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ratnonale: YWny Look Speciiically ai
Craduaie Prograrn Assessrnant?

* Higher education accreditors hold us accountable
for assessing learning in degree programs

* Focus has been on undergraduate degree
programs

« Graduate programs are a little different in
requirements and structure

« Graduate faculty may sometimes be less
amenable

THINK BIG ’e‘: WE DO"

ITHE

UNIVERSITY

OF RHODE ISLAND




Have you done student learning outcomes
assessment?

Have you trained others to do it?

Are you at a higher education institution
with graduate programs?
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AOOUT Us

Mid-sized public research university:
— 15,660; 2,306 Grad

Guided by:
— Regional accreditor (NEASC)
— RI Office of Higher Education

Assessment Office partnered with Grad School,
2009

Undergraduate programs began in 2006
Survey of chairs (2009, 2012). Value-added?
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* Faculty:
— Extra work — no extra resources

— Deemed irrelevant: Students get jobs; isn’t that all that
matters?

* Accredited Programs:
— Already do this, and should not have to duplicate work

* Non-accredited Programs:

— Symptom of the corporatization of the university!
(meaningful learning can’t be quantified)

— Every student’s “program” is unique!
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What would you add to this list?
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Res( ondmg 0 Barrers:
One Guiding Princiole

Build capacity

* We are a learning organization

« Start small and build

« Make work meaningful and manageable
 Teach to the task

 Respect the pros!
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INsHunon I_Z?Jrrnrug Ouicornes
Assessment Policy (2010)

« Learning Outcome Oversight Committee (LOOC)
« Every degree program, every two years
» Cohorts for graduate program assessment
reporting:
Pilot programs: later folded into Cohort | (n=7)
Cohort I: Plans, May 2013
Reports, May 2014 (n=13)
Cohort Il: Plans, May 2014
Reports, May 2015 (n=35) 1k 516 we po
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51203 In Develoornenial Procass

Started 2009 - First cohort reports 2014 = 6 years!

Piloted Grad Assessment Process
— Funded Pilot programs
— Templates, feedback rubrics, informative materials, models

Two cohorts formed

Mini-grant RFP to develop Assessment Plans
— Workshops/Peer Review/Feedback
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More Steos In Our Developrnanial Process

 Plans
— Workshops/Peer Review/Feedback

 Reports
— Workshops/Peer Review/Feedback

 Top-down Leadership

— Report at annual Graduate Faculty Summit
since 2011
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How many of you have used some of these
strategies?

Which have paid off?

What do you wish you had known
before you started?
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Pllot Programs Paved ing Way

« Seven programs recruited: “Pioneers”
* Funding and Workshops
« 1st Grad Assessment Plans: Nov 2011
Reports: May 2012
 How Pilot programs helped:
— Aligned language in forms
— Refined workshops and materials
— Developed models and anecdotal examples
— Developed rubrics for evaluation
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Mini-Grants Suoporied Planning

Cohort | (Spring 2012):
— 13 awarded: 37 faculty, 8 graduate students funded

Cohort Il (Spring 2013):
— 25 awarded: 57 faculty, 8 graduate students funded

* RFP and Prep Workshop

Proposals Peer Reviewed.:

— 6 reviewers, Graduate Council
— 2 reviewers, LOOC
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Worksnoos
Prachncal aned Inigeraciya

 Teach to the task: Linked training to the
templates for Plans and Reports

 Respect the pros! Break-out discussions:

— Collegial interaction makes all the difference
— Peer norms (taking it seriously, learning from accredited programs)
— Not in it alone

« Start small: Exemplars from the Pilot programs
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Worksnop Overviaw

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014

Plan Ill: Evidence and Timeline -
Report ll: Analysis & Recommendations --
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Home

Outcomes
Assessment

Planning and
Reporting
Resources

Accreditation

Evidence of
Student Learning

Wabash National
Study

Contact Us
Office of Student
Learning, Outco
Assessment &
Accreditation
(401) 874-4274
assess@uri.edu

