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Minutes 
Science and Engineering Cluster Meeting 

Friday, August 8, 2019, 2:00 PM, M007-111 
 
 
Meeting began at 2:02 PM. (Vice-Chair Ramona Smith presiding) 
 
1. Roll call 
 

Anthony El-Khouri (C) Daryl Davis (M) Billie Brown (P) Billy Fried (T) 

James Bottesch (C) Eric Harms (M) Janice Burger (P) Marie Knight (T) 

Jimmy Gamez (C) Scott Herber (M) Xiaodi Chen (P) Jim Yount (T) (Chair)* 

Bolos Gerges (C) † Zhengrong Li (M) Wade Daukerman (P)  

Mevlut Guvendik (C) Penny McDonald (M) Melodee DeCoteau (P)  

Anastasia Harris (C)  Rajesh Meloram (M) Andrew Dutra (P)  

Cristina Moisii (C) Amanda Rose Newton (M) Chris Harvey (P) *  

Amy Picchi (C) Slav Peytchev (M) Donna Iannotti (P)  

Dan Wagner (C) Alan Spindler (M) Dale McGinnis (P)  

Tatiana Zuvich (C) Ashley Spring (M) Joshua Ojwang (P)   

 William Stewart (M)  Susan Phillips (P)   

 Susan Styron (M) Jessica Schrader (P)  

 Ronald Vanderveer (M) Ramona Smith (P)  

    

Frank Margiotta (C - AP)    

    

*Absent, Excused †Absent, Unexcused   
 
 
 
2. New Faculty Introductions/Retiring Faculty 
 
Welcome to Billy Fried (Physical Science, Titusville), Amanda Rose Newton, (Biology, Melbourne) and 
Anthony El-Khouri (Biology, Cocoa). 
 
Best wishes to retiring Chris Harvey!  
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Old Business:  
 
3. Science Laboratory Training  

The new laboratory training course titled 2019 Annual Environmental Health and Safety Training will be 
implemented this term. The self-enrollment link is https://easternflorida.instructure.com/enroll/LGDFT3, but it 
is not at the time of this writing available. All those affected by the training must completed by the end of 
August. This training will be done through HR on a special canvas site will be kept track of my them. 

The way this will work is that all faculty and staff associated with labs will take a single college-wide 
Hazardous Materials Laboratory Safety Training (science and lab faculty staff developed this). In addition, any 
faculty or staff that handle biohazards will take an additional Blood-borne Pathogen Standard Laboratory Safety 
Biomedical Hazardous Waste Training (health sciences made this one). At the moment, the biohazard training 
is a little redundant because it used to be standalone; a process is in place to eliminate the redundancies but that 
might not be done by this semester, so please bear with some repetition 

Jim attended a meeting chaired by Marilyn Cook on July 30 2019 to finalize the edits. They were redone for 
more complete coverage for more uniform look more relevance to the standard for each local base training and 
for overall standardization across campuses. 

Faculty are encouraged to provide feedback to Jim whenever they take the training in order to continuously 
make the training more useful and relevant and keep this a faculty driven process. 

Note was made in meeting that site-specific training is necessary.  
 
(Jim Note During Minute Writing: There is on-site information built in to the training, but on-site should also 
include an in-person orientation to the local areas of interest. ALSO - as of Sep 19 it looks like we have 97.5% 
completion.) 
 
4. Changes in AS Chem Tech POS (Sue) 
 
Reminder from the January cluster meeting, at which we voted to remove the Biotechnology Track from the AS 
Chemical Technology program.  This change successfully made it through CDC/AAC during spring semester; 
it’s currently in effect now.  
 
5. Developments in Lab Fees (Scott) 
 
It is expected that lab fees will go up. Cindy Anderson can be approached for guidance if you need to readjust 
your budget. (Jim Note During Minute Writing: I expect that the typical laboratory change fee form will need to 
pass through the Cluster and be submitted through normal channels.)  
 
