#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment:  Student Outcomes
To be completed by Departments and submitted by the Department Chair to the Assessment Blackboard Site. 
	Department:        Education                                                       Date: May 9, 2016

	Members involved with analysis of artifacts: Dr. Bernard Tonjes, (Assessment Lead), Dr. Ron Bork (Head of Teacher Education), Prof. Beth Pester, Prof. Annette Oliver, Dr. Amanda Geidel, Prof. Shanna Opfer, Dr. Vicki Anderson, Dr. Kristen Nugent

	See #1 Undergraduate Program Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes for: a) Student Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology 

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). 
Over the past year and a half, the members of the Education Department have attempted to asses the developmental progress made by students as they learn about and practice the skill of writing lesson plans.  In the first year (2014-2015) we needed to resolve problems related to the process of assessing these lesson plans, specifcally related to the reliability of the assessments.  At the end of the previous school year, significant adjustments had been made in our assessment process which we think  resolved the reliability issues. (See Executive Summary submitted June, 2015).

The process of assessment used this year comes directly from the process developed in the past year.

Our assessment question for this year is the same as last year, “Upon program completion can students write an effective lesson plan that includes standards, learning goals and instructional objectives?”  We now consider completion of EDUC 461: Literacy Instruction or EDUC470: Content Area Literacy to be “program completion.”

The scoring rubric and scoring process developed for use in second semester last year was used again without any changes.

Our sample sizes were consistent in number, but because of varying class enrollment, the percent of the total varied somewhat across the two semesters of the year.   

Novice

201610  n= 9/32, 28%
 201620 n=10/68, 15% 

EDUC 201: Introduction to Education. In prior semesters, EDPS210 Educational Psychology was the source of Novice level lesson plans.  This year, the lesson planning curriculum was moved to EDUC201: Introduction to Education because of other unrelated curriculum changes and so, EDUC 201 became the source for the Novice level lesson plans.

Intermediate

201610 n=14/46, 30%
201620 n=12/61, 20%

EDUC424:Instructional Diversity and EDUC425A: English as a Second Language Instruction).

Advanced

201610 n=6/25, 24%
201620 n=8/29, 30%

EDUC461:Literacy Instruction and EDUC470:Content Area Literacy courses were used.

The faculty members in attendance were given a set of anonymous lesson plans to evaluate.  The set evaluated by each faculty member was distributed approximately evenly acorss the courses sampled for the project. Each assessing faculty member used the new, more precisely defined rubric developed last year.  As a group we scored and discussed a lesson plan as a group to serve as a calibration of the meaning of the rubric.  Each person then independently assessed as set of lesson plans.  Once the first group was assessed, the faculty member was given a second set of plans to assess that had been assessed by other faculty members.  This ensured that each plan was reviewed by two different faculty members and that there was variability in the pairs that assessed each individual lesson plan.  As the plans were assessed, a score-keeper recorded data and discrepancies of a single point were resolved by using a .5 split (e.g., a 2 and a 3 would be scored as a 2.5) Discrepancies greater than one point were brought to the attention of the group and resolved via discussion until consensus on a specific score was reached.  Discrepancies of more than one point were found in 20 0f 480 individual scores (4.2%). 

Data Analysis: Using Excel for Microsoft Office, data was entered into a spreadsheet and the average score for all 8 criterion scores disaggregated into Novice, Intermediate and Advanced groups according to course source. 

Averages scores were calculated for each individual student (data rows) and results highlighted if scores for the individual  averaged LESS THAN 2.0 (red) or HIGHER THAN 3.0 (green).

Average scores were also calculated across individuals to get an average score for each criteria.  Percentages were calculated for the number of students attaining a score of 3 or higher, the minimum successful criterion score selected for this analysis (identified as "Criterion+" in data). Data files were marked for groups where 30% or LESS (red) or 70% or MORE (green) attained the Criterion Score.

The T-Test Statistic was used to determine if differences between groups (Novice, Intermediate and Advanced) within the same semester's data were significant (p>.05)  Differences that were statistically significant are highlighted in yellow. 

Data files are attached as “Summary Data 201620".  The rubric used is attached as "Rubric EDUC 201610".


 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
A. Upon program completion, can students write an effective lesson plan that includes standards, learning goals and instructional objecvtives?

B. Are students in the Education Program making developmental progress in this skill as they proceed through their course of study?

2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
Modification of plans for Special Needs
Of the various criteria evaluated on Advanced plans, modification of the plan to meet the needs of special students (Modification) continues to be a low spot.  Modification is not included in Novice plans.  In Intermediate plans, it is a special focus of the curriculum in both classes participating in the assessment and as a result, is a strength for the plans coming from those classes.  At the Advanced level, students seem to “forget” about the need to plan for modification.  Although remaining low, the Modification component of student plans from the advanced level shows steady increases across the three semesters studied:

Percentage of Advanced Students Receiving Statisfactory (3+) on Modification Criterion
                                     201520                201610                    201620

Modification                     10%                     17%                          25%

Overall Average for Students in Novice and Intermediate Groups

Students in the Novice and Intermediate groups have demonstrated that they are able to write reasonable lessons plans as part of their course work.  Especially in the Novice group, there have been great gains in the scores from plans written in 201520 to plans written in the past year.  This could be related to the greater emphasis we have placed on writing lesson plans, or it could also be related to the move of instruction in lesson planning from EDPS210 to EDUC201 for the novice group.  

