Date:  March 25, 2013  
Submitted by:  Robert W. Lingard
Student Learning Outcome f Assessment Report

1. Student Learning Outcome f: Communicate effectively with a range of audiences (written communications).
a. Key Performance Indicators:

i. Student is able to write a well-organized term paper or project report that completely addresses the topics and requirements of the assignment.

ii. Student is able to provide support for main points of the paper with reasons, explanation and examples that are appropriate for the intended audience.

iii. Student is able to write papers that are correct in terms of syntax, grammar, spelling and required format.
2. Method of Assessment: We used an approach similar to the one used the last time this outcome was assessed (2006).  Namely we assessed student scores on the Upper Division Writing Proficiency Exam and we examined term papers written by COMP 450 students.  Specifically, the Upper Division Writing Proficiency Exam (UDWPE) scores for all computer science majors over the last seven years were evaluated.  This was done primarily to determine whether there had been any changes over the last seven years in the writing proficiency of computer science majors as measured by the UDWPE.  Then the writing proficiency of computer science majors was assessed by examining the term papers written by students in COMP 450 during the Spring 2012 semester.  These term papers were read and scored by three members of the department (Peter Gabrovsky, Robert Lingard, and John Noga) who were not currently teaching COMP 450.  Each term paper was randomly assigned to two different reviewers who assessed the writing proficiency using a rubric (given in the appendix) developed by the College Assessment Committee for assessing written communication.  The rubric used in this assessment is different from the one used in 2006 but is similar in nature.  It was designed for evaluating the papers on six factors with possible scores on each factor ranging from 1 to 4.  The total score, therefore, could range between 6 and 24.  Each paper was reviewed by two reviewers, and when the scores of the two reviewers were the same or differed by two or less, the score was deemed to be valid and the average of the two reviewers’ scores was recorded.  When the scores differed by more than two points, the third reviewer also read the paper.  If the score by the third reviewer was the same as that of one of the original reviewers that score was used.  If it differed by two or less from the score of one of the other reviewers and was between the two previous scores then it was also used.  In all other cases the three reviews met and discussed the reasons for their scores and a consensus was reached on the score.
3. Results of the Assessment:  The results of the assessment of UDWPE scores showed no significant difference in writing proficiency of computer science majors over the last seven years.  The results of the assessment of COMP 450 term papers showed generally positive results regarding the writing proficiency of computer science majors.  Twenty papers were assessed and the average score was 14.9 where 12 was considered to be adequate. There was a positive correlation (0.35) between scores on the UDWPE and the assessment of COMP 450 term papers indicating some degee of validity in the assessment.
4. Analysis of the Assessment Results:  The data containing the UDWPE scores for computer science majors over the last seven years was analyzed.  The average UDWPE score for all attempts for all students taking the exam was computed for each of the last seven years.  There has been no significant difference in UDWPE scores for computer science students over this period.  
With respect to the assessment of COMP 450 term papers, the results were generally positive.  A total of 20 papers were assessed and the average score was 14.9 out of a possible 24.  The low score was 6.5 and the high score was 21.5 with a standard deviation of 3.78.  It is hard to make a direct comparison to the last assessment of written communication (2006) since that assessment used a different rubric.  However, on the current assessment students scored an average of 62% of the possible points and on the last assessment they scored an average of 64%.  There is no evidence to suggest that a significant difference in student achievement with respect to this outcome has occurred over the last seven years.  
In looking at the average scores on each of the specific items on the rubric, both “Response to the Assignment” and “Analysis of Results” achieved fairly high scores (2.93 and 2.65 respectively).  The other for items scored significantly lower: “Conclusion” (2.30), “Organization and Form” (2.33), “Summary/Abstract” (2.35), and “Writing Style and Grammar” (2.39).  This suggests that students do well in the analytical aspects of the assignment, but not so well in aspects having to do with the form and grammatical aspects of writing a report, including the ability to write effective summaries and draw appropriate conclusions.  

The complete assessment results are given in the appendix
5. Numerical Summary of Results: This section lists the percentages of students whose demonstration of this SLO was judged   “poor”, “weak”, adequate” or “good” by this assessment.  A student will be deemed to have met the student learning outcome if his/her performance was “adequate” or “good”.
For the rubric used, students scoring less than 9 were judged to be “poor’, those scoring at least 9 but less than12 were judged to be “weak”, those scoring at least 12 but less than 15 were judged to be “adequate” and those scoring 15 or higher were rated as “good”.  The distribution of scores is as follows:
	% Poor
	% Weak
	%Adequate
	%Good

	10% (2)
	10% (2)
	25% (5)
	55% (11)


