
 
There were several positives in the assessment report. The document put things in perspective by 
providing details that helped connect the School of Polytechnic's mission objectives with EET's program 
objectives. All the Performance Indicators corresponding to the Student Outcomes had been written in 
measurable ways. The Student Level Outcomes map, corresponding to the program's various courses, 
provided a broad overview of how the learning objectives were spread across the curriculum. Delivering 
the performance indicator scores within the same format later helped provide greater clarity on which 
parts of the EET curriculum was being attained. The report offered concrete suggestions for improving 
the assessment scores for the next academic year. Finally, the report enumerated the many changes 
that EET had undertaken based on the feedback it had received on the previous year's report. 
 
Suggestions for Improvement 
 


• It is recommended that Table 1, which summarized the assessment results, be presented first, 
and then the reflections/comments are made on how to improve the student outcomes further. 
In the current report, this was the other way around, which made these reflections seem 
unconnected to any assessment data until one reached Table 1. 


• Some of the suggestions for the continuous improvement described solutions that did not seem 
to be working. For example, on students' reporting writing skills, it was mentioned that students 
were referred to the writing center, although no data was available on how many availed those 
services. Could a system be created in collaboration with the writing center, where students 
who had been recommended to go to the writing center provide proof of their consultation? 


 
If you have any questions, please let us know. 
 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 3

		Recommendations-SLO: 

		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 3

		Recommendation-BF: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 3

		Recommendations-Part1: 

		Assessment Plan-Results: 3

		Assessment Plan-Data: 3

		Assessment Plan-Measures: 3

		Recommendations-Part2: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 2



		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: 3

		Recommendations-CMap: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 3

		Recommendations-page-7: 

		Recommendations-page-6: 








TO: Guoping Wang, Interim Chair of Electrical and Computer Engineering 
FROM: ETCS Assessment Committee  
SUBJ: 2019-2020 Assessment Report for EE 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 
The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the EE program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 
 
Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes 


• Clarity and specificity of 1-7 SLOs are based on the EAC of ABET.  But how they will be assessed 
is a different aspect not indicated in their F19 report. They may have shown that in their 
assessment plan given some years back to the ETCS assessment committee. 


• The SLOs are student-centric, and their expectation levels seem to exceed that established by 
the University. 


 
Programmatic Curricular Map 


• The content alignment is done using common classes and two electives, ECE 483 and ECE485 
(Table 2 pg. 7 and Table 3 pg. 8). The program should exclude the electives from the curricular 
map.  


• They have a freshman engineering assessment, which is different from the EE program 
assessment. The progression of student learning is clearly related to SLOs is achieved. 


• Classes and activities appear to engage students in the work outlined in the SLOs. 
 
Alignment with PFW Baccalaureate Framework 


• The alignment of SLOs with the PFW Baccalaureate Framework is not provided in the report. 
 
Assessment Plan 


• The relationship between assessments and SLOs is not established to let instructors properly 
assess the outcomes. Description of how SLOs relate to assessment is incomplete to provide 
sufficient information for use in determining progress towards an SLO and for instructors to 
properly assess student learning based on the content of the given SLOs. 


• Both direct and indirect measures are used by the EE program to assess SLOs. 
• The results given in the report are only from Fall 2019.  This report is supposed to be an annual 


report to include results from both semesters. 
• Limited information is provided about the data collection process. It is not clear what activities 


in a course relate to SLOs. In other words, it is not known how the %s in Table 3 were arrived at. 
Are these numbers from some specific activities, or are they from the overall course 
performance of students? Similarly, Table 5 pg. 11, do the numbers reflect the overall course 
score or refer to some specific activities? Similar comment for Table 6, pg. 12. 


• The evidence of reliability in measures has not been established with what has been given in 
their report. 


 
Reporting Results 


• Results have been provided, but it is not clear how the results relate to SLOs. 
• The historical comparison does not appear to have been done. 







• Interpretation of results has been done, but it is not clear whether the results relate to the 
achievement of SLOs. Indirect measures also are not directly linked to SLOs. 


 
Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


• The report is shared with the faculty. 
• The EE department shares the program's status and other program-related items with their IAB 


members, but it is not clear if the assessment of SLOs is discussed with them (Appendix B, pg. 
21). 


