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“The institution should provide documentation on how the institution will assess the QEP.  A complete assessment plan that demonstrates how the institution will determine the success of the QEP should be submitted.” (letter from Dr. Belle Wheelan, President of SACS COC, dated July 11, 2008.)
I.  Executive Summary of the Revised QEP Assessment Plan

“Critical Thinking through the WRITE Plan:

Writing and Reasoning to Improve Thinking Effectiveness”


South Georgia College’s QEP assessment plan has been revised based on the SACS COC recommendation to provide documentation on how the institution will assess the QEP.  Follow-up consultation with SACS COC Vice President Dr. Joseph Silver resulted in the clear understanding that the College “need only to respond to the specific items that were in the action letter on this item and any other” (Dr. Silver’s email, January 13, 2009).  What follows is a summary of the focus of the QEP and its assessment, significant additions to student learning outcomes, and a complete assessment plan that demonstrates how we will determine the success of the QEP.  Implementation of the QEP and of the following assessment plan began in fall semester 2008, and results of assessment were used to make changes in teaching strategies employed in the current semester (spring 2009) in order to improve student learning and, therefore, achievement of outcomes.









The QEP is more narrowly focused—from “Critical Thinking through Active Learning” to “The WRITE Plan: Writing and Reasoning to Improve Thinking Effectiveness.”  The definition of “critical thinking” has been refined, and a significant change is that there are now five specific student learning outcomes directly related to our definition, rather than one broad outcome.  We have retained from the original plan two nationally-normed direct assessment measures, The California Critical Thinking Skills Test (CCTST) and the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP), but we are now focusing heavily on student work clearly related to learning outcomes and assessed with a rubric (see Appendix A) tied to outcomes to produce the most useful assessment results and recommendations for changes in instruction to improve student learning.  Our QEP rubric has been externally validated by two members of the leadership team for Georgia State University’s QEP (also on critical thinking), Mary Finn, Associate Provost for Institutional Effectiveness, and Marti Singer, Senior Faculty Associate for Assessment.
  The new emphasis on writing in academic disciplines allows for embedded course assignments, capstone course assignments, and student developmental portfolios, three additional direct assessment measures that produce written student artifacts which are assessed with the QEP analytic rubric (Appendix A).   In addition, three indirect assessment measures, discussed below in the assessment plan, add to the overall assessment plan.


The institution’s capability for implementing and continuing the QEP has been greatly augmented.  A faculty member, rather than an administrator, has been given 3/5 redirected time to serve as QEP Director, and an additional faculty position was created and filled to compensate for the redirected time.  The QEP Director is assisted by a faculty Assessment Coordinator, who has been given one course redirected time.  A part-time student assistant provides non-confidential clerical support, and a QEP Office has been established.  Faculty who participate in teaching targeted courses are given one course redirected time during the first semester of their involvement to facilitate their working together to research, participate in professional development activities, plan, implement, and assess teaching strategies and assignments.  Responsibility for overseeing, administering, and assessing the plan has been distributed among a wide cross-section of the College’s stakeholders, including alumni and community members, allowing for additional input and accountability.  The QEP committee structure and responsibilities are discussed in the assessment plan.


An important addition to our ability to implement and sustain the QEP effectively is our newly-contracted agreement with WEAVEonline, a web-based assessment management system that assists us tremendously in managing quality improvement processes of both the QEP and institutional academic programs.  WEAVEonline supports evidence-based planning and assessment, relates QEP objectives to specific academic program objectives through the general education core curriculum courses targeted in the QEP, enhances communication among faculty, staff, and administration, allows for capturing and archiving data and assessment results in a central location, helps us to track actions over time, monitors costs of program implementation and improvements, and facilitates reporting of data.  The institutional commitment to planning, assessment, and use of assessment results to improve student learning is greatly strengthened through use of this technological tool.


The following plan details the College’s definition of critical thinking, discusses revised student learning outcomes, presents the revised assessment plan in detail, and identifies new targeted improvements in student achievement of learning outcomes to help determine the success of the QEP.
II.  Critical Thinking and Related Student Learning Outcomes  


For the purposes of the South Georgia College QEP on improving critical thinking through writing, student learning is defined as measurable improvement in knowledge, skills, and competencies in critical thinking.  After considerable review of pertinent literature, including researching various definitions of critical thinking and its components, SGC faculty approved the following definition of critical thinking:

Critical thinking is the process of drawing conclusions and solving problems through evaluating, analyzing, making inferences, and using deductive and inductive reasoning.  

