SLO ASSESSMENT REPORTING SYSTEM
2018 August 01 Summary

During the first year of existence of the electronic SLO Assessment reporting system, from August 2017 to end July of 2018, 176 complete assessments were submitted. Slightly more than two thirds of them are first (initial) assessments, and 29% subsequent reviews.
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There is a clear preponderance of the face-to face classes, while ISP and online classes seem to be underrepresented among the submissions.
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	Most Reports were submitted at the beginning of the fall and spring term, respectively. 
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The distribution by subject is still quite uneven, it will probably take years to get it more proportional. 
Sadly, the uneven distribution by subject also affects the distribution of the assessment methods, the support for campus-wide SLOs, and many other information we want to get from this reporting system. 
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1. Subsequent reviews

Out of the 51 Subsequent reviews, 31 (61%) say that only small changes have been made to the initial (or previous) syllabus:
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Two-thirds of the Subsequent reports state that the instructor is not planning on important changes to the course.
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	Those who plan on changes, mainly want to update the contents and the lecture.
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The "other" category included four "no changes" remarks, and two "change in tests", which would have nicely fit the "changes to methods of assessment". Other remarks revealed intention to use Canvas more intensively; book the sites of the classes earlier (ORL), and getting students to read more.


Instructors submitting subsequent review were asked about the success of the last edition of the course. The answer alternatives allowed for an "other" option, and 17% (16 evaluations) fell in this category. 
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[bookmark: _GoBack]This indicates that there is an alternative we have not included in the answer choices. Indeed, 10 of the 16 "other" state that the course has been enjoying a continued popularity among students (AG, ORL, ENVR classes). One "other" says that "no changes for the better or worse have occurred in this course". We should include an answer alternative that allows for the choice of "no recent change".


2. First assessment (initial) reviews

For the first time, I pooled the answers from all SLOs (first, second, etc, up to 13th, this was the largest number of SLOs occurring in a course assessment). A total of 607 SLOs were mentioned by submitters, which means an average of 4.9 SLOs per course.
	Class attendance and participation continue to lead the assessment methods, followed by objective examinations and writing assignments.
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The table below makes the answer alternatives more readable. There were a few recurrent write-in answers, which mention assessment methods that should be accommodated among the existing alternatives, such as workshops, laboratory assignments, and participation in clinics. The "other methods" may be a good rubric for these, but other alternatives may also be explored.
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The number of campus-wide SLOs served by course-level SLOs evidences that critical thinking and communication are the main concerns of the instructors. These two SLOs scored twice as much mentioning each than the third placed scientific and IT skills.

[image: ]
The other distribution frequency of interest is the instructors' contentment with reaching the educational goals. A large majority (85%) of faculty claim that their expectations were met, and only 1% believes they were not met, not even partially.
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	And here is the table we hoped would cross-validate the students' self-assessment on campus-wide SLOs:
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	The table shows that instructors tend to be less confident about the students meeting the academic SLOs (scientific & IT skills, critical thinking, and communication), than about their meeting the social and civic SLOs (purposefulness, citizen responsibility, cooperation). The student self-evaluations are less divided along these lines. Yet there is one notable exception: students tend to assess themselves very high on "ethical sense", while faculty seem to think that their ethical sense is at parity with their scientific and IT skills, which in student self-evaluations is rated as the weakest ability (in the 60s, as compared to other self-evaluation values in the 70s). There is no good basis for directly comparing the values from the two surveys (as their measurement has been so different), but it seems that the students think that they meet these SLOs in proportions in the range of the 70s, while the instructors place them in the 80s.
	Faced with the question of whether all demographic groups met the SLOs to the same extent, instructors answered in 95.5% of time that they did not detect any demographic pattern. Some explicitly stated that different groups had the same performance, while others indicated that their class was not suitable for similar comparisons (e.g. in case of distance education, and all-white small classes). A few answers attributed differences in performance to variation in personality type and diligence, emphasizing that these were individual, not demographic group, traits. Only 27 answers seem to struggle with the possibility of some socioeconomic differences causing performance gaps, but actually, none of them makes a strong statement on inter-group difference. Where done, male and female students were compared (with varying results), and students of color said to earn lower grades than whites; those from economically disadvantaged background also were flagged as less performing in certain cases. Sometimes the less performing group was outlined in less usual terms, such as rodeo students, childless students, and international students. A few entries blamed the comparative failure of some students on upbringing and previous educational experience.
And finally, the numbers from the last page of the ‘Initial Reviews” show that faculty primarily rely on graded student performance in order to evaluate attainment of the SLOs.
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	The "other methods" included participation in workshops and clinical practice, forms of assessment that we should include in the individual SLO assessment answer alternatives, as well.
	The changes planned by the submitters of initial assessment are more revolutionary than the changes planned by the subsequent review submitters. For instance, they include revisions to the COR, and the revisions to assignments are more emphatic.
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These are the basic data that we may obtain from the submissions with statistical methods. More information could be mined out with the in-depth analysis of the open-ended entries.
The expectations related to the SLOs were formulated in a variety of ways. The distribution is included in the below table:
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Here are a few examples of entries classified as "SLO rephrased": 
For students to articulate their knowledge of best practices with children.
For students to improve their knowledge and apply techniques learned in horse event competitions.
Students will be able to define the differences in sociopath and psychopath.
Understand the six classes of nutrients and their role in the body.  
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Frequency Percent

NURS

22 13%

ENGL

20 11%

ECE

15 9%

MATH

14 8%

ANTH

13 7%

AGEQ

12 7%

ORL

11 6%

HES

8 5%

ART

6 3%

HIST

5 3%

BUS

5 3%

ENVR

4 2%

PHIL

4 2%

SOC

4 2%

THEA

4 2%

GEOL

3 2%

HUMN

3 2%

AGAB

2 1%

AGAS

2 1%

GEOG

2 1%

HLTH

2 1%

PHSC

2 1%

POL

2 1%

PSY

2 1%

AGPS

1 1%

EDUC

1 1%

EMT

1 1%

PHYS

1 1%

SPAN

1 1%

Cross-listed

4 2%

Total

176 100%
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I implemented some changes not outlined in the initial (or

previous) review.