6. Update on Horticulture Program Status (Scott) 
 
Horticulture program has been approved by SACS. Eight students have declared intention to enroll. There is 
both a horticulture and a landscaping track. Rockledge Gardens has approached to host a lab position. Testing 
center and Florida Native wants to give mentors and und conference attendance. U of Florida may provide an 
articulation agreement.  
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7. Lab Practical Examinations 
 
This is a reminder regarding technical issues that interfere with the administration of lab practical exams and 
classes this course plants require them. Dr. Miedema has stated that she will assist in purchase of equipment if's 
lack of such is an issue. If room scheduling is a problem, please see your Department Chair for assistance. I 
(Jim) attached a letter providing some helpful fully recommendations to the Spring 2018 Cluster Meeting 
minutes. I also attached it to this agenda. 
 
8. Assessment 
 
All online courses had to be compliant by Fall 2019. Spring 2020 digital material must be fully compliant for 
hybrid and face-to-face on Canvas.  
 
Rules for Compliance: 
• Run UDOIT report to determine if compliant. 
• You must send in the spreadsheet to address everything that is not compliant. You can report but there are 

false errors. (Jim Note: Canvas is notorious for reporting color errors which are not there.)  
• Any files that students do not view can be unchecked and you do it will UDOIT will report errors which are 

not relevant. 
• Any other documents such as Word files or PDF files must also be compliant if they are too be given to 

students. 
• You are responsible for full compliance even if UDOIT does not catch the mistake. 
• UDOIT files will not be saved on canvas anymore. The spreadsheet will be used to report errors to your 

department chair. (Jim Note: I assume that we will be provided with this spreadsheet form.) 
 
 
 
New Business:  
 
9. ACTION ITEM:  Develop Assessment Plan for 2019 – 2020 
 
The 2019-20 Assessment Plan templates were submitted to Cluster Chairs July 29, 2019, and are due October 
17, 2019. The blank form is attached below. I've also attached the 2018-2019 AA Assessment Plan for reference 
so we can review what we did last year. Jim and Ramona will draft a new plan from the notes taken at this 
meeting. It will then be distributed to faculty for comments before submission. 
 
A few notes: 
• Clusters containing multiple disciplines may submit “discipline plans” rather than one cluster 

plan if they so choose. 
• Clusters may determine the scope, implementation timeline, and focus of the initiative.  
• Examples:  

1. Implement change in one section for later comparison of unaltered section(s) 
2. Track student success across sequential courses 
3. Compare success in concurrent courses across a cluster (ex. Psychology and History) 
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4. Compare student success for those completing courses in sequential vs. prerequisite order 
(ex. Students taking ENC 1101 at the same time as HUM 2211) 

5. Review student success in associated course for those completing -2948 sections  
6. Ongoing initiatives which can be expanded (embedded tutors, math boot camps, 

expanded software use) 
7. Initiatives should be created and communicated as clusters deem appropriate  

 
The Assessment process needs to be changed to be more meaningful, less complex, and more 
compliant with SACS standards. Data for the past year will be reported and reviewed, but there 
does not need to be a new plan for the 2019-2020 academic year at this time. (Jim Note: This 
makes some of the above recommendations inapplicable for the report to be generated by 
October.) Any data for AAA assessment this year will be optional. The Assessment Committee 
will be reformed in the spring of 2020. 
 
It was requested that faculty provide any data from last year's assessment activities to Jim or 
Ramona. It will be helpful if these are in the form of a short write-up for pre- and post 
assessments. 
 
Some of these occurred during the meeting and others were submitted by email later: 
 
• In the meeting, there was discussion of the graphing exercise that was presented to 

fundamentals of biology (Ron Vanderveer): The exercise did not, on its face, appear to 
improve graphing but pre-and post tests and revision of those tests will be necessary for 
better data. There're also some holes in the data because of student absence. Generally 
speaking the activity had some improvement but not by much. 