Search The University of Rhode Island Search

STUDENT LEARNING, OUTCOMES
ASSESSMENT AND ACCREDITATION

assess@uri.edu

PROGRAM OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT
REPORTING FORMS

Undergraduate Assessment Forms:
* Assessment Report Forms: Section |, Section Il
e Curriculum-Map Form

e Curriculum Map Example

B more information on C0

raduate Assessment Forms:

* Assessment Report Forms: Section I, Section II
* Assessment Plan Form (for Graduate Programs only)
o Curriculum Map Form

o Curi

Map Example (Couples & Family Therapy)

e Cur

ap Example (English: Writing & Rhetoric)

* Click here for more information on curriculum mapping

http://www.uri.edu/assessment
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Planning for
assessment

Refine
assessment
tools and
procedures

\ 4

Make the
changes

R

‘Closing
the loop”

Reflect on
results and
propose
changes

Collect data

/ ®

Analyze data
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suilding an Assessrme

Research and reflect:
Establish goals and
outcomes

Ratify with faculty
input

Look for opportunistic
assessment methods
for each outcome

Ratify Curriculum Map
with faculty input

Prioritize assessment Submit Assessment
activities in a timeline Plan for review

nt Plan

List program
requirements in
developmental

sequence

Link outcomes to
requirements, coding
for Introduce,
Reinforce, Emphasize
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Drariing Quicormes
Exercise:

Which outcome statements look promising, and why?
(Group discussion: 3 min.)

1. Students should be knowledgeable about the field.

2. Graduates should be able to write technical reports that meet
professional standards, and communicate effectively in oral
presentations of those reports.

3. Students should get at least a B in required courses.

4. Graduates can demonstrate familiarity with rhetorical theories and
histories from the classical period to the present.

5. Students should be able to use the concatenate function in
Microsoft Excel 2003.
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sullding an Assessrmeant Plan

Research and reflect:
Establish goals and
outcomes

Look for opportunistic
assessment methods
for each outcome

Prioritize assessment
activities in a timeline

Ratify with faculty
input

Ratify Curriculum Map
with faculty input

Submit Assessment
Plan for review

List program
requirements in
developmental

sequence

Link outcomes to
requirements, coding
for Introduce,
Reinforce, Emphasize
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Indicating I-=-£ on a Curriculurn v

e

'_Jp

Couoles & rFarnily Theragy (CFT), MIS

Map Key

| = Outcome Introduced
R = Outcome Reinforced
E = Outcome Emphasized

Course Numbers/Program Requirements:
In addition to specific courses, this can include internships, portfolios, and other
requirements not associated with a course number, such as thesis/dissertation
proposals, thesis/dissertation defenses, and comprehensive examinations.

i i Clinical Practi Intern-
Student Learning Outcomes (Competencies): I el UL 'msca S sr;ﬁem
equence P
p il gl
| o] oo S| | wn o| o o] o 8 n|ls]| ol S g
ol N | ©] o] © ol n| o] of 0| 0| .l 4
N N LN o} n n LN LN LN [Tp} Ia) n n LN ol <
ol al al a|l g|l a | al a| a| a clalal 5| ©
IS T= == ac Ir| T Il IT| T| Tl oc|]ejJo|TD|JO| T | T | T Ol »n
Goal #1 1.1 Theory: Evaluate CFT theories I 11 ]I|R R[R E|E
Knowledge :
( ge) 1..2.Research.. Apply current research related to i Clrlrlrl il IRlRIRIRIRIR]TE |E
clinical practice
1.3 (Theory) Articulate their own working theory of
Bilgecry). B | R|R I|R[R|R E|E
clinical practice
Goal #2 2.1 Identifies/explores interventions: Monitor
(Clinical clinical outcomes using empirically derived data to I|T|R|R|R|RJE R
Skills) make appropriate therapeutic adjustments
2.2 Integrates/evaluates interventions: Implement
a personal program to develop and maintain R I'1I|R|R|IR|R|E R
professional competence and effective practice
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sullding an Assessrmeant Plan

