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Agenda

● Check-In (15 min)
● Pair/Share w/ one PLO (35 min)
● Break (10 min)
● Rubrics (30 min)
● Student Voice (30 min)



Outcomes for Today’s Session

● Implement strategies to develop or find rubrics for your 
assessment plan.

● Articulate strategies to incorporate student voice in the 
planning and review phases.

● Develop next steps for drafting your plan.



Checking In

● What wins have  you had  since our last meeting?

● Fun revelations? 

● “Stuck points” have you encountered?

-Erika Eckert, Director of Assessment
Kent State University

There is no perfect way to do this, 
no single right way, so accept that 

upfront and you will be happier. 



Draft 
Brainstorming



Sample from Template
PLO Detail, Direct Measure #1

Describes in more detail how assessment is 
implemented including

● When the assessment happens
● Describes student population (all or 

sample?)
● Describes the minimum score to be 

considered proficient (threshold)
● Describes how many students need to 

meet that threshold for dept to see 
that PLO as met (target)

● Describes how evidence is collected 
and shared for analysis



Round 1 (10 min) Table 1 Table 2

Presenter (share your PLO draft) Trey Zac 

Listener/Questioners Brian & Keeta Lauren & Emily

Round 2 (10 min) Table 1 Table 2

Presenter (share your PLO draft) Lauren Brian 

Listener/Questioners Trey & Keeta Zac & Emily

Round 3 (10 min) Table 1 Table 2

Additional questions/ideas/points 
of confusion about the drafting?

Zac, Keeta, Trey Lauren, Brian, Emily



Stretch Break



Rubrics



Types of Rubrics for Program Assessment

Analytic Rubrics: explicit descriptions of each rating scale; 
pinpoints specific areas of strength and weakness

Holistic Rubrics: short descriptions of each rating scale; 
provides overall view

Single-point Rubrics: describe one critical level of performance 
on the rating scale (meets expectations) with room for 
comments

Three Types



Analytic Rubrics

Advantages

• Provide detailed evaluation of 
specific skills and knowledge, 
indicating each aspect

• May be useful when many 
faculty and/or other professionals 
will be rating student work, as 
descriptors can support 
consistency 

Limitations
• Can be time-consuming to 
develop and refine 
• Can be time-consuming for 
raters to use (especially for new 
raters) 
• May be difficult to compare 
overall performance on multiple 
program-level SLOs (depending on 
the rubric, weighting of criteria, 
approach to data analysis, etc.) 



Analytic Rubric 
Example from Washington State University

Criteria from 
WSU adapted 
from AAC&U’s 
VALUE rubrics



Holistic Rubrics

Advantages
• Provide overall evaluation of 

performance on targeted 
program-level  PLO

• Are fairly short and relatively easy to 
develop and to use
 

• Can save time by minimizing the 
number of decisions raters must 
make, and may be useful when 
evaluating a high volume of student 
work or complex student work (e.g., a 
portfolio)  

Limitations
• Do not provide information on 

particular strengths and weaknesses 
(or where improvement is needed) 
within a single program-level SLO, 
since different component skills or 
characteristics are grouped together 
into a single score  

• Can be difficult for raters to use 
consistently, as few pieces of student 
work will meet any one performance 
level description precisely 



Holistic Rubric 
Example from Washington State University

Criteria from 
WSU adapted 
from AAC&U’s 
VALUE rubrics



Single-Point Rubrics

Advantages
• Emphasize a critical performance level (such as meets 
expectations for a graduating senior) 

• Can be designed to provide overall evaluation of 
performance on targeted program-level SLOs or more 
detailed evaluation of specific component skills and 
knowledge 

• Offer raters more flexibility in evaluation, including space 
to provide qualitative comments with concrete detail about 
student’s strengths and weaknesses on specific 
program-level SLOs 

• Are fairly short and relatively easy to develop and to use 

• Minimize the amount of rubric text that raters must 
navigate, and may be useful when evaluating a high volume 
of student work or complex student work (e.g., a portfolio) 

Limitations
• Can be difficult for raters to score consistently, 
especially on scale levels where performance is not 
described 

• Can be time-consuming for raters to provide 
comments, depending on the desired level of detail 

• Compiling and interpreting qualitative comments 
may be difficult and time-consuming



Single-Point Rubric 
Example from Washington State University

Criteria from 
WSU adapted 
from AAC&U’s 
VALUE rubrics



Combination for Course/Program Assessment 
Needs?