• Submitted by email (Sue Phillips): In August of 2018, I gave 91 Biology I students the 
attached (contact Sue if you want to see it) graphing pre-test.  This was graded on a 5 point 
scale as follows: 1 point for setting up the x-axis correctly including labeling; 1 point for 
setting up the y-axis correctly including labeling; 1 point for the title; and 2 points for 
plotting the data points correctly and drawing the correct curve. In November of 2018, I 
gave the same 91 students the same graph, this time as a post-test during their lab practical. 
I used the same grading system.  My “passing” benchmark criteria included all students who 
either (1) improved by one point (20% improvement) or (2) got a perfect score on both 
graphs. The results were as follows. 79/91 of the students tested or 87% met the benchmark 
criteria. 13% did not meet the benchmark because they either had no improvement or 
actually dropped a point or more on the post-test. I decided using the pre- and post-test 
option was not the best was to assess the group because I didn’t feel that my criteria for 
measuring the benchmark was statistically valid.  I did consult other instructors who advised 
that there may be some kind of complicated statistical formula for determining this, but I 
wasn’t able to find anyone who could tell me how.  So, I decided to go back to using the post-
test only graph for future assessments. 

• Submitted by email (Andrew Dutra): I wanted to share my data for the pre-/post- 
administration of graphing for Spring 2019 and Summer 2019 as per discussed yesterday.  I 
used the absorption spectrum graphing activity from the photosynthesis lab as the pre-test 
for student’s ability to graph.  It became apparent that many students did not have a full 
understanding of proper graphing criteria, and thus a fair amount of scaffolding followed 
along.  The post-test that I utilized was the absorption spectrum graphing question from the 
lab practical.  In regards to Spring 2019, 78% of the students made at least a 30% 
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improvement in their graphing score, and the Summer 2019 semester saw 83% of the 
students make at least a 30% improvement in their graphing score.  

 
Overall it is important to determine students are leaving the college with core abilities: yes or no. 
It is hard to evaluate what is being learned in class because assessment of core ability is difficult 
the single assignment. Methods need to be determined to track how students are doing a core 
abilities, which may need to be more specific for course, allowing institutional outcomes to be 
met. 
 
SACS will reevaluate data and allow individual outcomes to be turned determined and reviewed. 
In addition, there will be new outcomes at the discipline level that will be mapped to the 
institutional outcomes. 
 
(Jim Note: The plan was submitted about a week before it was due. It is attached to these 
minutes for your reference.) 

 
 
10. Update on Science, Technology, Engineering, and Modelling Advisory Committee 
(Dale) 
 
As the EFSC college-wide representative on the IRL NEP’s STEM-AC (Science, Technology, Engineering, and 
Modelling Advisory Committee), Dale McGinnis cast his vote on behalf of EFSC to accept the IRL NEP’s 10 
year CCMP entitled, “One Lagoon, One Community, One Voice.”  The document can be viewed and is still 
available for public comment, here:   http://www.irlcouncil.com/ccmp-comments.html 
 
 
General Meeting was adjourned at 3:15 PM. 
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2019-20 Assessment Plan 
Cluster or Discipline:  

Submission Directions:  

•Download the 2019-2020 Assessment Plan Template (this document). 

•Save the document as: XXX_2019-20_AssessmentPlan.docx, where XXX is your Cluster or 
Discipline name. 

•Submit the completed assessment plan to wellsc@easternflorida.edu by October 17, 2019 

 

The faculty representatives attending the AA Panel Review during Spring 2019 are: 

 

Part I: 2018-19 Assessment Cycle Review 

After reviewing data collected during the 2018-19 assessment cycle, respond to the following items: 

To what extent did the cluster promote assessment across all core abilities during the 
2018-19 assessment cycle? Was it similar for AA students vs. other degree types?  

 

Analyze the assignment choices and methods used for courses assessed within your 
cluster. Were some assessment methods more successful than others? Consider things 
such as: commonality among assessments, timing of assessments, grading mechanism 
(rubrics etc.).  
 

Analyze the Cluster’s assessment results. Using the various filters, identify gaps in 
achievement. Were the results for AA students similar to the overall students who took 
the assessments? 

 

Through discussions with your cluster and analysis of the assessment cycle and data, 
were there any new initiatives implemented during the 2018-19 assessment cycle which 
may have led towards changes in student learning? For example: curriculum re-writes, 
course delivery options, course textbook/materials/software, pilot projects, etc. 
 

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the current AA assessment 
process. 
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Part II: Review of 2018-19 Assessment Initiative 
After reviewing the 2017-18 assessment initiative, consider the ways in which the initiative 
improved students learning, and respond to the following items: 
 
 What was the goal of the 2018-19 initiative?  
 