Our definition of critical thinking is based on the five subscales of the California Critical Thinking Skills Test.  The five student learning outcomes being focused on and assessed through implementation of the QEP are

· Students will demonstrate the ability to analyze.

· Students will demonstrate the ability to evaluate.

· Students will demonstrate the ability to infer.

· Students will demonstrate the ability to reason deductively.

· Students will demonstrate the ability to reason inductively.

The above abilities, all of which are addressed in our critical thinking rubric, are defined as follows:


Analysis--the ability to dissect arguments, statements, problems, and points 
                of view.


Evaluation--the ability to decide on the strength of an argument and the 

                   validity of a given statement.


Inference--the ability to hypothesize and develop conclusions based upon 
  
                  facts, reasons, observations, and evidence.


Deduction--the ability to use generalizations in order to draw conclusions in 
 
                   a specific situation.


Induction--the ability to draw conclusions from an array of evidence.


To facilitate making the QEP an integral and sustained part of the College’s culture, our definition of critical thinking, the five student learning outcomes, an overview of the QEP, and a list of terms associated with the QEP can be found in the College’s student handbook, faculty handbook, and part-time faculty handbook—all of which are accessible in hard copy and on the College’s website (www.sgc.edu).  Student and faculty orientations, which make use of these handbooks, include pertinent information on the nature, goals, and outcomes of the QEP.


The QEP Assessment Plan which follows contains a discussion of the courses involved, faculty and committee responsibilities, an organizational and reporting chart, a summary of both direct and indirect assessment measures, baseline data, and targeted student learning outcome improvements that will help us determine the success of the QEP.  
III.  The QEP Assessment Plan
A.
Courses involved

The SGC QEP involves selecting a different high-enrollment gateway course or courses on which to focus critical thinking through writing efforts each of the five years of the plan. High-enrollment courses are targeted in order to involve as many students as possible through the first two years of the plan and all students by year three.  A list of high-enrollment courses was generated, and ENGL 1101, Composition I, is the highest enrollment course offered at SGC.  It is required in all majors offered at SGC, including nursing.  In addition, it is a course that is taught by multiple faculty members (seven full-time instructors and four part-time instructors), which means that there is ample opportunity for faculty members to work together, sharing information and ideas.  We involve the most students the most efficiently by focusing year one of the plan on ENGL 1101.  Implementation of the plan in ENGL 1101 is currently in progress.

Year two calls for faculty members who teach MATH 1111, College Algebra, the second-highest enrollment course at SGC, to follow the same plan with assistance and guidance from the ENGL 1101 faculty.  As MATH 1111 is added to the plan, ENGL 1101 continues to be a focus, with ongoing changes to curriculum and procedures as indicated by the assessment results of year one.

Each fall, an additional course or courses and another group of instructors and students are added to the QEP implementation.  During each fall semester, three faculty members teaching the targeted course(s) are granted one course redirected time or, if part-time, a stipend, for their involvement.  In the spring semester, the remaining faculty members teaching the course(s) join the process with assistance from their then more experienced colleagues.  Year three adds CISY 1105, Information Systems Technology; year four includes POLS 1101, American Government, and HIST 2112, U.S. History II.  All are required courses in every academic program except nursing.  Year five involves BIOL 1107K, Principles of Biology I, the general biology course, and BIOL 2210K, Anatomy and Physiology I, which is taken by nursing and other health science majors.  As each new course is added, the courses already introduced continue to focus on improving critical thinking through writing.  By the end of the second year of the plan, the majority of students completing an Associate’s Degree at South Georgia College will have taken multiple courses in which critical thinking through writing is an emphasis, and by the third year and beyond all students will be involved.
Each year, the members of the academic discipline team for the course(s) being targeted will select two or three of the five QEP student learning outcomes on which to focus.  They will select learning outcomes that address the critical thinking skills that are required most often in their disciplines.  

