Department of Urban Studies and Planning

2018-2019 Annual Program Assessment Report

Please submit report to your department chair or program coordinator, the Associate Dean of your College, and to james.solomon@csun.edu, Director of the Office of Academic Assessment and Program Review, by September 30, 2019. You may, but are not required to, submit a separate report for each program, including graduate degree programs, which conducted assessment activities, or you may combine programs in a single report.  Please include this form with your report in the same file and identify your department/program in the file name.
College: Social and Behavioral Sciences

Department: Urban Studies and Planning

Program: 

Assessment liaison: 

1. Please check off whichever is applicable:

A.  ___X_____  Measured student work within program major/options.

B.  ___X_____  Analyzed results of measurement within program major/options.

C.  ________  Applied results of analysis to program review/curriculum/review/revision major/options.

D. _________ Focused exclusively on the direct assessment measurement of General Education Arts and Humanities student learning outcomes    

2. Overview of Annual Assessment Project(s).  On a separate sheet, provide a brief overview of this year’s assessment activities, including:
· an explanation for why your department chose the assessment activities (measurement, analysis, application, or GE assessment) that it enacted
· if your department implemented assessment option A, identify which program SLOs were assessed (please identify the SLOs in full), in which classes and/or contexts, what assessment instruments were used and the methodology employed, the resulting scores, and the relation between this year’s measure of student work and that of past years: (include as an appendix any and all relevant materials that you wish to include)
· if your department implemented assessment option B, identify what conclusions were drawn from the analysis of measured results, what changes to the program were planned in response, and the relation between this year’s analyses and past and future assessment activities
· if your department implemented option C, identify the program modifications that were adopted, and the relation between program modifications and past and future assessment activities
· if your program implemented option D, exclusively or simultaneously with options A, B, and/or C, identify the basic skill(s) assessed and the precise learning outcomes assessed, the assessment instruments and methodology employed, and the resulting scores
· in what way(s) your assessment activities may reflect the university’s commitment to diversity in all its dimensions but especially with respect to underrepresented groups
· any other assessment-related information you wish to include, including SLO revision (especially to ensure continuing alignment between program course offerings and both program and university student learning outcomes), and/or the creation and modification of new assessment instruments
3.     Preview of planned assessment activities for 2019-20.  Include a brief description as reflective of a continuous program of ongoing assessment.

Assessment Approach

The SLOs for the Department of Urban Studies and Planning are as follows:  

1) Know the key forces responsible for urban development in the U.S. and elsewhere in the world.

2) Demonstrate knowledge of current principles and practices of urban planning relevant at multiple levels of government from local to global.

3) Demonstrate the ability to work with diverse communities to advance social justice.

4) Demonstrate knowledge of appropriate methods and techniques to accomplish urban-related research.

5) Demonstrate an ability to apply principles of sustainable development using a participatory approach to decision making.

6) Participate in various forms of civic engagement.

For the past few years, the Department assessment efforts focused on SLO #4: “Demonstrate knowledge of appropriate methods and techniques to accomplish urban-related research.”  We assessed SLO #4 in the context of the Department’s capstone class, URBS 450 Senior Seminar in Urban Studies and Planning.  URBS 450 focuses on contemporary topics in urban studies and planning.  The main requirement for the class is the completion of a research paper on a current urban problem in the San Fernando Valley or the greater Los Angeles region.  There are several important reasons why the Department has focused its assessment efforts on URBS 450.   First, URBS 450 is the capstone course for the Department’s majors who have senior standing and it is required for graduation.  Second, two of the prerequisites for the course are methods classes:  URBS 340A Quantitative Urban Research Methods and URBS 340B Qualitative Urban Research Methods.  By assessing student performance in URBS 450 - a research oriented capstone class in the department - the faculty is also able to assess the effectiveness of the methods courses.  Third, we hope students in URBS 450 demonstrate a high level of intellectual maturity before entering the job market.

For our 2018-19 assessment, we took a slightly different approach.  We assessed URBS 450 again as we have in previous years.  However, at the request of the Assessment Office at CSUN and after considerable discussion among the faculty, the Department decided to also include an assessment of URBS 340A Quantitative Urban Research Methods in the 2018-19 academic year assessment.  As noted, URBS 340A is a “feeder” course for URBS 450.  Accordingly, the Department decided to assess this course in order to identify whether knowledge acquired in the early courses are being applied and demonstrated in upper-division courses. In other words, we wish to assess how well students are applying their knowledge of research methods to the research requirements of URBS 450.  