 

What were the details of the initiative? 
 

 

To what degree was the 2018-19 initiative successful?  
 

 

What was the overall impact of the 2018-19 initiative on student learning? 

 

 

How will this impact be communicated to stakeholders (students, faculty, administration, 
advisory council, etc.)? 

 

 

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the 2018-19 initiative. 
 

o 
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2018-19 Assessment Plan 
Cluster or Discipline:    Science and Engineering 

Submission Directions:  

•Download the 2018-19 Assessment Plan Template (this document). 

•Save the document as: XXX_2018-19_AssessmentPlan.docx, where XXX is your Cluster or 
Discipline name. 

•Submit the completed assessment plan to wellsc@easternflorida.edu by October 15, 2018 

 

The faculty representatives attending the AA Panel Review during Spring 2019 are: 

• Jim Yount (Cluster Chair) 

•Ramona Smith 

Part I: 2017-18 Assessment Cycle Review 

After reviewing data collected during the 2016-17 assessment cycle, respond to the following items: 

To what extent did the cluster promote assessment across all core abilities during the 
2017-18 assessment cycle? Was it similar for AA students vs. other degree types? 
Consider and discuss ways to increase the proportion of core abilities less frequently 
assessed for your cluster’s 2018-19 assessment initiative. 

All core abilities were represented in the science and engineering cluster, although almost 65% 
of the assessments per directed toward think critically and solve problems.  This is appropriate 
due to the nature of the fields involved. Our chief concern last year was is the lack of 
representation of model ethical and civic responsibility.  Emphasis placed in this area during 
2017-2018 caused more assessment to be given. Pass rates in this area increased slightly. 
Less frequent abilities were not addressed this year – we chose to go in a different direction. 

 

 

Analyze the assignment choices and methods used for courses assessed within your 
cluster. Were some assessment methods more successful than others? Consider things 
such as: commonality among assessments, timing of assessments, grading mechanism 
(rubrics etc.).  

Class and lab activities were used about half the time, and test items the other half. Both of these 
methods seem to result in high levels of success. Rubrics were not mentioned very often – it seems most 
faculty use a regular grading scale with a criterium such as 70% success. Passing rates for the Cluster 
ranged from 79% to 100%.  
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Analyze the Cluster’s assessment results. Through the use of the various filters, identify 
gaps in achievement and consider ways in which the gaps may be addressed in your 
cluster’s 2018-19 assessment initiative. Were the results for AA students similar to the 
overall students who took the assessments? 

Passing rates in Core Abilities were pretty flat for Communicate Effectively, and Work Cooperatively. 
There was a slight increase in Process Information, a surge in Model Ethical responsibility, and a slight 
drop in Think Critically and Solve Problems. These results were very close to those for overall students 
except for Process Information and Think Critically and Solve Problems, which were lower in Science and 
Engineering. (See next page – Science and Engineering above, Overall below.) 

 

Through discussions with your cluster and analysis provided on page four of the tool, 
were there any new initiatives implemented during the 2016-17 assessment cycle which 
may have led towards changes in student learning? For example: curriculum re-writes, 
course delivery options, course textbook/materials/software, pilot projects, etc. 

Primarily we adopted a voluntary resolution to use more Model Ethical and Social responsibility as a 
result of the 2016-17 assessment cycle which highlighted the gap in measurement of this core ability 
within our cluster. It is likely that students notice the stress placed on this Ability and hopefully deduce that 
it is more important than we perhaps have presented it in the past. 

 

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the current AA assessment 
process. 
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Part II: Review of 2017-18 Assessment Initiative  
After reviewing the 2017-18 assessment initiative, consider the ways in which the 
initiative improved students learning, and respond to the following items:  

What was the goal of the 2017-18 initiative?  

Our cluster has a goal of increasing the assessment coverage of other core abilities, to limit 
reporting of think critically and solve problems to no more than 30% of reported course sections, 
in support of more effective program-level assessment starting with the 2017-2018 cycle.  
An additional initiative is the Improvement of Model Civic Responsibility. Decline had been noted in 
passing assessment based on data. This is also the area where we have noted the fewest relative 
number of assessments lies.  
 