 
Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement, and Success: 


• The program has to work on its assessment process and procedures as given in here 
o (1) to assess each outcome using specific indicators, and  
o (2) to show the historical progression of the assessment, evaluation, and improvements 


made in the achievement of the established SLOs. 
• We recommend that the EE program develop their annual assessment report for the two 


semesters, give meaningful scores that relate to the achievement of SLOs, and involve their IAB 
members in assessing and evaluating the program. 


 
Please contact us if you have any questions. 
 
 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: EE program Fall 2019


2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 

3

		Recommendations-SLO: Clarity and specificity of 1-7 SLOs are based on EAC of ABET.  But how they will be assessed is a different aspect not indicated in their F19 report. They may have shown that in their assessment plan given some years back to ETCS assessment committee.

The SLOs are student-centric and their expectation levels seem to exceed that established by the University.

		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 

1

		Recommendation-BF: The alignment of SLOs with PFW Baccalaureate Framework is not provided in the report.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 

1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 
3

		Recommendations-Part1: Relationship between assessments and SLOs is not clearly established to let instructors do proper assessment of the outcomes. Description of how SLOs relate to assessment is incomplete to provide sufficient information for use in determining progress towards an SLO and for instructors to properly assess student learning based on the content of the given SLOs.

Both direct and indirect measures are used by the EE program to assess SLOs.

		Assessment Plan-Results: 

1

		Assessment Plan-Data: 

1


		Assessment Plan-Measures: 


1

		Recommendations-Part2: The results given in the report are only from Fall 2019.  This report is supposed to be an annual report to include results from both the semesters.

Limited information is provided about the data collection process. It is not clear what activities in a course relate to SLOs. In other words, it is not known how the %s in Table 3 were arrived at. Are these numbers from some specific activities or are they from overall course performance of students? Similarly, Table 5 pg. 11, do the numbers reflect overall course score or refer to some specific activities? Similar comment for Table 6, pg. 12.

The evidence of reliability in measures has not been established with what has been given in their report.




		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 



1

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: The program has to work on their assessment process and procedures as given in here - (1) to assess each outcome using specific indicators, and (2) to show historical progression of the assessment, evaluation, and improvements made in the achievement of the established SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 



1

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: It is recommended that the EE program develop their annual assessment report for the two semesters, give meaningful scores that relate to the achievement of SLOs, and involve their IAB members in the assessment and evaluation of the program.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: 

2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: 

3

		Recommendations-CMap: The content alignment is done using common classes as well as two electives, ECE 483 and ECE485 (Table 2 pg. 7 and Table 3 pg. 8). The program should exclude the electives from the curricular map. 

They have a freshman engineering assessment which is different from the EE program assessment. The progression of student learning clearly related to SLOs is achieved.

Classes and activities appear to engage students in the work outlined in the SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 

1


		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 


1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 
1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 


1

		Recommendations-page-7: The report is shared with the faculty.

The EE department share the status of the program, and other program-related items with their IAB members, but it is not clear if the assessment of SLOs is discussed  with them (Appendix B, pg. 21).

		Recommendations-page-6: Results have been provided but it is not clear how the results relate to SLOs.

Historical comparison does not appear to have been done.

Interpretation of results has been done, but it is not clear whether the results relate to achievement of SLOs. Indirect measures also are not directly linked to SLOs.
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SECTION 1: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
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Section 1: Summary of Findings 


The following undergraduate programs within the College of Engineering, Technology, and 
Computer Sciences submitted an assessment report: Civil Engineering, Construction 
Engineering Technology/Construction Management, Computer Engineering, Computer 
Engineering Technology, Computer Science, Electrical Engineering, Electrical Engineering 
Technology, Industrial Engineering Technology, Information Technology, Mechanical 
Engineering, and Mechanical Engineering Technology. The college assessment committee 
reviewed all of these reports. The overall findings based on these reviews include the 
following: 


1. The review process across the various undergraduate programs are well established. The 
review process includes multiple stakeholders that are involved in the assessment 
process.  


2. All of the assessed programs have clearly stated student learning outcomes aligned with 
ABET guidelines, where appropriate.  


3. Overall, reports are well organized, and the results are clearly presented. Specific 
suggestions were provided to programs regarding the organization and presentation of 
the reporting results. The recommendations are noted in the memos sent to the chairs 
and director of the various academic units within ETCS.  


4. Some programs reported historical data. For the most part, the reports provide 
information on how curricular and pedagogical changes influenced student learning. 