Research and reflect:
Establish goals and
outcomes

Look for opportunistic
assessment methods
for each outcome

Prioritize assessment
activities in a timeline

Ratify with faculty
input

Ratify Curriculum Map
with faculty input

Submit Assessment
Plan for review

List program
requirements in
developmental

sequence

Link outcomes to
requirements, coding
for Introduce,
Reinforce, Emphasize
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Academic Outcome(s) Course(s) and Other Program Assessment Evidence Assessment Method
Years Requirements (direct/indirect)
WHICH outcome(s) WHERE will you look for evidence of WHAT student work or other evidence HOW will you look at the evidence;
will you examine in student learning (i.e., what will you examine in order to generate what means will you use to quantify
each period (by course(s)/program requirements)? conclusions and recommendations? the evidence? Designate for each
number, i.e. 1.1 etc.)? Designate for each outcome. Designate for each requirement. source of evidence.
Assessment | Outcomes 2.1,3.2, | Practicum/internship Supervisor Practicum/Internship Supervisor-scored rubric rating
Period 1 3.3,3.4 HDF 565 a-e Evaluation rubric (at end of each from novice to expert on 5
HDF 583, 584 semester) professional practice criteria
2012-14
Assessment | Outcome 1.2 Student research project HDF 581 Final grade evaluation of HDF 581 | Instructor-scored rubric, designed
Period 2 research project by program faculty
ZOE‘E Outcomes 2.1, Practicum/internship Supervisor Practicum/Internship Supervisor-scored rubric rating
HDF 565 a-e Evaluation rubric (at end of each from novice to expert on 5
HDF 583, 584 semester) professional practice criteria
Assessment | Outcome 1.3 Comprehensive examination Final grade on theory question, Committee-scored rubric, designed
Period 3 based on program-approved rubric | by program faculty
ZOLG_'E Outcomes 2.1 Practicum/internship Supervisor Practicum/Internship Supervisor-scored rubric rating
HDF 565 a-e Evaluation rubric (at end of each from novice to expert on 5
HDF 583, 584 semester) professional practice criteria
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Academic Outcome(s) Course(s) and Other Program Assessment Evidence Assessment Method
Years Requirements (direct/indirect)
WHICH outcome(s) WHERE will you look for evidence of WHAT student work or other evidence HOW will you look at the evidence;
will you examine in student learning (i.e., what will you examine in order to generate what means will you use to quantify
each period (by course(s)/program requirements)? conclusions and recommendations? the evidence? Designate for each
number, i.e. 1.1 etc.)? Designate for each outcome. Designate for each requirement. source of evidence.
Assessment | Outcomes 2.1,3.2, | Practicum/internship Supervisor Practicum/Internship Supervisor-scored rubric rating
Period 1 3.3,3.4 HDF 565 a-e Evaluation rubric (at end of each from novice to expert on 5
HDF 583, 584 semester) professional practice criteria
2012-14
Assessment | Outcome 1.2 Student research project HDF 581 Final grade evaluation of HDF 581 | Instructor-scored rubric, designed
Period 2 research project by program faculty
ZOE'E Outcomes 2.1, Practicum/internship Supervisor Practicum/Internship Supervisor-scored rubric rating
HDF 565 a-e Evaluation rubric (at end of each from novice to expert on 5
HDF 583, 584 semester) professional practice criteria
Assessment | Outcome 1.3 Comprehensive examination Final grade on theory question, Committee-scored rubric, designed
Period 3 based on program-approved rubric | by program faculty
2016-18

Outcomes 2.1

Practicum/internship
HDF 565 a-e
HDF 583, 584

Supervisor Practicum/Internship
Evaluation rubric (at end of each
semester)

Supervisor-scored rubric rating
from novice to expert on 5
professional practice criteria
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readoack on ine Alans:
1

UsinNg a Peer Raview Frocess

Faculty peers recruited from key committees
Summer stipends

Training to norm review process

Detailed rubrics for feedback

* Review Process:

— Complete rubrics individually

— Meet to negotiate final feedback to program
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Starting with Assessrnent Plans
PILOT COHORT I COHORT II
Plans due 7 13 35
Plans submitted 7 9 25
Plans peer-reviewed 7 9 25
Plans approved ) 8 22
Reports due 7 22 Due 2015
Reports submitted 6 15 Due 2015
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r-p\r y ~ 3 i oy +
readoack rRuorecs:
r

