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1. ASSESSMENT MEASURES EMPLOYED



Briefly describe the assessment measures employed during the 
year.

· What was done?

· Who participated in the process?

· What challenges (if any) were encountered?
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Every quarter, MTH145 instructors tabulate student quarter grades and the 2 marker question results from their finals.  These are summarized yearly.  The General Education Student Learning Outcomes Evaluation was given in the spring to all sections (except for the online section) of MTH145. Then, since this is the 3rd year of our evaluation cycle, we did an in-depth look at individual instructors’ finals and student work on the marker questions for qualitative assessment.  Finally, we held a faculty focus group meeting with last year’s and this quarter’s MTH145 instructors during the second week of the quarter to present our assessment findings and solicit input on how to improve. 

2.  ASSESSMENT FINDINGS



List the objectives and outcomes assessed during the year, and 
briefly describe the findings for each.
This year, the overall mean of the students’ quarter grades was 77.7% and the median was 79.7%.  The 2 marker questions on the final addressed both learning outcomes for Area 1:

- use, formulate and interpret mathematical models

- summarize and justify analyses of mathematical models or   problems using appropriate words, symbols, tables and/or graphs  

Student results from the marker questions on the final were as follows:

For the finance problem: mean 55.2%; median 67.0%

For the statistics problem: mean 67.8%; median 69.8%

Our results from the Student Learning Outcomes Evaluation were 78-80% positive on all questions except for 4 questions, 2 dealing with writing assignments which were only 63% and 70% positive and 2 others which dealt with stimulating desire for continued learning and organizing and communicating ideas better, both at 70% positive.  

As to the quality assessment of the finals and student work on them, we found them to be testing at an appropriate level and the work on the marker questions to be consistent with the grades given. 

3.  PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS



List planned or actual changes (if any) to curriculum, teaching 
methods, facilities, or services that are in response to the 
assessment findings.
We presented and discussed these results during our faculty focus group meeting.  Our goal was for students to have an average score of 75% on each marker question, which obviously wasn’t met. We had to change our marker questions this year since our previous marker questions had been compromised by an adjunct on a take-home exam.  We decided that our new questions were also at an appropriate level. 

However, we noticed when we did the assessment of the finals that when the marker questions were placed on the first page, the scores tended to be better.  Many times if the questions appeared later in the final the students skipped the questions.  We thought one possible explanation was that when students get to the final, they are only interested in passing.  Some may have not bothered to answer the tougher problems if they figured they already had enough points.  This might also account for the large difference between the mean and median on the finance problem.  So we recommended that the 2 questions be placed as early in the final as possible to hopefully encourage student thought and response.

Since there’s no set syllabus, different instructors present finance and statistics (the topics the marker questions cover) at different times during the quarter.  Some of our results seemed to indicate that if the instructor starts out teaching the finance section (the “tougher” part of the course) that the students tend to do better overall and on the marker questions.   This was brought up to the group for discussion and will be looked into in future quarters. 

During the group discussion, we discovered that some instructors tend to model the critical thinking types of problems during lecture, discussions and group worksheets more than others, seeming to help the students feel like the problems are at least possible to attempt.  Those classes that mostly emphasized basic skills seemed to have less success on the problems. We had several adjuncts teaching the course for the first time this year.   We try to convey during pre-quarter meetings with adjuncts that critical thinking is to be emphasized along with the skill-building.  However, on the first or even second time through a course that can be difficult.  Those adjuncts who were at our meeting, though, were very conscientious and were looking to improve this for the next time they teach MTH145.  We haven’t been so lucky with other adjuncts who teach this.

Also there were still students in the course last year who placed in DEV095 or lower (in 2 sections that we checked, it was about a quarter of the students) and instead chose to go ahead and take MTH145.  Most were unsuccessful and could account for some of the lower scores.  We look forward to 2009-10 when students can’t even enroll in the course without the appropriate placement score or prereq. 

Other suggestions to help improve meeting our outcomes:

- Do quick check-up surveys of the students after each section to see what worked and didn’t worked to help their understanding of the material.

- Hold tutor training for at least the common sections of 145.

- Hire a person for part time availability in the Math Learning Center that could handle the MTH145 questions.

In addition, a couple instructors brought activities/handouts to add to our “Best Practices” folder. 

As to the perceptions from the Student Learning Outcomes Evaluation, we decided we needed to look at the wording of a couple of the questions that might make sense to educators, but not to students.  Also since MTH145 isn’t writing intensive and some sections don’t give writing assignments, we will emphasize to instructors to remind the students that there is a response of N/A available to them when they fill out the evaluations.
4.  ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE



Explain deviations from the plan (if any).
None.

5.  NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS


Describe developments (if any) regarding assessment measures, 
communication, faculty or staff involvement, benchmarking, or other 
assessment variables.  
We believe our assessment plan shows us where we need to improve.  So we will continue to assess according to our original plan.  We now ask instructors to put a student’s course grade on each final turned in for quality assessment to help us further see if the marker questions’ scores and grade on the final are also in line with the course grade.  We will also ask instructors to turn in a syllabus so we can assess the possible effect of the order the topics are covered on student achievement.   Additionally, we’ll implement the suggestions noted above in #3 to better meet our goals for the course.   