Overall Averages for Students in Advanced Group
The table below compares the percentages of scores of 2 OR LESS (Unsatisfactory)  with scores of 3 OR MORE (Satisfactory) assigned to various criteria evaluated in the lesson plan. Advanced and Intermediate lesson plans were evaluated on 8 criteria each.  Novice lesson plans were evaluated on only seven criteria as plan modification for special needs students (Modification) are not addressed in the class. Totals do not add to 100% because of rounding and because individual criteria scores that had discrepant values of 2 and 3 would be recorded as 2.5.

Individual Criterion Scores: Low Values vs High Values 

 

           201520


201610


201620



Novice

60% / 30% (n=70)

16% / 84% (n=63)

4% / 76% (n=77)

Intermediate
           30% / 66% (n=80)

23% / 71% (n=112)

8% / 63% (n=96)

Advanced
           40% / 52% (n=80)

13% / 88% (n=48)

36% / 58% (n=64)

Having “Low” scores (2 or LESS) for 36% of the individual criterion scores at the Advanced level represents a four-fold increase in LOW scores from the prior semester.  More importantly, a look at the data for 201620 clearly demonstrates that the low scores come primarily from EDUC470: Content Area Literacy.

3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).
 
One of our research questions for the year was "Are students in the Education Program making developmental progress in this skill as they proceed through their course of study?" The answer to this question is "Yes". Students clearly demonstrate an increase in skills that can be seen to increase as they make progress through the prescribed courses.

Our second research question for the year was "Upon program completion, can students write an effective lesson plan that includes standards, learning goals and instructional objectives?"  Results from lesson plans assessed from the Novice and Intermediate conditions seemed to continue trends established in the first two semesters.  It is in the Advanced group that we see a dramatic drop in the scores of the students from the ED470 course.

Based on data from 201610, students showed considerable improvement over results from 201520. In 201610, all categories except Closure and Modification showed that ALL students had received criterion scores of 3 or higher.  In the category "Closure" dealing with successful closure to the lesson, 87% of the plans assessed had successful closure.  Modification, while low at only 17%, showed improvement from the prior semester where only 10% of the plans noted appropriate modificatons for special needs.  However, when moving into 201620, there is considerable decrease in scores of the Advanced students from the ED470 course. This has the effect of an overall lowering of the scores in the Advanced Condition to around 50%.  Students im the ED461 course continued to received acceptable ratings comparable to the results from the prior semester. It would seem that the answer to the research question would at best be "Maybe" for students in the Advanced group. 

4). Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) Considering that the dramatic drop in scores in 201620 came from a specific course, we need to look at the situation of that specific course during that specific semester.  In that course, there was considerable uncertainty in naming an instructor for semester 201620.  Individuals who had taught the course in the past were not available. To resolve the problem a qualified adjunct was hired to take the class but being new to CUNE, the individual may not have had the opportunity to become familiar with the emphasis on planning in the course.  It is very likely that this new individual was not successfully oriented to our lesson planning process, our forms, or any aspect of this assessment project.  Considering the very small numbers in the class this semester (n = 12) it is also possible that the random selection happened to hit a segment of the class which has not yet mastered lesson planning.

	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: May 12, 2016
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department) Via email and individual discussion with department members.
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Dr. Ron Bork, Prof. Shanna Opfer, Dr. Amanda Geidel, Dr. Bernie Tonjes. Prof. Beth Pester, Prof. Annette Oliver, Dr. Vicki Anderson, Dr. Kristen Nugent. 


	Discussion of Results –Summarize your conclusions including: 
1. ACTION*- How will what the department learned from the assessment impact the teaching process/course/program etc. in your department starting the next academic year? 
     Suggested action steps: 

      1)  Education department members who teach ED201, ED424 and ED425A will meet with new instructors in ED470 and ED461 to review lesson planning rubrics and processes before the start of the next academic year.

      2) Education classes in which planning is a major focus (ED 201, ED424, ED425A, ED461 and ED470 should continue their strong coordinated planning and emphasis in the course work.

     3) Considering the dramatic drop in scores this semester, it is suggested that the Education Department retain it's focus on assessment  lesson planning in he next academic year to determine if this is a single-year outlier, or if it is an indication of a trend.  



2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 
     Successful resolution of the challenges presented, should bring us back to where we were in 201610 when virtually all program completers were able to successfully write a basic lesson plan.
3. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Indicate budget requirements necessary for the successful implementation of the ACTION* (i.e. an additional staff person, new equipment, additional sections of a course).       At this time, remediations can be handled by existing staff within existing programs and processes.  There will be NO budget implications.


	If action is taken – it is recommended that the same learning outcome and assessment plan be used for a second assessment cycle.


	What assessment questions related to the learning outcome would the program like to investigate in the future? We need to stay with this question until we get this resolved. Once resolved, we are interested in looking at the continued low scores in plan modification for student diversity and trying to find ways to increase student skills in those areas.    


	

	Submitted by: Dr. Bernard Tonjes                                Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 6/24/16

	Department Chair notified/additional action needed: na      
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Assessment Committee Chair notified appropriate Dean: na 
Approved & Posted to Assessment site: NE  6/24/16