What were the details of the initiative?  
To give us better data to work with, we are aiming to reduce reporting of assessment of Think critically 
and solve problems to no more than 30% of reported sections.  
We have identified the following courses and their related course competencies and student learning 
outcomes as being most related to the core ability of Model Ethical and Civic Responsibility: 
Oceanography and Service Learning (so far).  
Our cluster has chosen courses within which we plan to increase instructional time and/or coverage of 
this ethical/civic responsibility topic within related content areas. We will compare the declining student 
achievement highlighted in the Fall 2017 welcome back data (from the 2016-2017 cycle) with the data 
from our 2017-2018 cycle to see if these efforts led to improved student achievement in the area of Model 
ethic/civic responsibility. An additional perk is that by increasing coverage of more of our core abilities, we 
will better be able to address achievement issues of these skills within our cluster.  
 

To what degree was the 2017-18 initiative successful?  
To some degree. While we did not meet the 30% goal, the charts below from 201710 (left) and 201810 
reflect increased emphasis in Model Ethical and Civic responsibility and Work Cooperatively. The cluster 
feels this breakdown reflects the focus of learning in our courses reasonably well. 

 

What was the overall impact of the 2017-28 initiative on student learning? 

Presumably the increased emphasis allowed students to feel the Think Critically and Solve Problems is 
not the sole goal of science and engineering instruction. 

This may also allow us to make more meaningful comparisons in future assessment of student learning, 
because our cluster now has better baseline data for more Core Abilities. 

 

How will this impact be communicated to stakeholders (students, faculty, administration, 
advisory council, etc.)? 

Through this report to Cluster and via normal routes of submission. 
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If appropriate, explain how this initiative will be continued in 2018-19? 

Discussion at the Cluster Meeting indicated that the lesser assessed Core Abilities will continue to be 
used and faculty assessing Think Critically will continue to be encouraged to assess lesser assessed 
Core Abilities when appropriate. 

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the 2017-18 initiative. 

Based on the results of this cycle and group discussion, our cluster has decided to stop trying to 
change the way we measure Core Abilities and instead begin focusing on the results of what we 
measure. We will focus on changes in student learning over a semester within our courses 
instead of our measurement tools and coverage of Core Abilities. 
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Part III: Assessment Initiatives for 2018-19 

After reviewing the 2017-18 assessment data and considering ways which your cluster 
can improve students learning, develop at least one initiative to implement during the 
2018-19 assessment cycle.  
 
Please note: This does not need to be a new initiative. It may be an expansion or edited 
version of your previous initiative. Additionally, a new initiative need not cancel an 
ongoing initiative unless the cluster chooses to do so.  
 

What is the goal of the 2017-18 initiative?  

Our cluster has a goal of attempting to design and test a process for measuring improvement in 
Core Ability assessments rather than performance on a single device. A proposal was 
discussed that faculty would attempt to design assessments that would be administered as pre- 
and post- evaluations of the Core Ability. Once these have been tested, a measurement would 
be designed to measure improvement, and that would be reported. 

 

In which course(s) or program(s) will initiative be implemented? 

Several courses will be involved that have not been specified. Faculty will attempt this on a volunteer 
basis after some time to think about it. It is likely that BSCC 1010 and BSCC 1005 will be involved. We 
will discuss interim results at our Spring Cluster meeting. 

 

On which core ability or abilities will the initiative focus? 

Any Core Ability currently being assessed will be utilized in the test cases. It is unlikely that overall ratio of 
Core Abilities assess will change. 

 

Who are the faculty participating in the initiative?  
Ron Vanderveer, Susan Phillips, Jessica Schrader, Alan Spindler, and likely others. 

 

What are the details of the plan? 

 As above. Based on results of the volunteering faculty, others will be given guidance in the Spring. 

 

What additional information will you need from the Office of Planning and Assessment?  

We request guidance in reporting this correctly within the current collection system, since participating 
faculty will be collecting data in a series (at least two data points) over the term. 
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How will the assessment initiative and results be shared within the cluster and part-time 
faculty? 

