#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: Natural Sciences                                        Date: June 4, 2015

	Members involved with analysis of artifacts: Dr. John Jurchen, Dr. Kristy Jurchen, Dr. Rob Hermann, Dr. Brent Royuk, Dr. Kyle Johnson, Dr. Connie Callahan, Dr. Tim Huntington, and Dr. Joe Gubanyi

	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). Nine lab reports from Bio 351 Microbiology, five lab reports from Chem 331 Organic Chemistry II, and six research papers from Phys 399 Physics Research were assessed using the attached scoring sheet/rubric that was created by department members when the assessment plan for the 2014-15 academic year was developed October 2014.  When we met, we looked at each artifact together and then decided as a group which score to assign to the artifact. Scores were based on the following Likert scale: 1 - desired outcome not met at all; 2 - desired outcome minimally met; 3 - desired outcome moderately done; 4 - desired outcome well done; 5 - desired outcome exceptionally well done.      
 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
Are students in science labs where data is collected making appropriate conclusions about what was examined in their experiments or are they just repeating their results?     
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
A total of 20 artifacts were viewed in the assessment. Our goal that 80% of students would score 3 or better in our assessment was met as 20 out 20 artifacts (100%) scored 3 or better. The breakdown of the rubric scoring was as follows: 3 out of 20 (15%) scored 5; 12 out of 20 (60%) scored 4 (two of those were 4.5); 5 out of 20 (25%) scored 3. The chart below shows the Likert scores for the assessment of Fall 2014 courses (31 artifacts) and Spring 2015 courses (20 artifacts). 
[image: image1.png]70

60

50

40

30

20

10

Percent Student Scores Fall 2014 and Spring 2015

60
42
35
25
15
10 10
l l 0
5 4 3 2

Likert Scale- 5 = oustanding; 1 = outcome not met
mFall Semester  m Spring Semester




3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s). We wanted to know whether our students in science labs where data was collected were making appropriate conclusions about what was examined in their experiments or whether they were  just repeating their results. Our goal that 80% of students would score 3 or better in our assessment was met as 20 out 20 artifacts (100%) scored 3 or better. Results for the spring semester were similar to the fall semester (combined 4 and 5 score percentages were 77% in the fall and 75% in the spring) although in the fall 13% (4 out of 31) did not meet our goal compared to 0% not meeting our goal in the spring. 
      

4). Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) None noted.

	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: 11 May 2015     
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department) We met as a department prior to the spring faculty seminar.
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Dr. John Jurchen, Dr. Kristy Jurchen, Dr. Rob Hermann, Dr. Brent Royuk, Dr. Kyle Johnson, Dr. Connie Callahan, Dr. Tim Huntington, and Dr. Joe Gubanyi


	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? 
1. In Bio 351 Microbiology Scoring was based on the students’ ability to rank the survivability of microorganisms by organism and understanding the reasons why they survived. A perfect score required the correct ordering of all three groups represented, a good score being satisfied by recognizing the spore formers as the most heat tolerant. In the future, Professor Callahan plans to emphasize the importance of what influenced the survival of all three bacteria species rather than the textbook emphasis on spore formers.

2. Professor Kristy Jurchen noted that students in this year’s class were required to analyze product purity in fewer labs than in previous classes. Assessing the students’ ability to correctly analyze product purity pointed out its importance to the course and in the future she plans to increase the number of times students are required to carry out this analysis by requiring it in labs where the analysis is appropriate.
3. For Phys 399 students were expected to clearly state their results, discuss the quality of their results, and discuss what impacted the quality of their results. Assessing the artifacts, it could be seen that the students focused on discussing what impacted the quality of their results while not always stating their results or the quality of their results clearly. As a result, Professor Hermann plans to spend more time in class helping students achieve and understand their results so that they will better be able to state their results and the quality of their results.
Albeit, other department members undoubtedly gleaned ideas by examining and discussing artifacts from their colleagues’ courses, other than the above mentioned actions, no one else shared action plans they planned to implement in other courses.
          
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 
     The proposed actions for the above courses in essence are relatively minor changes for courses that have been successful in reaching desired student outcomes (see Results Summary). It is anticipated that the proposed changes would have small, but positive changes in their respective courses.     
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).       Proposed actions will have no impact on the budget.     


	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 did not decide on a specific assessment question to assess for the 2015-16 academic year.


	

	Submitted by: Joseph Gubanyi             Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 7/15

	Department Chair notified/additional action needed: na      
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Assessment Committee Chair notified appropriate Dean: na 
Approved & Posted to Assessment site: 7/15


