#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment: 

 Student Outcomes – Gen Ed
To be completed by Departments and submitted to the BlackBoard assessment site. 
	Department: ECTA Date: May 15 2015

	Members involved with analysis  of artifacts: Lisa Ashby, Tobin Beck, Bruce Creed, Gabriel Haley, Joy Johnson, Erica Lamm, Bryan Moore, Daniel Thurber, Laurie Zum Hofe

	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). 
Adapting the department's standard Writing Intensive rubric, we looked at those sections pertinent to our focus on Information Literacy and our students' use of sources (see B1, B2, D4, E2, E3 on attached rubric). We applied these portions to both writing assingments and speech assignments. In a group meeting, we discussed the implications of the collected data. 


	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Are ECTA students able to locate, apply, and cite scholarly sources in support of written or oral claims?
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
We hoped to see 80% of ECTA students achieving 60% (D-) or higher in the assessed categories. We collected data from both written and speech assignment from different classes. 

A note on reading the data: Generally, we used a 12-point scale to normalize our data, a system in which letter grades correspond to numbers 1-12 (1=F, 2=D-, 3=D, etc.). In a 100-point scale, 60% is a D-. In the 12-point scale, 2 is a D-. Some of our data, however, used a 5-point scale. In this case, we understood any score <2 to be underperforming.
Only 8% of the analyzed ECTA students underperformed. 

3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s). 
We expected to surpass our goal and we did by far, though we hope to encompass more of the different disciplines from our hybrid department within our analysis of Information Literacy. We are particularly interested in methods of assessing literature-focused assignments (like close reading papers) in our assessment of information literacy.  
4).  Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) We need to ensure the scoring tool and normalized procedures are circulated earlier in order to include more variety of classes to be analyzed. We need to consider that all students who underperform might not be represented by the data, since we do not score assignments not turned in. We also need to clarify that "ECTA students" refers to students in select ECTA courses. 


	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: 15 May 2015
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department)  those not on May term tours met as department
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Gabriel Haley, Erica Lamm, Daniel Thurber (the rest of the department received the results by email after the meeting

 Results were also shared with all CUNE faculty at the Fall Faculty Seminar on August 13, 2015.


	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? 

     Scores met criteria, though during the next academic year we will put more focus on how to find and use include ENG 201 assigments in our analysis (see Interpretation above). We hope to build the number of resources available to the department as a whole and to individual expertises within the department. We believe information literacy is a crucial part of our instruction and keeping our research current is an important factor. 
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 

     An ENG 201 assigment will be included in our analysis of Information Literacy. 
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).       Considering our emphasis on information literacy, and in being a key component of Concordia's mission in this regard, we would like to request a book budget for an ongoing and current departmental library. This budget should be big enough to cover the various programs within our hybrid department--each program and instructor should have input for the purchases, so we believe that some of the budget should be allocated to departmental concerns as a whole and some should be allocated to the specific expertises within the department. We estamate about $3000 and, if possible, a reading room, preferably in Jesse, for the development of this library. 


	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 would like to continue to assess information literacy. We want to include ENG 201, which means considering student ability to argue an interpretive and analytical thesis supported by textual evidence as a kind of information literacy.   
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