#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:        ECTA                                                       Date: July 13, 2015

	Members involved with analysis of artifacts: Dr. Laurie Zum Hofe, Mrs. Joy Johnson

	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). Data was analyzed using the attached rubric, the same rubric we used to analyze the data in the January Executive Summary.
 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Are students able to plan, develop, and execute a researched presentation for a specific audience?
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
Students in Joy Johnson's CTA 153 course planned and executed oral presentations. The two weakest areas assessed include "development/support/handout" and "oral delivery." The other categories including, "thesis, introduction, content and physical delivery" had scores at 89% and above.
3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).
 Students seemed to have little trouble effectively planning the foundations of their public presentations, especially in the areas of thesis and content. Likewise, the execution of the physical delivery of the speech had sound results. Students seemed less capable of developing a presentation with evidence and examples to support their thesis/content. Also, the oral delivery results of the presentations lacked quailty. While students had success in the basic requirements of the public presentation and their physical stance in delivering it, they inadequately offered supportive evidence and oral delivery, two essential components in a presentation to an audience.
4). Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) n/a

	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: July 11, 2015
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department) via email
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Dr. Laurie Zum Hofe


	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? 
     Similar to our findings in January, ECTA students seem hesitant to develop their oral speaking skills when courses offer opportunities to do so. ECTA courses will offer more informal oral practice in order for students to continue developing and delivering presentations, both in academic and real-world settings.
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 
     Perhaps one limitation of this assessment of public presentation of research is the sole academic audience of professor and fellow students. We've talked often in ECTA department meetings about how we might more fully offer opportunities for students to present their research outside of the classroom setting. By offering students a real-world audience, perhaps they will work more effectively at the development and oral delivery of their presentations. For example, students may present their research at the Research Symposium in the spring or in co-curricular activities, such as community readings outside of the classroom.  
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).       n/a


	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? As a department, we plan to assess the same learning outcome for the 2015-15 academic year.   
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