5. Programs provide recommendations for improvement based on their assessment results 
and analysis.  


6. The majority of the reports provide multiple types of measurement to assess learning. 
These include direct and indirect measures.  


7. Most programs dissemante reports to the faculty and industrial advisoy boards. Some 
programs do not provide clear information on who was involved in producing the report 
and to whom it was disseminated.  
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Section 2: Recommendations for Academic Departments 


Each program's assessment plans, reports, and committee memos from current and previous 
years are on OneDrive and shared with all ETCS Assessment Committee members. This year, 
each program's report within the college was reviewed by two ETCS Assessment Committee 
members. After reviewing their assigned reports, each team of two committee members drafted 
a memo that provided a summary of their feedback and recommendations. The Interim 
Assistant Dean, who chairs the committee, edited the memos if needed and occasionally asked 
a team to clarify or provide more information. All the memos submitted to the chairs and the 
dean are attached. Specific recommendations for academic departments are supplied within the 
memos. 







SECTION 3: RESULTS OF ACTIVITIES RELATED 
TO PRIOR YEAR FINDINGS 
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Section 3: Results of Activities Related to Prior Year Findings 


This is still a work in progress with continuous improvement and evolution. Most college 
programs can improve their reporting of changes made and how these changes are currently 
being assessed. However, the following items are occurring: 


1. The ETCS Assessment Committee followed the same protocol that was implemented 
three years ago. This has helped streamline the process immensely. The majority of the 
college committee membership remained the same this year, resulting in a smooth 
process. The committee members recognize the importance of the assessment process. 
However, they expect to receive feedback regarding the college level report. 


2. Many of the reports could more clearly address how they have used the college 
committee's feedback in their assessment processes. This is a recurring theme that must 
be monitored. 


3. Most programs need to include more historical data to assess if improvement in student 
learning is occurring. A few programs have demonstrated improvement in this regard. 


4. The ETCS Assessment Committee recommends revising the current rubrics used to 
evaluate programs. While the rubrics address our university's major components, a 
revision could help evaluators in ETCS better assess our programs. 
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Section 4: Conclusions and Future Directions 


Overall, the college-level review process was successful, and we hope the committee found 
reviewing other programs' plans and reports to be helpful. The committee will meet to discuss 
specific recommendations to improve the college level review/process and help programs 
continuously strengthen their assessment efforts. We expect that the feedback provided will 
improve both the assessment processes and the reporting in the future. We hope that academic 
programs will carefully consider ways to improve and address the ETCS Assessment 
Committee's recommendations. 
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Attachments 


1. The memos with the ETCS Assessment recommendations of their annual assessment 
report and or the completed Appendix D Rubrics for all departments/programs in ETCS.  


2. Departmental/Program Annual Assessment reports. 
3. Program Assessment plans. 





		Section 1: Summary of Findings

		Section 2: Recommendations for Academic Departments

		Section 3: Results of Activities Related to Prior Year Findings

		Section 4: Conclusions and Future Directions

		Attachments






TO:  Gary Steffen, Director of the School of Polytechnic 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for IET 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the IET program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


Some suggested improvements in last year's review were addressed: 


• Input from alumni and employer surveys in the assessment process for PEOs 
• A mapping table between the SOs and the PFW Baccalaureate Framework 
• A mapping table between the SOs and IET core courses 
• The Evaluation and Continuous Improvement Section provided a summary of the former 


assessment cycle findings along with the significant actions implemented 
 


Some points still need improvements: 


Assessment plan: 


• Program Educational Objectives (PEOs) are identical for both BS and BA programs.  Consider 
listing PEOs once. 


• Consider providing a mapping between PEOs and SOs to show how SOs lead to the achievement 
of the PEOs. 


• As part of the assessment plan, consider developing a set of rules for choosing courses to be 
assessed to ensure that all IET courses are regularly evaluated. 


• External members of IAC reviewed PEOs.  However, no specific survey results were provided. 
• Some parts of the assessment plan are described in the results section.  Consider clearly defining 


the assessment plan in its respective section. 
• The process of reviewing and updating PI is not clear.  Consider including as part of the 


assessment plan. 
• The Alumni Survey is conducted triennially instead of annually.  Any reason? 
• Plan for increasing the Exit survey return rate? 
• Student assessments on SOs for several courses are missing. 
• Consider having a list of courses that have been assessed (e.g., for the last five cycles) and a list 


of courses to be assessed in the next assessment cycle. 