) ~
rlow Did ine Plans Do?
Cohort | & |l

Ready to Minor Resubmit
Implement Revisions
Accredited
Programs 6 10 2
Non-
Accredited 3 16 4
Programs
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Rubric Items 1 2 3 Mean
00 o ® o
s Y O 9
al & o
GOALS
1a. Broad goals 28 12 1 1.34
1b. Limited in number 35 6 0 1.15
OUTCOMES
2a. Outcomes linked to goals 35 5 1 1.17
2b. Each goal represented 37 3 1 1.12
2c. Observable/measurable 24 17 0 1.41
2d. Statements of what students will know or do 25 16 0 1.39
2e. Reasonable number 37 3 1 1.12

475
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Deialled Ruornc Resulis: Part |
Rubric Items 1 2 3 Mean
CURRICULUM MAP
3a. Curriculum map lists requirements developmentally 25 16 0 1.39
3b. Outcomes appropriately linked 21 19 1 1.51
TIMELINE - 3-YEAR PLAN
4a. Timeline reporting period 1 thoroughly presented 25 15 1 1.41
4b. Periods 2 & 3 are presented 26 14 1 1.39
4c. All goals represented at least once 40 0 1 1.05
4d. Requirements clearly stated & connected to outcomes 29 12 0 1.29
4e. Evidence stated for each outcome 32 8 1 1.24
4f, Takes advantage of existing indicators 32 5 1 1.18
4g. Evidence stated in enough detail 21 19 | 1.51
4h. Evidence feasible for collection 25 14 2 1.44
4i. Methods for quantifying are stated 15 17 2 1.62
4j. Methods appropriate for evidence 16 16 2 1.59

THE

UNIVERSITY

OF RHODE ISLAND

425
THINK BIG &8

WE DO"




Whnere Do We Need More Work?

e The five lowest-rated Plan rubric criteria:
— Outcomes are linked to appropriate requirements
— Evidence feasible for collection

— Evidence is stated in enough detall to guide
assessment activities

— Methods for quantifying are stated
— Methods appropriate for the evidence

What can we do to improve these results?
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From Planning 10 Reoorting

* Detailed report template
* Workshops to support report completion
 Peerreview

* Rubric-based feedback to programs
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AsSsessrment Reoort Ternolate

Outcome(s) Data/Evidence Evaluation Process Results & Reflection Recommendations &
Examined Planning
Which of the Other than grades, what What method(s) or process(es) What were the results of the Are there recommendations for

program’s student

data/evidence* were used to

learning outcomes
were assessed during
this reporting period?

determine that students have

achieved the stated outcome(s)

for the degree?

Provide:

* type of artifact*

¢ sample (include the
number of students
sampled, which
semesters, number or
type of course(s)/
section(s)/program
requirements

were used to evaluate student

work?

Provide:

¢ evaluation
tool/instrument**

* expected level of student
achievement of the outcome

* who applied the tool***

* whointerpreted the results
of the assessment process

analysis of the assessment data?

Provide:

* quantitative results, including
a comparison of expected
level of student achievement
to actual level of student
achievement

¢ analysis of the results,
including identification of
patterns of weakness or
strength

¢ reflection and conclusions

change based on the results?
If yes:
Provide:

* recommendation(s) for

change(s) planned

* timeline for program to
implement the change(s)

¢ timeline for program to assess
the impact of the change(s)

ITHE

UNIVERSITY

OF RHODE ISLAND

THINK BIG a8 WE DO"




I\ o e~
- s

T

srnant feoort Ternolata: =nalisn. Pr
- - )

’

1D

Outcome(s) Data/Evidence Evaluation Process Results & Reflection Recommendations &
Examined Planning
Which of the Other than grades, what What method(s) or process(es) What were the results of the Are there recommendations for

program’s student

data/evidence* were used to

learning outcomes
were assessed during
this reporting period?

determine that students have
achieved the stated outcome(s)
for the degree?