Assessment Methodology

The Department has used a semi-longitudinal design to assess student performance in URBS 450 Senior Seminar in Urban Studies and Planning.  We adopted the same approach to assess URBS 340A Quantitative Urban Research Methods.  Specifically, we evaluated required research papers for both courses based on the following criteria (the rubric is attached to the end of this document):  

1. Stating a clear research question;

2. The quality of the literature review;
3. Evidence of the effective communication of data sources and data collection methods;
4. Effective presentation of data; and,
5. Demonstrated linkages between the results of data collection and analysis and recommendations to solve a particular problem.
A Likert Scale was used ranging from one to three for each of the criteria:  one is below expectations, two meets expectations, and three is equivalent to above expectations.  
Assessment of URBS 340A Quantitative Research Methods
We assess URBS 340A offered during the fall 2017 semester.  We used the fall 2017 semester instead of the fall 2018 semester so we could match students who also completed URBS 450 during the fall 2018 semester.   There were a total of 26 students enrolled in the 340A course.  Students in the class were required to write a research paper that followed the scientific method of research and demonstrated knowledge of how to use quantitative methods.  Faculty from the Department’s Assessment Committee reviewed and evaluated the papers using the rubric described above.    
The performance outcomes for students assessed in URBS 340A were mixed.  The majority of students were able to clearly identify and state a problem relevant to the field of urban studies and planning.  For this criterion, “research question problem statement,” 27% of the students fell below expectations, 62% met expectations, and 12% exceeded expectations.  The next logical step in the research process was the literature review.  The “literature review” criterion has two sub-criteria: “quality of sources” and “quality of structure.”   For “quality of sources,” 31% of the students fell below expectations, 62% met expectations, and 8% exceeded expectations.  For the “quality of structure” component of the literature review, 42% of students fell below expectations, 50% met expectations, and 8% exceeded expectations.  Students were better able to identify quality sources of information in URBS 340A than they were at writing the review.   

For the next criterion, “data sources/data collection methods” (or “fittingness with the problem statement”), 46% of the students fell below expectations, 46% met expectations, and 8 percent exceeded expectations.  Students also struggled somewhat with presenting their data (“presentation of data”).  The criterion “presentation of data” had two sub-criteria: “variety” and “clarity.”  For the sub-criterion “variety,” 54% of the students fell below expectations, 38% met expectations, and 8% exceeded expectations.  For the sub-criterion “clarity,” 54% of the students fell below expectations, 42% met expectations, and 4% exceeded expectations.  The last criterion, “recommendations/conclusions,” also had two sub-criteria: “link to evidence” and “addressing of the problem.”  On these criteria student performance was the weakest.  Student performance outcomes were the same for both of the sub-criteria:  65% of the students fell below expectations, 27% met expectations, and 8% exceeded expectations.  
Assessment of URBS 450 Senior Seminar in Urban Studies and Planning 

We also, as with the previous few years, assessed research papers from URBS 450 Senior Seminar in Urban Studies and Planning.  Two sections of the course were assessed, one offered during the fall 2018 semester and the other offered during the spring 2019 semester.  There were a total of 23 students in both classes and the papers were reviewed by faculty members of the Department’s Assessment Committee using the rubric described above.    
The majority of students assessed in URBS 450 met or exceeded the expectations for all of the criteria used in the rubric.  Students performed particularly well in identifying a problem and clearly stating a research question: 70% of students met expectations and 30% exceeded expectations.  Academic performance on the literature reviews was also strong.  For the sub-criterion “quality of sources,” 9% fell below expectations, 22% met expectations, and 70% exceeded expectations.  For the sub-criterion “quality of structure,” 9% fell below expectations, 52% met expectations, and 39% exceeded expectations.  Performance outcomes for the criterion “data sources/data collection methods” (or “fittingness with the problem statement”) was also relatively strong.  Of the total students, 17% fell below expectations, 43% met expectations, and 39% exceeded expectations.  Students also performed relatively strong on the criterion “presentation of data.”  There were two sub-criteria for this measure: “variety” and “clarity.”  For the sub-criterion “variety,” 17% of the students fell below expectations, 48% met expectations, and 35% exceeded expectations.  For the sub-criterion “clarity,” 17% of the students fell below expectations, 52% met expectations, and 30% exceeded expectations.  Finally, the criterion “recommendations and conclusions” presented a challenge for some students, although overall their performance was solid.  This criterion also had two sub-criteria: “link to evidence” and “addressing of the problem.”  Student performance outcomes for link to evidence was 22% below expectations, 65% met expectations, and 13% exceeded expectations and addressing the problem was 13% below expectations, 70% met expectations, and 17% exceeded expectations.  