Reporting results: 


• Consider defining a minimum acceptable score for alumni surveys. 
• Limited information is provided about the data collection process. 
• Student indirect course assessment results were not collected.  This data is expected to be 


reported in next year's assessment report. 







• Tables 3 & 6 provide a better format to show collective course assessment results than listing each 
course individually.  Consider adding an extra row; in both tables, showing the average for each 
SO. 


• The collected data doesn't show the semester in which the assessed courses were taught. 
• The course improvement comments are not explicit if they were attained or suggested. 
• The reporting of course assessment results needs more explanation in the light of historical data 


if applicable. 
• Consider presenting historical data of Exit surveys. 


Report dissemination and collaboration: 


• It is not indicated if assessment results were shared or planned to be shared with different 
stakeholders.  Also, the dissemination process/plan is not described. 


Other recommendations: 


• It appears IET, MET, CNET, and ITC programs use the same set of measures for assessment.  
Consider developing and using a uniform assessment report form. 


 
If you have any questions, please let us know. 
 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 3
defining PIs for each SLO in order to facilitate measurement and evaluation.


		Recommendations-SLO: Program Educational Objectives (PEO) are identical for both BS and BA programs. Consider listing PEO once.


		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 2

		Recommendation-BF: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 3

		Recommendations-Part1: • Some parts of the assessment plan are described in the results section. For example: PEOs review every two years,  PIs review and update, 

		Assessment Plan-Results: 3

		Assessment Plan-Data: 
1

		Assessment Plan-Measures: 1

		Recommendations-Part2: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: 3


		Recommendations-CMap: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 
2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 2
The report didn't clearly indicate if multiple faculty were involved in the process of results interpretation.

		Recommendations-page-7: 

		Recommendations-page-6: 








TO:  Gary Steffen, Director of the School of Polytechnic 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for ITC 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the ITC program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


Overall, the report shows that some improvements suggested in last year’s review were addressed: 


• A mapping table between the SOs and the PFW Baccalaureate Framework 
• A mapping table between the SOs and ITC core courses 
• Alumni surveys and Student exit surveys are included in the assessment process for PEOs. 


 


However, some improvements are still desired: 


Assessment plan: 


• How SOs lead to the achievement of the PEOs?  Consider providing a mapping between PEOs 
and SOs. 


• Are students involved in the assessment of SOs? 
• As part of the assessment plan, consider developing a set of rules for choosing courses to be 


assessed to ensure that all ITC courses are assessed regularly.  This does not mean all courses 
need to be assessed in every assessment cycle; every course must be assessed regularly. 


• Reasons why the Alumni survey is conducted triennially instead of annually? 
• Consider having a list of courses that have been assessed (e.g., for the last seven cycles) and a 


list of courses to be assessed in the next assessment cycle. 
• Limited information is provided about the data collection process. 


Reporting results: 


• It is not clear whether the results shown in Table 1 assess SOs by faculty or students.  It would 
be more informative to show assessment results by faculty and students separately. 


• Assessment of senior capstone design was not provided. 
• Consider presenting numeric data along with historical data for the Student exit survey. 
• It is understood IAC feedback was not available due to the pandemic. 


Use of results for programmatic change to improve student learning, achievement, and success: 


• Sections B through D were found to be informative. 
• Section 5: Conclusions, Next Steps, and Communication were also informative. 


 


 


 







Other recommendations: 


• It appears ITC, CNET, MET, IET, and IET programs use the same set of measures for assessment.  
Consider developing and using a uniform assessment report form. 


• It also would be helpful for assessment planning if the report presents a list of courses that have 
been assessed and a list of courses to be assessed in the following assessment cycle. 


If you have any questions, please let us know. 


 
 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
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TO:  Gary Steffen, Director of the School of Polytechnic 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for MET 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the MET program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


Overall, the report shows that some improvements suggested in last year's review were addressed: 


• Input from alumni surveys in the assessment process for PEOs 
• A mapping table between the SOs and the PFW Baccalaureate Framework 
• A mapping table between the SOs and MET core courses 


 


However, some improvements are still desired: 


Assessment plan: 


• How SOs lead to the achievement of the PEOs?  Consider providing a mapping between PEOs 
and SOs. 


