#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment: 

 Student Outcomes – Gen Ed
To be completed by Departments and submitted to the BlackBoard assessment site. 
	Department: Mathematics Date: 5/13/2016

	Members involved with analysis  of artifacts: Brian Albright, Ed Reinke, John Snow

	See Undergraduate Program Outcome Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes – Gen Eds for: a) Learning Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). 
A four point rubric was applied to each of the outcomes. The four categories are Exceeds Expectations, Meets Expectations, Needs Improvement and Unacceptable.     


	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Are students able to apply statistical principles to test hypotheses? 
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
As was the case in the past, students perform better at calculating test statistics with about 67% meeting expectations. Fewer than 50% were able to state hypotheses correctly and interpret the results.
3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s). 
Our goal was that 80% of students would meet or exceed expectations. The results fell below this target. Based upon the data from this year, in the future we will focus more on data from individual sections of the course and not just the cumulative data. 
4).  Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) One section of Math 122 was taught using a competency based grading approach. There was a statistically significant difference (p<.01) between this section and the others which exceeded expectations.


	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: 5/13/16
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department)  met as department
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Brian Albright, Ed Reinke, John Snow, Andy Langewisch


	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? 

     Several section of Math 122 will use competency based grading. This will provide us with a greater amount of data and should foster more uniformity across the section taught by different instructors. The competency based approach also more clearly delineates for students the desired outcomes. This is also leading to greater collaboration amongst the faculty involved in teaching the course.
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 

          A higher percentage of the students will at least meet expectations. We will continue to have as our goal that a minimum of 80% of the students will meet or exceed expectations in all sections of the course. The same scoring rubric will be used next year.
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).       none


	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 will continue to assess the same outcome.       

	

	Submitted by: Edward Reinke                                Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 5/13/16

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