Faculty and Committee Responsibilities


1.  Faculty Responsibilities

The QEP focus, outcomes, implementation, assessment, and use of assessment results to enhance student learning are faculty-driven.  Faculty are responsible for developing classroom activities, embedded course assignments, assessment measures for assignments, collection of assessment data, and analysis of results to make changes in instruction and recommend changes to the implementation plan.  Faculty are also responsible for communicating QEP student learning outcomes to students and explaining how course assignments, assessment measures, and the QEP rubric are related to the outcomes.  Faculty academic discipline teams, comprised of all faculty in a particular academic discipline, each appoint a team leader.  The team leader and faculty work together to do the following:

1) as a group, select two to three of the QEP student learning outcomes on 
 
    which to focus
2) form a faculty learning community to share ideas, resources, and 
 
 
    assignments

3) devise teaching strategies and embedded writing assignments (Appendix 
 
    B), including a capstone assignment (Appendix C), that target the 
 
    
    chosen student learning outcomes

4) revise their syllabi, including the stated student learning outcomes and 
 
    course objectives, as appropriate 

5) conduct pre- and post-testing of critical thinking skills using the California 
 
    Critical Thinking Skills Test (CCTST)
 

6) implement in their classes the strategies and assignments they have 
 
    identified 

7) conduct formative assessment throughout the semester using the QEP 
 
    rubric to gauge the success of those strategies in meeting the student 
 
    learning outcomes that had been established

8) work together with the QEP leadership to use all formative and summative 
    assessment results to make adjustments to course syllabi, strategies, and 
 
    embedded assignments for the following semester as needed

The academic discipline teams report activities, actions, issues, and recommendations to the QEP Steering Committee, the QEP Assessment Committee, and academic division chairpersons in a standardized format (Appendix E). The faculty of each division meet at least once per month for the specific purpose of discussing QEP implementation, assessment, and use of assessment results to improve student learning.  In addition, the QEP Steering Committee informs the Faculty Assembly (entire faculty) on QEP progress and issues at least once per month.


The work of faculty responsible for individual courses and the collaboration of faculty in academic disciplines and divisions is fundamental to QEP assessment at the course and program levels.  The work of the committees discussed below ensures further assessment at the program level, as well as overall assessment at the institutional level.  Considerations for implementing the QEP at all three levels are included below.

2.  Committees and Committee Responsibilities

The QEP Steering Committee, comprised of the QEP Director, the Director of Strategic Planning, representative faculty from each academic division, academic discipline team leaders, and the Vice President for Academic Affairs as an ex officio member, has overall responsibility for the implementation and assessment of the QEP.  The Steering Committee meets at least once per month and will continue to do so during the five years of the QEP to consider and act on input from the four other committees and the academic discipline teams.  It is noteworthy that in year one of the QEP 49% of the College’s full-time faculty serve on at least one QEP committee or team.
  The other four QEP committees are as follows:

· Assessment Committee (with oversight responsibility for the assessment of learning outcomes)
· Professional Development Committee (with overall responsibility for faculty and staff development)
· Resources Committee (with overall responsibility for library, technology, and institutional budgetary support)        
· Stakeholders Committee (with responsibility for advising the Steering Committee on all aspects of the QEP; includes one representative each from the College Foundation, the Coffee County Chamber of Commerce, the Coffee County School System, the SGC Student Government  Association, the SGC Faculty Assembly, the SGC administration, the SGC staff, and the SGC alumni)

The QEP organizational and reporting structure is as follows:
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Each committee meets monthly, keeps minutes of all meetings, and at least once per semester reports data and recommended changes to plans and strategies relevant to its responsibility to the QEP Steering Committee.  Each committee (except the Stakeholders Committee) also submits an annual report (See Appendix E) of its activities and recommendations to the QEP Steering Committee during the second week of April, beginning in April 2009.  The annual report will include a summary and status report on the year’s activities.

The QEP Steering Committee collects and acts on other committee and academic discipline annual reports.  Steering Committee action focuses on modifications to the QEP plan with regard to student learning outcomes; assessment strategies; the implementation calendar; and time, personnel, and budget resources.  The Steering Committee will produce an annual written report by May 1 to be reviewed with the Stakeholders Committee, the Vice President for Academic Affairs, and the College President.  The annual report will include the following:

· minutes of all Steering Committee meetings 

· a summary of all QEP activities for the year 

· a summary of the level of achievement of student learning outcomes 

· a summary of changes in instructional strategies based on assessment results

· recommendations on revisions to student learning outcomes, implementation plan, budget, and timeline.


