#4. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment:  Alternative Delivery
	Course: EDUC 363      Alternative Format:  FORMDROPDOWN 
    Explain “Other” if selected:      
Department:        Education              Date: 09.04.15

	Members (must include more than course instructor only) involved with analysis of artifacts: Ron Bork and Shanna Opfer

	See #3 Assessment Plan: Alternative Delivery: Student Outcomes for: a) Course requirement evaluation; b) Student Outcome; c) Question(s); e) Methodology 

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). Student Outcome: PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). Rubrics and Results Attached
2). COMPARABILITY – How did you determine if the outcomes of the traditional and alternative deliver modes were comparable? (note “na” if delivery modes were not compared). Report Attached 

	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): How are the teacher education candidates in the OPS Para-Educator program performing on lesson planning and presentation in comparison with our traditional on-campus undergraduate candidates as evidenced in the completion of the Teacher Work Sample?
2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. The number of candidates in the OPS cohort was significantly smaller than those in the on-campus cohort.  This small number impacts the conclusions that can be drawn from the data and from comparisons with the traditional on-campus candidates.  The same university supervisor evaluated all four OPS candidates while the on-campus candidates were evaluated by 6 different supervisors.  Supervisors were oriented to the process but each evaluated based on his/her observations and interpretation of the rubric descriptors. 

Overall averages for the two groups were comparable when average scores were considered.  This was impacted by the sample sizes of the two groups.  An acceptable score for the Teacher Work Sample was 20.  All of the on-campus candidates received a score at or above the acceptable score.  One candidate from the OPS cohort received a score lower than the acceptable.  



3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s).  Considering the scope and requirements of the Teacher Work Sample it was determined that candidate performance was generally at the acceptable level with 22 of 23 candidates (95.6%) performing at the acceptable level. 

Using sub-scores as a determiner of success the candidates were at the acceptable level (4 or 5) on 93.9% of the individual sub-score indicators. 



4). Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) In looking at the results and more importantly at the scoring rubric it was determined that a revision needed to be made in order to “weight” the individual sub-scores based on the importance of the task as determined by the teacher education faculty.  It was also determined that a greater differentiation needed to be included in the rubric descriptors that would go beyond counting incidences of items.
5). How did the outcomes of the traditional and alternative format analysis compare? (note “na” if delivery modes were not compared). Report data attached

	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: 09.04.15
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department) e-mailed report to all TE faculty
Who were results shared with? (List names):  e-mailed report to all TE faculty - R Bork, B Tonjes, K Nugent, B Pester, S Opfer, A Geidel, A Oliver, J Uffelman

	Discussion of Results –Summarize your conclusions including: 
1. ACTION*- How will what was learned from the assessment impact the alternative format teaching of this course starting the next academic year?   The new rubric will be introduced to the candidates and university supervisors connected with the OPS Para-Educator Program.
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year?    Greater clarity of expectations will be evident and an accurate evaluation of candidate proficiency will be sought.
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).       No additional budget is needed

	Submitted via email to Assessment Committee Chair by: Ron Bork 09.04.15                                
Reviewed by the Assessment Committee (date): 9/4/15

	Submitter notified/additional action needed: na      
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Assessment Committee Chair notified appropriate Dean: na 
Approved & Posted to Assessment site: 9/4/15