We will share at the cluster meetings, and continue discussions via email and as necessary within 
disciplines. 

 

How will the assessment initiative and results be shared within the cluster and part-time 
faculty? 

At next Cluster Meeting at which we are provided data and via dissemination of minutes. 
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Jim Yount, as Cluster Chair, issued the following statement via email to all Life Sciences faculty (Spring 2019).  
 
As a result of a discussion among anatomy & physiology faculty after the Spring 2019 Cluster meeting, I 
summarize four issues (along with my views) that come up regarding lab practical examinations. 
 
1. Whether lab practicals could be given in anatomy classes by the use pictures of models, dissections, et 
al., rather than using actual 3D specimens.  
 When I started teaching Human Anatomy & Physiology at BCC (now EFSC) in 1995, I was told that all 
exams had to be accompanied by a laboratory practical. This is in the collegewide course plan. I did what Cocoa 
did because they were the ones who taught me (Rick Blaney, John Armstrong).  I set out microscopes, models, 
dissections, the whole bit, with a separate lab practical in addition to a thorough exam for each of my five 
course modules in A&P 1 and 2. I have done that to this day, with the exception that I now use images printed 
on photo paper for most of the histology images (got sick of microscope pointers being bumped!). 
 I use bones, models, and dissections during lab practicals. This is not merely a matter of personal 
philosophy. A lab practical, by definition, is an experience that mimics as close to reality as possible the 
conditions a student will encounter in the field. This quite clearly indicates that if faculty and students have 
access to top-level models, bones and other specimens, then their lab practicals need to utilize those materials. 
This isn’t just me; physical lab practicals have been a norm at this College for many instructors for many years. 
I had a subsequent meeting with Dr. Miedema, the Chief Learning Officer of the College, who fully agrees with 
this interpretation.  
 
2. Room scheduling makes it difficult to set up and take down lab practicals. 
This seems to have several things that need addressed. First, your DC, or whoever does your scheduling, needs 
to be made aware that allowance must be made for the setup of lab practical exams. These practicals are NOT 
optional. Maybe a room needs to be designated, or a set of carts be dedicated to the setup of equipment so it can 
be wheeled in and quickly set up and taken down (this is what I generally have to do). Otherwise time needs to 
be allotted between classes for setup. Also, a single setup could be coordinated and used by all faculty who 
teach the course (we do this for General Biology in Titusville, and I know Cocoa does this for anatomy 1). I 
suggest first getting together with other faculty on your campus and proposing a resolution to your DC. Let me 
know if I can help. 
 
3. Difficulties when equipment is in short supply and cannot effectively be managed through the whole 
department to allow convenient setup of lab practicals. 
Dr. Miedema has assured me that this should not be an impediment. She is willing to help to the best of her 
ability if a campus has difficulty giving practical exams due to equipment shortages. Let me know what you 
need and I will compile it and pass it on. 
 
4. Guidance for new faculty regarding lab practicals. 
It surprises me in these days of extensive faculty mentoring that this is still a thing, but new faculty and adjuncts 
may not be getting enough guidance in the setup of lab practicals, the locations and use of equipment, and the 
location of course plans. I would ask that all of us be sure that faculty that are new, part-time, or otherwise 
unfamiliar with lab layout and policies have proper instruction.  
 
I know we can all fix these issues and continue to pursue excellence in our A&P teaching! 
 
Thank you, 
Jim 
  



 

 
Science and Engineering Cluster Meeting Page 15 of 21 

 

2019-20 Assessment Plan 
Cluster or Discipline:  SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING 

Submission Directions:  

•Download the 2019-2020 Assessment Plan Template (this document). 

•Save the document as: XXX_2019-20_AssessmentPlan.docx, where XXX is your Cluster or 
Discipline name. 

•Submit the completed assessment plan to wellsc@easternflorida.edu by October 17, 2019 

 

The faculty representatives attending the AA Panel Review during Spring 2019 are: 

JIM YOUNT AND RAMONA SMITH 

 

Part I: 2018-19 Assessment Cycle Review 

After reviewing data collected during the 2018-19 assessment cycle, respond to the following items: 

To what extent did the cluster promote assessment across all core abilities during the 
2018-19 assessment cycle? Was it similar for AA students vs. other degree types?  