• PIs seem to be a reiteration of SOs. 
• Student indirect course assessment results were not collected. This data is expected to be 


reported in the next year's assessment report. 
• As part of the assessment plan, consider developing a set of rules for choosing courses to be 


assessed to ensure that all MET courses are regularly evaluated.  This does not mean all courses 
need to be assessed in every assessment cycle; every course must be assessed periodically. 


• Reasons why the Alumni survey is conducted triennially instead of annually? 
• Consider having a list of courses that have been assessed (e.g., for the last 7 cycles) and a list of 


courses to be assessed in the next assessment cycle. 
• Limited information is provided about the data collection process 


Reporting results: 


• Some SOs were not assessed (e.g., SOs 3 in Table 2). 
• The collected data doesn't show the semester in which the assessed courses were taught. 
• The actions for continuous improvement were good. 
• Consider presenting historical data of Exit surveys. 
• It is understood senior Design evaluations and IAC feedback was not available due to the 


pandemic. 


Use of results for programmatic change to improve student learning, achievement, and success: 


• Sections B through D were found to be informative. 
 
 







Other recommendations: 


• It appears MET, CNET, IET, and ITC programs use the same set of measures for assessment.  
Consider developing and using a uniform assessment report form. 


• It also would be helpful for assessment planning if the report presents a list of courses that have 
been assessed and a list of courses to be assessed in the following assessment cycle. 
 


If you have any questions, please let us know. 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
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TO:  Nashwan Younis, Chair of Civil and Mechanical Engineering 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for ME 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the ME program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


We found that the CPE program assessment report has several positives. Here are some notable 
strengths of the assessment report: 


• The alignment of the SOs with the strategic plan. 
• The extensive Assessment of Program Educational Objectives. 
• Using the admittance and performance in graduate programs as a measure of PEO. 
• Using levels to measure CLO achievement:  Y/A = Yes, adequately; Y/S = Yes, strongly, No = 


Not achieved, N/A = Not applicable. 
• Using a collection of assessment criteria that the instructor uniquely designs for each 


course. 
• “Closing the Loop” after each subsection.   
• Comparing results with past iterations of exit surveys. 
• The historical record of Course Assessment Schedule, in Appendix B. 


 


Some points that need improvements: 


• Providing one report for both semesters will be much easier to read and review. 
• Some errors in figure/table references. Example: page #4. 


Assessment plan: 


• As part of the assessment plan, consider developing a set of rules for choosing courses to be 
assessed to ensure that all ME courses are assessed regularly. 


• A table showing the mapping between SOs and the ME curriculum is expected next year. 
• Some parts of the assessment plan are mixed with the results, leading to redundancy at 


some points. Consider clearly describing them in the next year’s report. 


Reporting results: 


• Tables showing COs, faculty, and student evaluations are hard to read and relate to SLOs. 
• Results for capstone projects I and II do not clearly demonstrate student achievement 


relative to the stated SLOs. 


If you have any questions, please let us know. 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 3
• The alignment of the SOs with the strategic plan

		Recommendations-SLO: 

		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 3

		Recommendation-BF: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 3

		Recommendations-Part1: 

		Assessment Plan-Results: 2

		Assessment Plan-Data: 
3

		Assessment Plan-Measures: 1

		Recommendations-Part2: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 3

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: Not available

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: Not available

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: Not available

		Recommendations-CMap: 

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 2


		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 1
only for exist survey


		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 2

		Recommendations-page-7: 

		Recommendations-page-6: 








TO:  Gordon Schmidt, Chair of Organizational Leadership 
FROM:  ETCS Assessment Committee 
SUBJ:  2019-2020 Assessment Report for OL 
DATE:  February 5, 2020 


 


The ETCS Assessment Committee has received and reviewed the OL program 2019-2020 Assessment 
report. Our comments below follow the rubrics derived from the revised Senate Document 98-22 
Appendix D. 


Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes 
• Clarity and specificity can be improved from acceptable to exemplary. The detailed descriptions 


of the knowledge, skills, and value domains expected of students are not clearly stated. 
• The SLOs are clearly given as student-centric, and their expectation levels seem to exceed that 


established by the University. 
 
Programmatic Curricular Map 


• The content alignment is done using common classes taken by the students. There does not 
seem to be electives used in mapping with the SLOs. 


• It is not clear from the 2019-2020 report that the curricular map identifies the progression of 
SLOs at specific points in the curriculum. 


• Classes and activities appear to engage students in the work outlined in the SLOs. 
 