Provide:

* type of artifact*

¢ sample (include the
number of students
sampled, which
semesters, number or
type of course(s)/
section(s)/program
requirements

were used to evaluate student

work?

Provide:

¢ evaluation
tool/instrument**

* expected level of student
achievement of the outcome

* who applied the tool***

* who interpreted the results
of the assessment process

1.4: Graduates are
able to use
scholarship to define
key terms in the field

Direct evidence: research papers
written in seminars, F11, F12;
n=30

Program-approved rubric plus
holistic comments (see appendix
A)

15 faculty in the program rated 2
papers each; evidence was
combined and interpreted by
program director;
Expected=80% “average” or
above

ITHE

UNIVERSITY

OF RHODE ISLAND

analysis of the assessment data?

Provide:

* quantitative results, including
a comparison of expected
level of student achievement
to actual level of student
achievement

¢ analysis of the results,
including identification of
patterns of weakness or
strength

¢ reflection and conclusions

89.3% scored average or above;
This exceeded the expected level
of 80%;

While students did well overall,
more work can be done to assure
conversance with key terms,

particularly by increasing student
engagement with existing
scholarship in the field

THINK BIG iﬁ':

change based on the results?

If yes:

Provide:

* recommendation(s) for
change(s) planned

* timeline for program to
implement the change(s)

* timeline for program to assess
the impact of the change(s)

Formal research paper will now be
required in all graduate seminars
(to be implemented F14, re-
assessed AY 14-15, 15-16);
Pedagogy: we will explore use of a
required annotated bibliography
with the research paper;
Create an archive of “mode
papers (implemented F14,
reassessed AY 14-15, 15-16);
Assessment: revise the rubric to
better reflect expected level (for
F13); make rubric available to all

III

students (F13)
WE DO~




o

2315 Prooosal Ruornc:

exarple of Scoring Tor Resulis

Criterion Does not meet expectations = 1 Meets expectations = 2 Exceeds expectations =3 Score
1. Mastery of [J Arguments are sometimes incorrect, [J Arguments are coherent and [J Arguments are superior
theories and incoherent, or flawed reasonably clear [[] Objectives are well defined
concepts in [[] Objectives are poorly defined [[] Objectives are clear (] Exhibits mature, refined critical
the field [[] Demonstrates limited critical thinking [[] Demonstrates acceptable thinking skills
demonstrated skills . _ . critical thinking skil.ls O Reﬂe‘_‘.:ts ma§tery of subject matter and
in problem [ Reflects limited understanding of subject | (] Reflects understanding of associated literature.
matter and associated literature subject matter and literature [J Demonstrates mastery of theoretical
S.ta tement and [J Demonstrates limited understanding of | [J Demonstrates understanding of concepts
mcFaturc theoretical concepts theoretical concepts [[J Documentation is excellent
Ieview [[] Documentation is weak () Documentation is adequate [C) Generates well-reasoned and well-
[ Inadequate statement of hypotheses (] Generates adequate hypotheses supported hypotheses
2. Mastery of () Design inappropriate to questions [ Design reasonable for questions | (] Design, analysis plan, excellent
methods of [J Confused or ineffective plan for analysis | (] Plan for analysis reasonable, (] Plan for analysis goes beyond the
inquiry [] Lacks anticipation of regulatory acknowledges some limitations obvious, acknowledges limitations and
compliance requirements (] Considers regulatory critically considers alternatives
compliance [[] Demonstrates regulatory compliance
3. Quality of [J Writing is weak [J Writing is adequate [J Writing is publication quality
writing [J Numerous grammatical and spelling [J Some grammatical and spelling | [J No grammatical or spelling errors
errors apparent errors apparent apparent
[J Organization is poor (] Organization is logical [J Organization is excellent
(] Style is not appropriate to discipline [*] Style is appropriate to discipline | [J Style is exemplary
4. Originality and | [J Limited potential for discovery [J Some potential for discovery [J Exceptional potential for discovery
potential for O Limitgd extension of previous published | [J Builds upon previops work O Grcatly. extends prcyious work.
contribution to w.orl.( in the ﬁelc_l _ O Reas_onal?le Fheoretlcal or O E.xce_ptlonal theoretical or applied
discipline (] Limited theoretical or applied applied significance significance
significance [[] Reasonable publication (] Exceptional publication potential
[J Limited publication potential potential
THINK BIG s WE DO
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Taole Tor Cornoarison.