 

All core abilities were represented in the science and engineering cluster, although about 61% 
of the assessments per directed toward Think Critically and Solve Problems (TCSP), which is 
down from 65% last year. (See below.) 

 

 

This reflects an attempt to more evenly cover the Core Abilities but is also appropriate due to 
the nature of the fields involved, so it was not a cause for concern. During the 2016-2018 
cycles, we were concerned about low numbers of Model Ethical & Civic Responsibility (MECR), 
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but that has increased a bit. We are still 
quite low on Communicate Effectively 
(CE), but this is an artificial result since it is 
being taught and assessed. Most faculty 
require lab reports and such, although they 
do not include it is a prime measure of a 
Core Ability and may rather choose a 
different Core to assess.  

Regarding degree variances, AS (top 
graph at right) degrees tended toward 
more assessment of TCSP and (Work 
Cooperatively (WC) while BAS degrees 
(bottom graph at right) emphasized more 
CE than the more evenly distributed AA 
degree (center graph at right) pattern.  

 
The 100% (AS), 97% (AA) and 100% (BAS) 
passing rate of students assessed for 
Communicate Effectively could spark debate 
about our assessment instruments in future 
assessment discussions, as we consider 
whether this matches our perceptions of 
student skills.  
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Analyze the assignment choices and methods used for courses assessed within your 
cluster. Were some assessment methods more successful than others? Consider things 
such as: commonality among assessments, timing of assessments, grading mechanism 
(rubrics etc.).  

Below are several assessment activities undertaken by faculty. 
• In the meeting, there was discussion of the graphing exercise that was presented to 

fundamentals of biology (Ron Vanderveer): The exercise did not, on its face, appear to 
improve graphing but pre-and post tests and revision of those tests will be necessary for 
better data. There're also some holes in the data because of student absence. Generally 
speaking, the activity had some improvement but not by much. 

• Submitted by email (Sue Phillips): In August of 2018, I gave 91 Biology I students the 
attached (contact Sue if you want to see it) graphing pre-test.  This was graded on a 5 point 
scale as follows: 1 point for setting up the x-axis correctly including labeling; 1 point for 
setting up the y-axis correctly including labeling; 1 point for the title; and 2 points for 
plotting the data points correctly and drawing the correct curve. In November of 2018, I gave 
the same 91 students the same graph, this time as a post-test during their lab practical. I used 
the same grading system.  My “passing” benchmark criteria included all students who either 
(1) improved by one point (20% improvement) or (2) got a perfect score on both graphs. The 
results were as follows. 79/91 of the students tested or 87% met the benchmark criteria. 13% 
did not meet the benchmark because they either had no improvement or actually dropped a 
point or more on the post-test. I decided using the pre- and post-test option was not the best 
was to assess the group because I didn’t feel that my criteria for measuring the benchmark 
was statistically valid.  I did consult other instructors who advised that there may be some 
kind of complicated statistical formula for determining this, but I wasn’t able to find anyone 
who could tell me how.  So, I decided to go back to using the post-test only graph for future 
assessments. 

• Submitted by email (Andrew Dutra): I wanted to share my data for the pre-/post- 
administration of graphing for Spring 2019 and Summer 2019 as per discussed yesterday.  I 
used the absorption spectrum graphing activity from the photosynthesis lab as the pre-test for 
student’s ability to graph.  It became apparent that many students did not have a full 
understanding of proper graphing criteria, and thus a fair amount of scaffolding followed 
along.  The post-test that I utilized was the absorption spectrum graphing question from the 
lab practical.  In regard to Spring 2019, 78% of the students made at least a 30% 
improvement in their graphing score, and the Summer 2019 semester saw 83% of the 
students make at least a 30% improvement in their graphing score.  
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Analyze the Cluster’s assessment results. Using the various filters, identify gaps in 
achievement. Were the results for AA students similar to the overall students who took 
the assessments? 

 

Passing rates on Core Abilities assessment 
rose on three of five, remained the same 
on one, and fell on one for the AA degree. 
(See graph at right for AA degree only.) 

