Campus Learning Goals and Outcomes Report: Fall 2022

The purpose of this report is to provide the campus and public stakeholders with information about the
aggregate curricular data for undergraduate student learning outcomes (SLOs) and graduate learning
goal categories (LGCs) scheduled for campus reporting fall 2022 (academic year 2021-22):
e Undergraduate SLO 1 — Demonstrate competence in a major field (Goal 1: Knowledge)
e Undergraduate SLO 2 — construct, integrate and apply knowledge from instruction and
experience (Goal 1: Knowledge)
e Undergraduate SLO 3 — Think critically and creatively in seeking solutions to practical and
theoretical problems (Goal 2: Thinking)
e Graduate LGC 4 — Leadership and collaborative skills
e Graduate LGC 5 — Cultural competency and global context formation of the field

The campus assessment office prepared the report with Assessment Subcommittee input, and the
Subcommittee endorsed the final version on February 10, 2023.

Key Take-Away ltems

1. Aggregate data for the current assessment cycle and trend data from multiple assessment cycles
indicate acceptable levels of student learning across the campus in undergraduate and graduate
programs.

2. As expected, programs conduct assessment in a variety of ways and use assessment to inform
various types of program improvements.

Aggregate Data Summary

The current reporting cycle for the selected undergraduate SLOs and graduate LGCs includes academic
years 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22. Aggregate undergraduate and graduate program data for the current
cycle ending 2022 are presented in the table on the next page. The percentages provided for “Total #
Met Satisfactory Performance” is used as a general guide to interpret student learning across campus?.

3-Year Cycle Assessment Aggregated Data (AY20, AY21, AY22)

Undergrad SLO # of Ff’".ms Sample # Met Tot.al # Met
or Submitting Sizes: Satisfactory Total # Satisfactory

Grad LGC SLO & LGC Ranges Performance: | Assessed Performance

Data Ranges (%)

U-SLO 1 76 4-1136 0-881 6038 5123 (84.8%)
U-SLO 2 57 2-292 2-259 3046 2733 (89.7%)
U-SLO 3 67 4-1300 4-1174 5887 5297 (90.0%)
G-LGC4 22 2-131 2-105 492 459 (92.7%)
G-LGC5 22 2-166 2-161 536 520 (97.0%)

1 From the Fall 2021 Campus Learning Goals and Outcomes Report: [T]he Subcommittee has concluded that
programs are the most appropriate level for measuring their success, which they do using a wide range of criteria,
requirements, and measures. Furthermore, programs aim to achieve levels of student performance that varies
from internally set standards to national specialized accreditation standards. As such, the Subcommittee will not
apply specific cut-off points as campus-level performance indicators and instead situate the data within context to
the extent possible. Individuals seeking program-specific assessment reports should contact those program
assessment liaisons directly or use their university accounts to access recent program reports. Collegiate levels of
aggregate data can be accessed on the campus’s assessment dashboard, and special requests for aggregate data
should be sent to the Campus Assessment Office.



Aggregate data including types of measures and program improvements collected across assessment
cycles are presented for comparisons over time in appendices as listed below. The 2016 assessment
cycle data and AY 2017 data are from Compliance Assist, whereas AY 2018, AY 2019 and 2022
assessment cycle data are from the Campus Assessment Data Form.

Appendix A - Undergraduate SLO 1

Appendix B - Undergraduate SLO 2

Appendix C - Undergraduate SLO 3

Appendix D - Graduate LGCs 4 & 5

Note: Liberal Education Program assessment data are not included in this document because those data
are reported separately by the Liberal Education Subcommittee.

Review

o SLO 1: Of the 6038 assessed during the 2022 assessment cycle, 84.8% met program-determined
satisfactory performance levels, which was a 10-point increase from the 2019 cycle. The most
common measures utilized across the campus for this outcome continued to be internal tests and
paper and written assignments, which are appropriate for this SLO. The most common program
recommendations included course/teaching-related and assessment measures. Overall, the number of
programs recommending improvements decreased from 25 to 17 across the two most recent
assessment cycles, while the number of assessment forms remained steady.

e SLO 2: Of the 3046 assessed during the current cycle, 89.8% met satisfactory performance, which was
also a 10-point increase from the previous cycle. Compared to SLO 1, SLO 2 tends to be measured
more frequently with papers/written assignments and presentations. These measures are appropriate
for the “construct and apply” focus of the SLO. A slightly higher percentage of programs indicated
program recommendations in the 2022 cycle (15/57 = 26%) compared to the 2019 cycle (10/50 =
20%), and for the 2022 cycle the most frequently identified recommendations were course/teaching-
related, assessment measure, and student performance expectation improvements.