Alignment with PFW Baccalaureate Framework 
• The mapping of SLOs with the PFW Baccalaureate Framework is not provided in the OL report. It 


may have been done in their assessment plan given separately earlier.  But the achievement of 
the PFW Baccalaureate Framework using the scores obtained this year are not shown. 


 
Assessment Plan 


• The relationship between assessments and SLOs is not clearly established to let instructors 
properly assess the outcomes separately. More details in the section of Assessment Plan - Part 
2. 


• Indirect measures were not used by the time this report was written. 
• Statements of desired results do not provide valid comparisons between outcomes. For 


example, in Goal 3, outcomes 1 and 2 are measured collectively using the same activities in 
various courses. It is not possible to evaluate data for these two outcomes separately. Also, 
some courses given in the introduction of the report that has assessed these outcomes are not 
included in the data collection or elsewhere. A different course has been added to collect data 
that was not given in the report's introduction. 


• A success %s of some sections over several semesters are used to show the results.  It is not 
clear how and from where these percentages were generated or what specific measures were 
used to come up with these percentages. 


• It appears the reliability of measures is questionable as no evidence is given to authenticate the 
achievement of outcomes. 


 
 
 
 







Reporting Results 
• The presentation of results covers multiple sections over multiple years. It will better to give the 


year, semester, and the section that gave the %s as indicated in the report. 
• Historical comparison of the percentages is not shown from the last time these goals were 


assessed, which may be about three years back. 
• Interpretation of results is straight-forward based on percentages given, but these numbers' 


reliability is not apparent. 
 
Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


• The report is shared with the faculty. 
• It is not clear from the report if other stakeholders have been shown the report. 


 
Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement, and Success: 


• The program has to work on its assessment process and procedures as given in this report 
o (1) to assess each outcome separately, providing the measures used in assessment, and 
o (2) to be consistent in following the process from year to year, and (3) to show the 


assessment's historical progression, evaluation, and improvements made in the 
program. 


• Just indicating "No suggestions for improvement" is not expected from the OL department. 
• The OL program is recommended to give up on the template used for writing the annual 


assessment report. Develop a more reader-friendly report giving data in tabular format, showing 
the results in the sequence of semesters and sections. 


 
Please contact us if you have any questions. 
 








 
Clearly Stated Programmatic Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Clarity and 
specificity 


All SLOs are stated with clarity 
and specificity including 
precise verbs and rich 
descriptions of the knowledge, 
skills and value domains 
expected of students upon 
completing the program. 


SLOs generally contain 
precise verbs, rich 
description of the 
knowledge, skills and value 
domains expected of 
students. 


SLOs are inconsistently 
defined for the program, 
descriptions of the 
knowledge, skill and value 
domains are present but 
lack consistent precision. 


 


Student-Centered All SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms (i.e. 
what a student should 
know, think, or do). 


Most SLOs are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


Some SLO’s are stated in 
student-centered terms. 


 


Expectation Level SLO’s exceed basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLO’s meet the basic 
expectations established by 
the University and other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


SLOs meet only a portion of 
the expectations 
established by the 
University or other 
necessary approving 
organizations required of 
the submitting unit. 


 


Recommendations:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 


Programmatic Curricular Map 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Content 
Alignment 


All SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Most SLOs are mapped to 
common classes or learning 
activities expected of all 
students completing the 
program. 


Common classes or learning 
activities are identified for 
all students completing the 
program but most SLO’s are 
not clearly mapped to 
classes or activities. 


 


Student Learning 
Development of 
SLOs (Learning 
Benchmarks) 


Curricular Map clearly 
identifies the progression of 
student learning relative to 
all SLOs at specific points in 
the curriculum  


Curricular Map identifies 
levels of expected learning 
relative to most SLOs at 
specific points in the 
curriculum. 


Curricular Map identifies 
expected levels of learning 
for some SLOs at specific 
points in the curriculum. 


 


Student 
Engagement 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined in the SLOs. 


Classes and/or activities 
engage students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs 


Classes and/or activities do 
not consistently engage 
students in the work 
outlined by most of the 
SLOs. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Alignment with IPFW Baccalaureate Framework 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


 IPFW 
Baccalaureate 
Framework 
Alignment 


Specific, clearly defined, 
student-centered Program-
Level  SLO’s are aligned to 
all foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Generally defined student-
centered Program-Level 
SLO’s are aligned to all 
foundation areas of the 
IPFW Baccalaureate 
Framework. 