 

 

 

 

 

The passing rates had the same ratios for 
all degrees, but not the same categories. 
(See graph at right for all degrees.) The 
Cluster will need to discuss why the 
scores in WC dropped in all degrees. It 
may be due to normal variances due to 
sample size, or a change in assessment 
instruments or rubrics.  
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Through discussions with your cluster and analysis of the assessment cycle and data, 
were there any new initiatives implemented during the 2018-19 assessment cycle which 
may have led towards changes in student learning? For example: curriculum re-writes, 
course delivery options, course textbook/materials/software, pilot projects, etc. 

Our Cluster chose to consider improvement of a skill over time as part of our assessment 
initiative. Previous initiatives were focused on better coverage of Core Abilities across the 
Cluster, and the group decided to move into more student learning outcome assessment. Instead 
of simply choosing a skill and assessing it once, we wanted to assess a student’s ability to 
demonstrate a skill at multiple times in a semester, with supporting learning activities between 
the assessments. While the current reporting system only allowed us to report the final 
assessment results, internally we discussed the success of activities and reviewed student trends. 

It would appear that graphing skills were the main focus of faculty in this cycle. Several key 
observations were clear: faculty became more aware of shortcomings in student graphing skills, 
methodologies to better assess graphing need to be improved, and, in some cases, measurable 
improvement was detected. The detection was determined through successful the use of pre and 
post testing, which was the central strategy of this cycle’s Core Abilities assessment. 

It is remarkable that improvement was detected even though these sample sizes are, of course, 
extremely small, and reliability and validity of pre and post tests were not formally determined. 
It is certainly suggestive that at least two assessment activities of a particular type, separated by 
evaluation of the earlier one, should be performed to determine if improvement is taking place. 
An example of this type of assessment could be the inclusion of a graphing activity of similar 
parameters to those done as part of an early lab in a lab exercise that does not normally have one 
to observe improvement. 

 

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the current AA assessment 
process. 
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Part II: Review of 2018-19 Assessment Initiative 
After reviewing the 2017-18 assessment initiative, consider the ways in which the initiative 
improved students learning, and respond to the following items: 
 
 What was the goal of the 2018-19 initiative?  

Our Cluster had a goal of attempting to design and test a process for measuring improvement in 
student learning over time through Core Ability assessments rather than performance on a 
single device. A proposal was discussed that faculty would attempt to design assessments that 
would be administered as pre- and post- evaluations of the Core Ability. Once these have been 
tested, a measurement would be designed to measure improvement, and that would be 
reported. 

 

What were the details of the initiative? 
Volunteer faculty chose BSCC 1010 and BSCC 1005 as the target courses for this initiative. The chosen 
learning outcomes involved student graphing of scientific data, and the assessment initiative focused on 
pre- and post- testing of these outcomes partnered with learning activities to improve student skills over 
time. 

 

To what degree was the 2018-19 initiative successful?  
Summary data is available in the previous section where the activities and results were summarized. 
Overall, student graphing abilities seemed to improve, and this improvement was measurable through pre 
and post testing. Probably the most important result is the overall Cluster awareness that graphing skills 
need to be addressed.  

The initiative created time for discussion of student learning outcomes that are generally not possible in 
such detail during Cluster meetings with typically long agendas. 

 

What was the overall impact of the 2018-19 initiative on student learning? 

Students were exposed to additional graphing skills in introductory biology classes, and likely had 
improvement in these skills. These course-specific student learning gains can be linked to institutional 
learning outcomes, our Core Abilities, such as Process Information or Think Critically and Solve 
Problems. 

 

How will this impact be communicated to stakeholders (students, faculty, administration, 
advisory council, etc.)? 

Some details of the initiatives were presented at the Fall 2019 Cluster meeting. Others were submitted by 
email and appear in the Fall 2019 Cluster Meeting minutes. This report will also be submitted to the 
faculty as well as to Administration. Currently, there is not a plan to disseminate this report to students 
other than as explanation/instructions given during administration of initiatives.  
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Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the 2018-19 initiative. 
Compliments to the faculty that took it upon themselves to design and administer these initiatives, and to 
those faculty that continually strive to make their courses better. 

 
 