Assess Course Goals with an Analytic Rubric (students 
see these feedback and results)

Assess Program Outcome(s) with a Holistic or 
Single-Point Rubric (students do not see these feedback 
or results; these results are shared with 
program/assessment coordinator(s)



AAC&U VALUE Rubrics

● Creative Thinking

● Critical Thinking

● Ethical Reasoning

● Global Learning

● Information Literacy

● Inquiry Analysis

● Integrative Learning

● Intercultural Knowledge

● Lifelong Learning

● Problem Solving

● Quantitative Literacy

● Reading

● Teamwork

● Written Communication

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1OY5Q9DV5g2gUjSfDk1E0k2zE7M6pGvwH/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/19cGf4kOoyuAmbGDVyYiUoYu_4GfQv6GZ/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1axrsSeFQFtWO4O2Rc8fe-g1ntsZnOB5Q/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/184YzEBrj--gA8LG2y-JbskLlLniFxPST/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1U19pn_54_5Rcw-yfBUAJ-g6khAllGA6B/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/10vyfYwHqqe_3A-tjXVeyo3CirIZhVcq7/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1yNmv4UvMAPEW_KXrjxe5ZofSG1Qms7gX/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1VZ3fmsnuoMcvv2Kfb12qZ9Nwisgyy3X6/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1SVPUbxEr6n9P65nC96mqyJMNkCezdEvs/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1UIOQj9ot0duV7JCs1mjt1WepC7XTZ3PN/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/10a5oCD0WOvz0Pn1UFJ4KsxtxSAYDxDXJ/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/12dz2nwU062qaIjACPTV2pzyXgEtWBk_f/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1zsf0mvYRkxQu8F6nbVuc7qqskhtWf9oS/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1IfsacvoRY6KbGRdvWXJdRgpUC6NilsF2/edit?usp=drive_link&ouid=117541289090861306533&rtpof=true&sd=true


Student Voice



Myth 6
Myth 6: It is more efficient for one person to conduct all program assessments. Too 

many people and opinions make this work more complicated.



Who is involved in assessment?
● Involve all faculty in assessment at all steps

○ Programs are offered and led by faculty
● Consider strategies to collect input from faculty at each stage

● Consider how student voice could play a part in the 
planning

● Possibly create a committee to help
● Committee should provide leadership for assessment

○ Possible structure with ~3 faculty members
○ Develop an assessment plan
○ Oversee the implementation of the plan
○ Responsible for presenting and gathering input from faculty
○ Develop post-assessment action items



Are we listening to what students 
need, or telling them what we 

think they need?

Incorporating Student Voice

Kremer, K.S.(2023). Including Authentic Student Voice in Your Assessment Story. Intersection: A journal at the intersection of 
assessment and learning. Association for the Assessment of Learning in Higher Education Conference Proceedings, 4(3).



Incorporating Student Voice

● What do we mean 

by incorporation of 

student voice?

● Where might you 

be able to build 

student voice into 

the process?



Curtis, N. (n.d.). Student Partnerships in Program-Level Assessment. Weave Infographic. Downloaded from 
https://weaveeducation.com/assessment-accreditation-webinars-ebooks-guides/?topic=assessment. 

https://weaveeducation.com/assessment-accreditation-webinars-ebooks-guides/?topic=assessment


Student Voice in the Planning

3 models found in the literature:
● Student Representation = elected/selected voices in the 

planning
● Students Partnership = students as co-creators in some or 

all components of the assessment plan
● Student Leadership = students leading the assessment 

process
Kremer, K.S.(2023). Including Authentic Student Voice in Your Assessment Story. Intersection: A journal at the 
intersection of assessment and learning. Association for the Assessment of Learning in Higher Education 
Conference Proceedings, 4(3).