Only minor changes have been made to the course since the

initial (or previous) review.

Yes, I implemented the changes I outlined in the initial (or

previous) review.

Have you made any significant change to the course since the last 

SLO Report on it?
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Based on the assessment findings of this course: Frequency Percent

I will be making some revisions prior to the next offering.

17 33%

I will not be making any changes to this course.

34 67%

Total

51 100%
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Based on the assessment findings of this course: Frequency

Revisions to assignments for one or more SLO

5

Changes to methods of assessment

6

Revisions to lectures, format or methodology

10

Update course content

12

Change in textbook

4

Change in prerequisites

0

Other 13
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How would you describe the success of the last offerings of this course?  Frequency Percent

Overall course retention rates have improved

20 21%

Overall course completion rates have improved

24 25%

There was an improvement with regard to one or more specific SLOs

22 23%

Change was uneven (e.g. retention improved, completion went down)

1 1%

No change towards better has occurred

13 14%

Other  16 17%
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Class attendance and participation

Writing assignments (such as analytical papers, critiques, essays, field notes, lab

reports, poetry, individual or group research papers, written homework)

Problem solving (such as case studies, clinical evaluations, treatment plans,

computational homework, homework problems, individual or group projects graded

on problem solving, solutions to design problems)

Skill demonstrations (such as class performances, speech and/or acting, music

playing, artwork portfolio, designs, film or video, a meal, skill tests, procedures and

projects graded on skill, internships graded on behavior)

Other methods (such as attendance at field trips, recitals, plays, formal collection or

compilation of materials, oral reports, class presentations not graded on skill

demonstration)

Objective examinations (formal written testing, exams, quizzes, final exams)

Other (write-in)

Distribution of SLO assessement methods 
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Distribution of SLO assessement methods 

Frequency Percent

Class attendance and participation 404 67%

Writing assignments (such as analytical papers, critiques, essays, field notes, lab reports, 

poetry, individual or group research papers, written homework)

355 58%

Problem solving (such as case studies, clinical evaluations, treatment plans, computational 

homework, homework problems, individual or group projects graded on problem solving, solutions 

to design problems)

218 36%

Skill demonstrations (such as class performances, speech and/or acting, music playing, artwork 

portfolio, designs, film or video, a meal, skill tests, procedures and projects graded on skill, 

internships graded on behavior)

214 35%

Other methods (such as attendance at field trips, recitals, plays, formal collection or compilation 

of materials, oral reports, class presentations not graded on skill demonstration)

90 15%

Objective examinations (formal written testing, exams, quizzes, final exams) 374 62%

Other (write-in) 36 6%

Total SLOs entered 607 100%
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Support for Campus-wide SLOs
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My expectations 

were not met 1%

My expectations 

were partially 

met 14%

Yes, my 

expectations 

were met 85%

WERE YOUR EXPECTATIONS MET?
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My expectations 

were not met

My expectations 

were partially 

met

Yes, my 

expectations 

were met

Yes, my 

expectations 

were met (%)

Total

CWSLO: Effective communication

2 59 343 84.9% 404

CWSLO: Critical thinking

4 63 367 84.6% 434

CWSLO: Scientific & IT skills

4 28 165 83.8% 197

CWSLO: Ethical sense

0 26 134 83.8% 160

CWSLO: Purposefulness

0 10 145 93.5% 155

CWSLO: Cooperation

0 18 135 88.2% 153

CWSLO: Citizen responsibility

1 12 108 89.3% 121

Average

2 31 200 86.9% 232
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based on graded student performance in the course

based on additional, targeted student input: pre-course and/or post-

course knowledge test, quiz; post-course survey asking students to

rate their competence (knowledge or skill)

based on targeted observation of certain type of behavior

based on external feedback (such as license exams)

other (please specify)

Overall, my methods to evaluate SLOs were 
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Based on the assessment findings of this course, I will be making: Frequency Percent

Revisions to SLOs in Course Outline of Record

7 6.3%

Revisions to assignments for one or more SLO

17 15.2%

Changes to methods of assessment

17 15.2%

Revisions to lectures, format or methodology

34 30.4%

Update course content

18 16.1%

Change in textbook

10 8.9%

Change in prerequisites

1 0.9%

Other (please specify)

8 7.1%

112 100.0%
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What were your expectations related to this SLO?  Frequency Percent

Precise quantification (75%, 100% - all - would meet the SLO) 245 40.4%

Imprecise quantification (most, majority, some/others) 79 13.0%

Results included ('Yes, students were able…') 16 2.6%

Expectation quantified ('I had low expectations') 7 1.2%

Emphasizing difficulty of measuring (e.g. skill develops gradually, complex, interactive) 13 2.1%

SLO rephrased (with reference to its measurable aspects, but without quantification) 247 40.7%

607 100.0%
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Frequency Percent

First SLO Assessment Report

125 71%

Subsequent Review

51 29%

Total

176 100%
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Face-to-face 89%

ISP 5%

Online 6%

SLO ASSESSMENT REPORTS BY DELIVERY MODE
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