- xoeciad 10 Aciual Lavels of Acniavemeni
Sample size B A Expectations
N=8 Meets Exceeds &L B EXpegted met?

Criterion #1 3 4 7/8=

Mastery of o

ineores 37.5% | 50.0% | 87.5% | 5>/ | Yes

concepts

Criterion #2

Mastery of (o) 0]

.- 4 3 87.5% | 85% ves
inquiry

Criterion #3

Quiality of writing 2 3 2.50%0 850/0 no

Criterion #4 \

Originality and
potential for 2 2

0.0% | 85% no
contribution k__—_
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Grapning Resulis for Perforrnance

Theories

Methods
“ Expected Levels
Writing Meets or
Exceeds

Originality
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srent Report Termplate: English, PhD

program’s student
learning outcomes
were assessed during
this reporting period?

data/evidence* were used to

determine that students have

achieved the stated outcome(s)
for the degree?

Provide:

* type of artifact*

* sample (include the
number of students
sampled, which semesters,
number or type of
course(s)/
section(s)/program
requirements

were used to evaluate student

work?

Provide:

¢ evaluation
tool/instrument**

* expected level of student
achievement of the outcome

* who applied the tool***

* who interpreted the results
of the assessment process

analysis of the assessment data?

Provide:

* qguantitative results, including
a comparison of expected
level of student achievement
to actual level of student
achievement

* appropriate qualitative results

* analysis of the results,
including identification of
patterns of weakness or
strength

¢ reflection and conclusions

1.4: Graduates are
able to use
scholarship to define
key terms in the field

Direct evidence: research papers
written in seminars, F11, F12;
n=30

Program-approved rubric plus
holistic comments (see appendix
A)

15 faculty in the program rated 2
papers each; evidence was
combined and interpreted by
program director;

Expected=80% “average” or
above

89.3% scored average or above;

This exceeded the expected level
of 80%;

While students did well overall,
more work can be done to assure
conversance with key terms,
particularly by increasing student
engagement with existing
scholarship in the field

ITHE

UNIVERSITY
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Outcome(s) Data/Evidence Evaluation Process Results & Reflection Recommendations &
Examined Planning
Which of the Other than grades, what What method(s) or process(es) What were the results of the Are there recommendations for

change based on the results?

If yes:

Provide:

* recommendation(s) for
change(s) planned

* timeline for program to
implement the change(s)

* timeline for program to assess
the impact of the change(s)

required in all graduate seminars
(to be implemented F14, re-
assessed AY 14-15, 15-16);
Pedagogy: we will explore use of a
required annotated bibliography
with the research paper;

Create an archive of “model”
papers (implemented F14,
reassessed AY 14-15, 15-16);
Assessment: revise the rubric to
better reflect expected level (for
F13); make rubric available to all




rd

rRacornrmendations for Cnange

- Pedagogy.
- Include research papers in all grad seminars
- Require annotated bibliography
— Create archive of model papers
- Make rubric available for students in advance

 Assessment process:
— Revise rubric for assessing student work

THINK BIG ’e‘: WE DO"
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cngage Colleagues: Maintain a firmeline

« Consider the timing for meetings with colleagues
(and students) to get the Report in by May

 Where are you now?
— Designating the artifacts and designing the tool
— Choosing the sample
— Collecting the artifacts
— Applying the evaluation tool (rating instrument, rubric)
— Scoring and aggregating results
— Reviewing and reflecting
— Recommending and planning

THINK BIG EEY) WE DO
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Dirachions frorn rlara”
Continue 1o Bulld Capacity!

Financial support

Recognition of

Faculty Development success

\ /

Peer review process Policy requirements
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What's most useful and feasible for you?

What's likely to get in the way
at your institution”?

What can help?
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T'hans you Tor joining us!
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