Student Voice in the Planning

More specific examples:
● Create focus groups. 
● Disseminate program-wide surveys. 
● Invite students to participate in activities such as course planning or aligning rubrics 

with assignments. Allow students to co-design assessment practices.
● When designing rubrics, ask students to mark them against their own work. Does it 

accurately reflect their learning? Where might there be a missing element? 
● Encourage students to reflect on their own learning and set goals for their 

development in the program. Students can choose different methods for reflection; 
written, vlog, journals, portfolios, etc.

University of Maine, Office of Institutional Research & Assessment website: 
https://umaine.edu/oira/assessment/student-voice-in-assessment/. 

https://umaine.edu/oira/assessment/student-voice-in-assessment/


Curtis, N. (n.d.). Student Partnerships in Program-Level Assessment. Weave Infographic. Downloaded from 
https://weaveeducation.com/assessment-accreditation-webinars-ebooks-guides/?topic=assessment. 

https://weaveeducation.com/assessment-accreditation-webinars-ebooks-guides/?topic=assessment


Parameters for Student Voice

● Assessment feedback should be about particular qualities of the work, 
with advice on what can be done for improvement, and should avoid 
comparisons with other learners.

● Learners should be trained in self-assessment so they can understand 
the main purposes of their learning and grasp what they need to do to 
achieve them.

● Learners and teachers should have thoughtful, reflective dialogues to 
explore understanding and give all learners the opportunity to think and 
express their ideas.

University of Maine, Office of Institutional Research & Assessment website: 
https://umaine.edu/oira/assessment/student-voice-in-assessment/. 

https://umaine.edu/oira/assessment/student-voice-in-assessment/


Student Voice in the Analysis

Steps to include student voice and student equity in assessment. (From the presentation of “Students and 
Assessment: Peas In a Pod” by Natasha Jankowski, PhD in March 2023 - as shared on U of Maine website)



Palo Alto Case Study
● Sought to broaden awareness of Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILO’s) by engaging 

students as “active participants” in their learning. Increased visibility by hanging framed 
posters in classrooms, hallways and every common space describing the ILO’s, which 
created uniformity of expectations among faculty and increased transparency for students. 

● Held design assessment groups to see how their class outcomes aligned with the ILO’s, 
which expanded to include faculty, staff and students. 

● Including students broadened awareness of the ILO’s and enhanced feedback to faculty on 
their assignments, but it also increased the respect for the work of faculty. 

● Cross-disciplinary workshops with faculty and students allowed for collaboration and the 
spread of best-practices amongst faculty that might otherwise not have collaborated.

Bailey, S. & McDevitt, J. (2019). Palo Alto College: Faculty and Student Engagement through Assignment Design. 
Urbana, IL: University of Illinois and Indiana University, National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment 
(NILOA).  

https://www.learningoutcomesassessment.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Palo-Alto-CaseStudy-1.pdf


University of Scranton Case Study

● Started a “Provost Assessment Scholars” program that involved 13 students in 
the collection of quantitative institutional data. The students were trained on 
focus groups and research methodology before choosing their projects.

● Once their projects and questions were approved by stakeholders the student 
scholars held focus groups across campus, performed an analysis, and 
prepared a report to be given back to the stakeholders.

● The program had a very successful first year and expanded the program in the 
following year due to increased participation. 

Truncale et al. (2018). Implementing a Student Assessment Scholars Program: Students Engaging in Continuous 
Improvement. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois and Indiana University, National Institute for Learning Outcomes 
Assessment (NILOA).  

https://www.learningoutcomesassessment.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/AiP_TruncaleChalkPellegrinoKemmerlingMarch2018.pdf
https://www.learningoutcomesassessment.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/AiP_TruncaleChalkPellegrinoKemmerlingMarch2018.pdf


What’s Next…

Cohort Meeting 3 - May 1st 
● Review of drafts “show 

& tell” on your progress
● Preparing for review 

meetings

Individual check-ins w/ Jen between cohort 
meetings

Cohort Meeting 2 - 
March 6th
● Bring draft of 

one PLO 