Matched Sample of URBS 340A and URBS 450 Students
As noted above, we matched students who completed URBS 340A during the fall 2017 semester and URBS 450 during the fall 2018 semester.  There were a total of 3 matched students.  The outcomes were mixed, but overall there was marked improvement, particularly for the students meeting the above expectations measure on the rubric.
For the criteria “research question problem statement,” 33% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 67% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations.  For the 450 students on this criterion, 0% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 67% exceeded expectations.  The “literature review” criterion has two sub-criteria: “quality of sources” and “quality of structure.”   For “quality of sources,” 33% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 67% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations.  For the 450 students on this same sub-criterion, 0% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 67% exceeded expectations.  For the “quality of structure” component of the literature review, 33% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 67% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations.  For the 450 students on this same sub-criterion, 0% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 67% exceeded expectations.  

For the next criterion, “data sources/data collection methods” (or “fittingness with the problem statement”), 33% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 67% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations.  For the 450 students on this same criterion, 0% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 67% exceeded expectations.  The criterion “presentation of data” also had two sub-criteria: “variety” and “clarity.”  For the sub-criterion “variety,” 33% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 67% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations. For the 450 students on this same sub-criterion, 0% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 67% exceeded expectations.  For the sub-criterion “clarity,” 33% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 67% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations. For the 450 students on this same sub-criterion, 0% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 67% exceeded expectations.

The last criterion, “recommendations/conclusions,” also had two sub-criteria: “link to evidence” and “addressing of the problem.”  For the sub-criterion “link to evidence,” 67% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations. For the 450 students on this same sub-criterion, 33% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 33% exceeded expectations.  For the sub-criterion “addressing the problem,” 67% of the 340A students fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 0% exceeded expectations. For the 450 students on this same sub-criterion, 33% fell below expectations, 33% met expectations, and 33% exceeded expectations.

3.  Preview of planned assessment activities for 2019-20.  Include a brief description as reflective of a continuous program of ongoing assessment.
When the current assessment is complete, the results will be communicated to the faculty and discussions will commence.  We anticipate a number of topics to be on the table for discussion, including revisions to the Department’s SLO’s, the possibility of evaluating a different SLO, academic performance from the 2018-19 assessment, and trends in the assessment scores for the last several years.  Of particular importance will be addressing concerns to improve academic performance.  As noted, there are still a number of students performing below expectations on some of the criteria, including data collection and methods and linking findings to policy recommendations and conclusions.    
However, at the request of the Assessment Office at CSUN, our 2019-20 assessment will focus on General Education courses in the Social Sciences.  The Department of Urban Studies and Planning offers three GE courses in the Social Sciences:

URBS 150. Discover the City (3) 
URBS 310. Growth and Sustainable Development of Cities (3) 
URBS 380. Los Angeles: Past, Present, Future (3) 
As we plan our GE Social Science course assessments, we will put our regular program assessments on hold for 2019-20 to concentrate on GE Social Science courses.  We will assess those GE courses that will offer the best information, especially with regard to student success. 
Appendix
Program Assessment Rubric for URBS 450 Urban Problems Seminar and URBS 340A Quantitative Urban Research Methods
Student Learning Outcome #4 “Students demonstrate knowledge of appropriate methods and techniques to accomplish urban-related research.”

	Item
	
	Below expectation
	Meets expectation
	Above expectation

	Research question / problem statement
	Clarity
	
	
	

	Literature review
	Quality of sources
	
	
	

	
	Quality of structure
	
	
	

	Data sources / data collection methods
	Fittingness with the problem statement 
	
	
	

	Presentation of data
	Variety
	
	
	

	
	Clarity
	
	
	

	Recommendations / Conclusions
	Link to evidence
	
	
	

	
	Addressing of the problem
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