Program-Level SLO’s are 
aligned to some foundation 
areas of the IPFW 
Baccalaureate Framework. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


Assessment Plan – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Relationship 
between 
assessments and 
SLOs 


Detail is provided regarding 
SLO-to-measure match.  
Specific items included on 
the assessment are linked 
to SLOs.  The match is 
affirmed by faculty subject 
experts. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
general but sufficient to 
show alignment. 


Description of how SLOs 
relate to assessment is 
incomplete or too general 
to provide sufficient 
information for use in 
determining progress 
toward SLO. 


 


Types of Measures All SLOs are assessed using 
at least two measures 
including at least one direct 
measure 


Most SLOs are assessed 
using at least one direct 
measure. 


Most SLOs are either 
assessed using only indirect 
measures or are not 
assessed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







 


Assessment Plan – Part 2 


Established 
Results 


Statements of desired 
results (data targets) 
provide useful comparisons 
and detailed timelines for 
completion. 


Statements of desired 
results provide a basic data 
target and a general 
timeline for completion. 


Statements of desired 
results are missing or 
unrealistic for completion. 


 


Data Collection 
and Design 
Integrity 


The data collection process 
is sound, clearly explained, 
and appropriately specific 
to be actionable. 


Enough information is 
provided to understand the 
data collection process with 
limited methodological 
concerns. 


Limited information is 
provided about the data 
collection process or 
includes sufficient flaws to 
nullify any conclusions 
drawn from the data 


 


Evidence of 
Reliability of 
Measures 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
clearly explained and 
consistently support 
drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods used to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
stated and generally 
support drawing meaningful 
conclusions. 


Methods to ensure 
reliability of findings are 
insufficient for drawing 
meaningful conclusions. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Reporting Results  


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Presentation of 
Results 


Results are clearly present 
and directly related to SLOs. 
Results consistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLOs.  Results are 
derived from generally 
accepted practices for 
student learning outcomes 
assessment. 


Results are present and 
related to SLOs. Results 
generally demonstrate 
student achievement 
relative to stated SLOs. 
Results are derived from 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment. 


Results are provided but do 
not clearly relate to SLO’s. 
Results inconsistently 
demonstrate student 
achievement relative to 
stated SLO’s. Use of 
generally accepted practices 
for student learning 
outcomes assessment is 
unclear. 


 


Historical Results Past iterations of results are 
provided for most 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Past iterations of results are 
provided for the majority of 
assessments to provide 
context for current results. 


Limited or no iterations of 
prior results are provided. 


 


Interpretation of 
Results 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLOs, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed. 
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results including an 
interpretation of how 
classes/activities might have 
affected the results. 


Interpretations of results 
are reasonable given the 
SLO’s, desired levels of 
student learning and 
methodology employed.  
Multiple faculty interpreted 
the results. 


Interpretation of results 
does not adequately refer 
to stated SLO’s or identify 
expectations for student 
learning relative to SLO’s.  
The interpretation does not 
include multiple faculty. 


 


Recommendations: 


 







 


Report Dissemination and Collaboration 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with faculty 


Information is routinely 
provided to all faculty with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is provided to 
all faculty through an 
effective mode and with 
sufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to all faculty or 
provides insufficient detail 
to be meaningful. 


 


Documents and 
results are shared 
with other 
stakeholders 


Information is routinely 
provided to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) with 
multiple opportunities for 
collaboration to build 
meaningful future plans. 


Information is shared with 
stakeholders (beyond 
faculty) through an effective 
mode and with sufficient 
detail to be meaningful. 


Information is not 
distributed to stakeholders 
(beyond faculty) or provides 
insufficient detail to be 
meaningful. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 1 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Programmatic and 
Curricular 
Improvement 


Evidence reported 
demonstrates a consistent 
pattern of an integrated 
assessment, pedagogy and 
curricular approach that 
assesses student 
performance relative to 
SLOs, uses assessment data 
to make curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes and re-
assesses learning to 
determine how or the 
extent to which the change 
positively influenced 
student learning.   


Evidence reported 
demonstrates assessment 
of student learning relative 
to SLO’s and describes 
curricular and/or 
pedagogical changes 
planned or made as a result 
of assessment of student 
learning. Some evidence of 
an emergent pattern of 
assess/curricular or 
pedagogical change/ re-
assess is demonstrated. 