6. Recommendations for Actions/Changes:  
a. If this was an informal assessment, is there a need to perform formal assessment(s) with respect to this SLO?  This was a formal assessment.
b. If this was a formal assessment, should it be repeated?  If so, when?  This assessment should be done again in two years.  The results indicated that our students are performing acceptably with respect to this outcome, but it has been identified by employers as an important outcome.  Because of this it is recommended that assessment of this outcome be conducted regularly, probably every two years.
c. Should changes be made in the way this assessment was done?  If so, describe the changes.  There were inter-rater reliability issues with this assessment.  For seven of the 20 papers assessed, the scores by the two initial reviewers were quite different.  It is recommended that if this same approach is used in the future, the reviewers should be trained in use of the rubric before the reviews are done in order to achieve a higher consistency of results.
As with the last assessment of this outcome, only COMP 450 Term Papers were used.  It would be good to include the assessment of other types of writing in future assessments of this outcome.  For example, the documents prepared in conjunction with software engineering projects (e.g., requirements, designs, test plans, etc.) could be assessed.  In fact, it was the original intention to include such writing samples as part of this assessment, but obtaining appropriate samples for assessment proved to be impractical.  One weakness in assessing these documents, however, is that they are typically the result of a group effort.  That is, several students contribute to the documents, but not necessarily all students participate equally or even at all.  The results would not show the extent to which all our students had achieved this outcome.
d. Should there be any changes in curriculum based on the results of this assessment?  If so, describe recommended changes.  This assessment indicates that our students might benefit from more instruction in the proper way to write research papers, in particular, how to write summaries, document conclusions, and organize a paper using good style and grammar.  Maybe in COMP 450 and/or other courses in which such writing assignments are given, specific instruction could be provided regarding effective written communication.
e. Should any other changes be made?   No other changes seem warranted at this time.
APPENDIX 
Written Communications Scoring Rubric

	
	Excellent (4)
	Good (3)
	Adequate (2)
	Weak (1)

	ABSTRACT/SUMMARY: Papers are expected to summarize the contents by briefly conveying the paper’s essential information.
	The abstract/summary is concisely written and presents the assignment’s objectives, methods, and results obtained.
	The abstract/summary presents nearly all the assignment’s objectives, methods, and results obtained.  It may lack conciseness.
	The abstract/summary presents many of the assignment’s objectives, methods, and results obtained.  It may lack conciseness.
	The paper fails to provide an abstract/summary or presents only a few of the assignment’s objectives, methods, and results obtained.

	RESPONSE TO ASSIGNMENT:

Papers are expected to completely address the topic and requirements set forth in the assignment.  
	The paper responds to the assignment and addresses the topic and all requirements.
	The paper responds to the assignment and addresses the topic and nearly all requirements.
	The paper addresses the topic and responds to most of the requirements of the assignment. 
	The paper does not respond to many of the requirements of the assignment or responds in a superficial, simplistic, or disjointed manner.

	ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION:

Papers are expected to provide an appropriate level of analysis, discussion and evaluation including consideration of alternatives as required by the assignment.
	Gathered material is completely analyzed and evaluated, providing support for main points with reasons, explanations, and examples as appropriate including a complete analysis of any appropriate alternatives.
	Gathered material is analyzed and evaluated and appropriate reasons, explanations, and examples are given for most of the main points.  Some analysis of alternatives is done if appropriate to the assignment.
	Most of the gathered material is analyzed and evaluated and many of the main points are supported with reasons, explanations, or examples.  Some alternatives are identified if appropriate to the assignment.
	The depth of analysis and evaluation of the gathered material is inadequate or not all the main points are supported with reasons, explanations, or examples, and may include unnecessary material.

	ORGANIZATION AND FORM:

Papers are expected to be well-organized in overall structure and show good form and format including the use of appropriate diagrams, tables, and other figures, and all sources used are appropriately referenced.
	The paper is well-structured; its organization contributes to its purpose.  The form and format, including an appropriate use of diagrams, tables, and other figures, facilitate the overall understanding and readability of the paper, and all sources used are appropriately referenced.
	The paper is generally well-structured, with only a few flaws in overall organization.  The form and format are adequate and, for the most part, appropriate diagrams, tables, and other figures are used to aid in its understanding and readability, and appropriate references are given for sources used.
	The structure of the paper is adequate for the most part, but it contains several organizational flaws. The form and format are adequate for the most part but contain some flaws or the paper is missing some necessary diagrams, tables, or figures, or it fails to appropriately reference all sources used.
	The paper is poorly structured; organizational flaws undermine its effectiveness.  The form and format detract from its effectiveness or insufficient diagrams, tables, or other figures are provided to aid understanding and readability.  Sources are not appropriately referenced.