e SLO 3: Of the 5887 assessed for curricular programs, 90.0% met satisfactory performance, indicating a
slight increase of 4.2 points compared to 2019. The most commonly used measure continued to be
the paper/written assignment, followed by presentations and internal tests in the 2022 cycle. This
variety of measures is appropriate for this SLO that addresses critical and creative thinking. Programs
also continued to report a greater number of course/teaching-related improvements compared to
other types of recommendations for the current cycle.

o LGC 4: Of the 492 assessed, 92.7% met satisfactory performance; this percentage is consistent with
the previous cycle aggregate data. Measures were primarily course papers or written assignments,
presentations, and performances/exhibitions, which are appropriate for the LGC. Program
recommendations included knowledge of program assessment as well as program improvements
other than course/teaching; assessment measures; and revised assessment plans. Fewer programs
reported recommendations for improvements in 2022 compared to 2019, which was expected since
this year was the second assessment cycle for most of the programs.

o LGC5: Of the 536 assessed in 2022, 97.0% met satisfactory performance, which was nearly identical to
the percentage in 2019. Programs continued to use course papers or written assignments most
commonly as measures, however, fewer programs used internal tests and more used presentations
and/or performances/exhibitions. The measures are appropriate to assess the LGC. As with LGC 4,
only five programs identified program recommendations in 2022, which is a decrease from 2019.
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Current recommendations include program improvements other than course/teaching-related;
course/teaching related; assessment measures; more rigorous student performance expectations and
knowledge of program assessment.

Overall:

o The high end of the SLO 1 and SLO 3 sample size ranges for the 2022 cycle are attributed to
programs that collect data from a large number of assessments because of their program sizes —
Business and Economics Core and Mechanical Engineering. All other programs have sample sizes
consistent with previous assessment cycle ranges, including several with numbers greater than 100
for programs with (1) multiple program learning outcomes (PLOs) that align with an SLO and/or (2) a
PLO that has a large sample size due to the number assessed. Prior to the Campus Assessment Data
Form, data were reported to the campus for each PLO separately.

o The number of undergraduate program Campus Assessment Data Forms in the 2022 cycle marking
measures with “other” suggests that PALs do not categorize information from their Reports as the
Campus Assessment Data Form’s provided options. Examples of other measures specified on the
Form include written lab reports and graded discussions.

o The total sample sizes for both graduate LGCs reflect an increase in the number of programs
reporting since 2019. In 2022, all programs that were scheduled to report and had assessment data
to report submitted the Campus Assessment Data Form.

Recommendations

Campus Assessment Office: The office will continue to communicate and work with programs to
ensure their assessment practices are providing meaningful information, such as sample sizes and
the use of direct measures. Also, office staff will review the Campus Assessment Data Form for the
undergraduate SLO measures to determine if additional categories could be beneficial and/or if
instructions should be provided to PALs to help them categorize measures into the Form response
options.

Assessment Subcommittee: As stated on last year’s Campus Assessment Learning Goals and
Outcomes Report, the Assessment Subcommittee will conduct a review of undergraduate PLO
alignment to campus SLOs. This review will help determine how well degree programs contribute to
the SLOs along with the alighments provided by the Liberal Education Program and cocurriculars.
The review can help evaluate the extent to which undergraduate students receive a set of
educational experiences encompassing all campus SLOs, which was stated as an objective for
campus assessment more than a decade ago. Findings will be shared with the Teaching & Learning
Committee and other appropriate shared governance and administrative groups.

Graduate Programs Committee: The Committee should review the LGC summaries and determine
whether multiple programs could benefit from specific conversations or support specific to program
assessment.




Appendix A

Undergraduate SLO 1: Demonstrate competence in a major field. (Goal 1: Knowledge)

Assessment # of Forms # Met
. Sample . Total # Met
Cycle Submitted . Satisfactory Total # .

Sizes Satisfactory

Data Related Ranges Performance Assessed Performance (%)

to UMD SLO 1* & Ranges 0
2016 57 1-390 0-298 4796 3552 (74.1%)
2019 75 4-684 0-453 7080 5444 (76.9%)
2022 76 4-1136 0-881 6038 5123 (84.8%)

* Forms submitted vary from academic years 14, 15, 16, and 17 (one form = one Program Learning
Outcome) and academic years 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 (one form = all Program Learning Outcomes for up to

two programs).

Measures (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)

Internal External Paper/ Performance/ Student
Cycle standardized written Presentation o Portfolio Other
test . Exhibition survey
test assignment
2019* 27 7 21 7 4 6 4 11
2022 33 6 41 18 10 12 5 20
Program Recommendations (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)
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2022 17 7 3 8 2 3 3 2 4

*Because the Campus Assessment Data Form was implemented in fall 2018, the 2019 assessment cycle
information includes Form data for two years of the three-year cycle —i.e., AY 2017-18 and AY 2018-19.
Data for measures and program recommendations are not available for the 2016 assessment cycle.