Assessment findings are 
reported but insufficient 
evidence of curricular or 
pedagogical changes are 
present and limited or no 
evidence of an emergent 
pattern of assess/curricular 
or pedagogical change/re-
assess is demonstrated. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 


 







Use of Results for Programmatic Change to Improve Student Learning, Achievement and Success – Part 2 


 Exemplary 
3 


Acceptable 
2 


Developing 
1 


Score or Holistic 
Evaluation 


Improvement of 
Assessment 
Process 
(mechanics) 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and specific 
changes to the assessment 
process are detailed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
critically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, present and 
intended improvements to 
process are identified (when 
needed) and moderate 
changes to the assessment 
process, or general plans for 
improvement of assessment 
process are proposed. 


Past and current 
assessment process are 
sporadically evaluated, 
including acknowledgement 
of flaws, but no evidence of 
improving upon past 
assessment or making plans 
to improve assessment in 
future iterations is 
proposed. 


 


Recommendations:  
 


 





		Score or Holistic EvaluationSLOs-Clarity: OL program F19-S20

2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Student-Centered: 
3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation SLOs-Expectation Level: 

3

		Recommendations-SLO: Clarity and specificity can be improved from acceptable to exemplary. The rich descriptions of the knowledge, skills and value domains expected of students are not clearly stated.
The SLOs are clearly given as student-centric and their expectation levels seem to exceed that established by the University.

		Score or Holistic EvaluationProgramLevel SLOs-BF: 

1

		Recommendation-BF: The mapping of SLOs with PFW Baccalaureate Framework is not provided in the OL report. It may have been done in their assessment plan given separately earlier.  But achievement of the PFW Baccalaureate Framework using the scores obtained this year are not shown.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Relationship: 

1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Measures: 
1

		Recommendations-Part1: Relationship between assessments and SLOs is not clearly established to let instructors do proper assessment of the outcomes separately. More details in the section of Assessment Plan - Part 2.

Indirect measures were not used by the time this report was written.

		Assessment Plan-Results: 

1

		Assessment Plan-Data: 

1


		Assessment Plan-Measures: 


1

		Recommendations-Part2: Statements of desired results do not provide useful comparisons between outcomes. For example, in Goal 3, outcomes 1 and 2 are measured collectively using the same activities done in different courses. It is not possible to evaluate data for these two outcomes separately. Also, some courses given in the introduction of the report that have assessed these outcomes are not included in the data collection or elsewhere a different course has been added to collect data, that was not given in the introduction of the report.

A success %s of number of sections over several semesters are used to show the results.  It is not clear how and from where these %s were generated or what specific measures were used to come up with these %s.
It appears the reliability of measures is questionable as no evidence is given to authenticate the achievement of outcomes.



		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Programmatic-Improvement: 


1

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part1: The program has to work on their assessment process and procedures as given in this report - (1) to assess each outcome separately, giving the measures used in assessment, (2) to be consistent in following the process from year to year, and (3) to show historical progression of the assessment, evaluation, and improvements made in the program.
Just indicating "No suggestions for improvement" is not expected from the OL department.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Assessment-Improvement: 


2

		Recommendations-Use-of-Results-Part2: It is recommended to the OL program to give up on the template used for writing annual assessment report. Develop a more reader-friendly report giving data in tabular format, showing the results in the sequence of semesters and sections.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Content Alignment: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SLO: 

2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-SE: 

3

		Recommendations-CMap: The content alignment is done using common classes taken by the students. There does not seem to be electives used in mapping with the SLOs.
It is not clear from the 2019-2020 report that the curricular map identifies the progression of student learning of SLOs at specific points in the curriculum.
Classes and activities appear to engage students in the work outlined in the SLOs.

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Faculty: 

3

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Stakeholders: 

1


		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Presentation: 


2

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Historical: 
1

		Score or Holistic Evaluation-Interpretation: 


2

		Recommendations-page-7: The report is shared with the faculty.

It is not clear from the report if other stakeholders have been shown the report.

		Recommendations-page-6: The presentation of results cover multiple sections over multiple years. It will better to give the year, semester, and the section that gave the %s as indicated in the report.
Historical comparison of the %s is not shown from the last time these goals where assessed which may be about 3 years back.

Interpretation of results is straight-forward based on %s given, but the reliability of these numbers is not clear.