	WRITING STYLE, GRAMMAR AND MECHANICS:

Papers are expected to be stylistically effective – that is, to contain well-structured sentences, well-chosen words, and an appropriate tone, as a means of achieving its purpose. They are also expected to maintain sentence level correctness in terms of syntax, grammar, spelling, and punctuation.
	The sentence structure, word choice, fluency, and tone of the paper enhance its effectiveness and reinforce its purpose. The syntax, grammar, spelling, and punctuation are correct.
	The sentence structure, word choice, fluency, and tone of the paper contribute to its effectiveness and adequately support its purpose, and sentence level errors do not seriously detract from the paper’s effectiveness.
	The sentence structure, word choice, fluency, and tone of the paper are adequate for the most part, but there are some instances of poor word choices, lack of fluency, inappropriate tone or sentence level errors that occasionally detract from the paper’s effectiveness.
	The sentence structure, word choice, fluency, and tone of the paper detract from its effectiveness or are inappropriate to its purpose and/or sentence level errors are so frequent and disruptive that they detract from the paper’s effectiveness.

	CONCLUSIONS:

Papers are expected to draw appropriate conclusions based on its content or findings and make recommendations as appropriate.
	The paper draws a complete set of valid conclusions based on its content or findings and makes appropriate recommendations.
	The paper draws conclusions and makes recommendations as appropriate that are largely complete and valid. 
	The paper draws some appropriate conclusions and makes some appropriate recommendations.
	The paper fails to draws valid conclusions or the conclusions drawn are incomplete, and it fails to make appropriate recommendations.


COMP 450 Term Paper Assessment Results

(20 Computer Science Majors)
	PAPER ID
	REVIEWER
	ABSTRACT/ SUMMARY
	RESPONSE TO ASSIGN- MENT
	ANALYSIS AND DISCUS- SION
	ORGAN- IZATION AND FORM
	WRITING STYLE & GRAM- MAR
	CONCLU- SION
	TOTAL
	AVERAGE

	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	2
	3
	2
	12
	17.00

	 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	17
	

	 
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	17
	

	2
	1
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	19
	19.00

	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	3
	2
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3
	19
	

	3
	1
	3
	4
	3
	2
	3
	3
	18
	14.00

	 
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	14
	

	 
	3
	1
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	11
	

	4
	1
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	19
	19.50

	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	3
	3
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3
	20
	

	5
	1
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	22
	21.50

	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	3
	3
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	21
	

	6
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	14
	14.50

	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	15
	

	7
	1
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2
	3
	19
	18.50

	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	18
	

	8
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	14
	14.00

	 
	2
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	23
	

	 
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	14
	

	9
	1
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	17
	16.00

	 
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	15
	

	 
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	10
	1
	2
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	18
	16.00

	 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	15
	

	 
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	16
	

	11
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	6
	6.50

	 
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	7
	

	 
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	12
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	16
	14.00

	 
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2
	2
	11
	

	 
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	14
	

	13
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	14
	13.00

	 
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	12
	

	 
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	14
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	11.50

	 
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2
	1
	11
	

	 
	3
	1
	3
	3
	2
	1
	2
	12
	

	15
	1
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	16
	16.00

	 
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	10
	

	 
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	18
	

	16
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	18.00

	 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	17
	

	 
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	19
	

	17
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	15.00

	 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	16
	

	 
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	14
	

	18
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	8.50

	 
	2
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	8
	

	 
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	9
	

	19
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	9.50

	 
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	9
	

	 
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	10
	

	20
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	16.00

	 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	17
	

	 
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	15
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	2.35
	2.93
	2.65
	2.33
	2.39
	2.30
	
	14.90


Average UDWPE Scores for the Last Seven Years

	YEAR
	AVERAGE UDWPE SCORE
	NUMBER OF SCORES

	2006
	7.82
	49

	2007
	8.19
	72

	2008
	8.2
	66

	2009
	8.03
	90

	2010
	7.65
	107

	2011
	8.07
	82

	2012
	8.07
	137

	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	8.00
	 

	STD
	0.20
	


Comparison between Term Paper and UDWPE Scores

	STUDENT ID
	PAPER SCORE
	UDWPE SCORE

	1
	17
	9

	2
	19
	8

	3
	14
	9

	4
	19.5
	9

	5
	21.5
	10

	6
	14.5
	8

	7
	18.5
	9

	8
	14
	9

	9
	16
	8

	10
	16
	8

	11
	6.5
	8

	12
	14
	9

	13
	13
	8

	14
	11.5
	9

	15
	16
	12

	16
	18
	9

	17
	15
	8

	18
	8.5
	8

	19
	9.5
	8

	20
	16
	8

	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	14.9
	8.7

	STD
	3.78
	0.98

	CORREL
	                     0.35
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