Appendix B
Undergraduate SLO 2: Construct, integrate, and apply knowledge from instruction and experience.
(Goal 1: Knowledge)

# of Forms # Met Total # Met
Assessment Submitted Sample Size Satisfactory Total # )

Satisfactory

Cycle Data Related Range Performance Assessed Performance (%)

to UMD SLO 2* Range °
2016 44 1-212 0-138 2196 1806 (82.2%)
2019 50 2-334 2-267 2926 2334 (79.8%)
2022 57 2-292 2-259 3046 2733 (89.7%)

* Forms submitted vary from academic years 14, 15, 16, and 17 (one form = one Program Learning
Outcome) and academic years 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 (one form = all Program Learning Outcomes for up to

two programs).

Measures (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)

External Paper/
Cycle Internal standardized written Presentation Perforn?a?nce/ Portfolio Student Other
test . Exhibition survey
test assignment
2019* 11 2 16 7 4 3 4 9
2022 16 1 40 23 8 6 4 17
Program Recommendations (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)
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*Because the Campus Assessment Data Form was implemented in fall 2018, the 2019 assessment cycle
information includes Form data for two years of the three-year cycle —i.e., AY 2017-18 and AY 2018-19.
Data for measures and program recommendations are not available for the 2016 assessment cycle.




Appendix C
Undergraduate SLO 3: Think critically and creatively in seeking solutions to practical and
theoretical problems. (Goal 2: Thinking)

# of Forms # Met Total # Met
Assessment Submitted Sample Size Satisfactory Total # )

Satisfactory

Cycle Data Related Range Performance Assessed Performance (%)

to UMD SLO 3* Range °
2016 61 1-287 0-276 3061 2759 (90.1%)
2019 61 2-365 1-342 4906 4210 (85.8%)
2022 67 4-1300 4-1174 5887 5297 (90.0%)

* Forms submitted vary from academic years 14, 15, 16, and 17 (one form = one Program Learning
Outcome) and academic years 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 (one form = all Program Learning Outcomes for up to

two programs).

Measures (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)

External Paper/
Cycle Internal standardized written Presentation Perforn?a?nce/ Portfolio Student Other
test . Exhibition survey
test assignment
2019* 14 3 23 10 2 10 5 11
2022 17 3 43 22 8 9 1 20
Program Recommendations (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)
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*Because the Campus Assessment Data Form was implemented in fall 2018, the 2019 assessment cycle
information includes Form data for two years of the three-year cycle —i.e., AY 2017-18 and AY 2018-19.
Data for measures and program recommendations are not available for the 2016 assessment cycle.




Appendix D

Graduate Learning Goal Category 4: Leadership and collaborative skills
Graduate Learning Goal Category 5: Cultural competency and global context formation of the field

The first assessment reporting cycle for these graduate LGCs was 2019. Because PALs may submit two or

more APA Reports on the same Campus Assessment Data Form, the # of Forms Submitted is less than

the number of APA Reports submitted as shown on annual campus reporting documents.

Results
Graduate # of Forms Sample Size # Met Satisfactory Total # .Sr;)ttiz:‘:c"zgf\t
LGC Submitted* Range Performance Range Assessed
Performance (%)
4 (2019) 18 6-79 6-79 338 323 (95.6%)
4 (2022) 22 2-131 2-105 492 459 (92.7%)
5 (2019) 18 4-57 4-56 330 322 (97.6%)
5(2022) 22 2-166 2-161 536 520 (97.0%)
* One form = all Program Learning Outcomes for up to two programs.
Measures (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)
Course
Graduate | Internal External paper or Performance/
standardized . Thesis | Presentation o Portfolio | Other
LGC test test written Exhibition
assignment
4 (2019) 4 0 11 6 8 2 2 7
4 (2022) 2 0 15 6 12 5 0 6
5(2019) 6 0 10 5 6 2 0 7
5(2022) 3 0 15 5 11 5 1 6
Program Recommendations (# of forms; programs mark all that apply)
[sTs} o c
3 e s Eefle,|8.88/8| 3|8 ¢
© SCEz | | w2y | 28 | TTEL| v | sg| 2wya | £
3 s EQ| g9 | 22290 @2 02082l Q233|328 O
o 82|57 |>285 | 248|588 3 81 299
(G} I+ g g 8 = 8 = o v o ﬁ ~
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4 (2022) 5 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 0
5(2019) 6 1 1 5 0 2 4 2 1
5(2022) 5 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 0




