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5. gather and evaluate primary scientific literature and judge the value of the information 
presented in relation to particular biological questions (ILO 1,6). 

 
 
B. Program Learning Outcome(s) Assessed 

B.S./B.A. Programs: The department participated in University ILO assessment of Written 
Communication. No other program learning outcomes were assessed for these programs during 
AY 2017-18. 

M.S. Program: We assessed PLO 2, 3, 4 and 5 (see above). These program learning outcomes 
were also assessed in AY 2017-18. 
 
 
C. Summary of Assessment Process 

Instrument(s): For the University ILO assessment of Written Communication, Dr. Chris Kitting 
provided the final term paper for BIOL 469 - Conservation Biology to the members of the ILO 
Subcommittee. This course serves as the capstone experience for our Ecology and Evolutionary 
Biology concentration students.  
 
For the M.S. program we used the “Inquiry and Analysis Rubric” and the “Oral Communication 
Rubric” to assess the oral defense, a capstone event in partial fulfillment of the Master of Science 
Degree. A copy of these rubrics is included in the Appendix (Fig. A7). These rubrics are based on 
the VALUE rubrics developed by teams of faculty experts representing colleges and universities 
across the United States. The Value Rubric Development Project was sponsored by the 
Association of American Colleges and Universities. 
 
Sampling Procedure: The combined “Inquiry and Analysis" and "Oral Communication" rubric was 
applied to all 9 M.S. students that scheduled an oral defense in during AY 2018-19. 
 
Sampling Characteristics: The oral defense is one of the final requirements that our M.S. 
students complete. By th
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D. Summary of Assessment Results 

Main Findings: the department was very disappointed to learn that only four papers from our 
BIOL 469 course were used in the University ILO assessment of Written Communication. We 
were under the impression that the department would be provided with results for the entire 
class so that we could also make use of these assessments, but certainly understand the 
constraints and limitations of the ILO subcommittee members given the large number of papers 
they were tasked with evaluating. Moving forward to department will continue with our own PLO 
assessment of the B.A. and B.S. programs. 
 
For the M.S. program, we hoped all of our students would score at 3 or above as 3=proficient 
(4=exemplary). Looking at the individual PLOs assessed (Figure D1), the average score was 3 or 
above for all four PLOs. However, it can be seen from this same graph that students also scored 2 
(= basic) or 1 (=minimal) for several of the assessment criteria. A similar pattern can be observed 
in Figure D2, the average earned score for individual assessment criteria. In this graph we see 
that the average score for most criteria is 3 or higher, but for four of the criteria the average 
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Figure D2. Average rubric score earned for each PLO criteria evaluated. 
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Figure D3. Average rubric score earned for each PLO criteria for all 9 students evaluated in AY 2017-18. 

 

Recommendations for Program Improvement: The faculty are aware of the areas in which our 
students require additional instruction and experience, and have decided upon steps that should 
be taken to improve student outcomes (see Next Step(s) below). 
 
Next Step(s) for Closing the Loop: gnEI
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Other Reflections: In general, the faculty continue to value the rubric as an effective measure for 
assessing if our students are meeting our program learning outcomes. We are also confident that 
the inclusion of a year-long course in the curriculum that specifically focuses on the PLOs of the 
program will have a significant, positive impact on the success of our M.S. students. Additionally, 
by using the same Rubric year after year, we will increase our statistical power and be able to 
evaluate if any of our programmatic changes make a difference in student outcomes. 
 
 

 

 

 

Appendix:  

 

 
Figure A7. Rubrics used in assessment of M.S. student oral defense of thesis.  
 
 
  