After reviewing the annual report with the Stakeholders Committee and taking into account that committee’s recommendations, as well as the recommendations of the VPAA and the College President, the Steering Committee will finalize the report by May 15. This report, representing the input of faculty, academic divisions (SGC does not have academic departments), and the four other committees (with membership from all sectors of the college, as well as the community), ensures assessment of the QEP at the institutional level.  The final annual report will be distributed to all faculty and staff, as well as to community members of the Stakeholders Committee, and it will be posted on the QEP website for public viewing.

We recognize the interrelationship between assessment of the QEP, assessment of academic programs, and assessment of general education learning outcomes.  We also recognize the need for assessment at the course, program, and institutional levels.  Consequently, our college-wide assessment efforts, and certainly the work of faculty and all QEP committees, is informed by specific questions raised through our research of successful QEPs, best practices in assessment methods, and best practices in review of institutional effectiveness.  The questions we have developed below guide our academic discipline teams and QEP committees to ensure that the QEP is an integral and sustainable part of our overall academic culture: 

Course Level
· Do faculty teaching a particular course agree on the meanings of our five QEP learning outcomes?

· Do faculty teaching a particular course agree on how the QEP rubric applies to both our definition of critical thinking and our QEP learning outcomes?

· Do faculty teaching a particular course agree on what in student work constitutes “beginning,” “developing,” and “competent” ratings?

· Can faculty teaching a particular course explain the QEP rubric and the student performance expectations in the rubric to their students?

· Can faculty teaching a particular course agree on how to assess critical thinking through student writing?

· Can faculty teaching a particular course discuss and agree on effective strategies for teaching critical thinking skills?

· Can faculty teaching a particular course recognize weaknesses in student performance identified through assessment of critical thinking skills?

· Can faculty teaching a particular course develop strategies for addressing student performance weaknesses identified through assessment?

· Do students in a particular course report improvement in their own critical thinking skills?

· Can students in a particular course identify and explain elements of critical thinking in examples used in class?

· Can students in a particular course demonstrate the critical thinking skills defined and assessed in the QEP rubric?


Program Level
· Do faculty and academic divisions (we do not have departments) understand the relationship between QEP learning outcomes and our general education learning outcomes?  Specifically, do they recognize how to synthesize QEP and general education learning outcomes so that the QEP and academic program review can inform and strengthen each other?

· Is there evidence of collaboration among academic disciplines to develop critical thinking teaching strategies, student assignments, assessment tools, and recommendations for using assessment results to improve student learning and the quality of academic programs?

· Are critical thinking through student writing courses appropriately distributed throughout the general education core curriculum?

· Does student written work collected in developmental portfolios over time represent work done in a variety of general education core curriculum courses?

· Does student written work collected in developmental portfolios over time demonstrate growth in the use of critical thinking skills?


Institutional Level
· Has South Georgia College put into place the policies, personnel, plans, and resources to implement and sustain a successful QEP?
· Do we have adequate administrative, leadership, and committee structures to implement and sustain our QEP?
· Do we have adequate financial resources to implement and sustain our QEP?
· Does our QEP allow for input from all significant campus and off-campus constituencies (administrators, faculty, staff, students, alumni, local public schools, community leaders, The University System of Georgia)?
· Have we developed an adequate timeline for implementing the QEP?
· Have we built into our plan adequate resources and structures for faculty and staff development?
· Have we built into our plan adequate resources and structures to enhance student awareness of the focus and learning outcomes of our QEP?
· Are we investigating and making use of exemplary models of faculty development, course assignments, and assessment methods?
· Does our plan focus on using the results of assessment to make changes in instruction, courses, and programs to improve student learning?

Throughout the implementation of the QEP, answering the above questions strengthens process evaluation and reminds administrators, faculty, staff, and QEP committees that our QEP is not a stand-alone project, but a plan to enhance the quality of teaching and learning in all courses and academic programs.  


At the heart of the QEP is assessment that will lead to judgments about the level of student achievement of learning outcomes, changes in instruction to improve student learning, and changes in the plan itself.  QEP assessment measures are discussed next.


B.
Summary of Assessment Measures
The QEP assessment plan employs multiple direct and indirect measures of achievement of student learning outcomes in an attempt to achieve assessment triangulation.  Many of the assessment measures are embedded course assignments developed and reported on collaboratively by faculty at the academic discipline and division level.  The use of embedded course assignments is in keeping with the 2007 LEAP Report’s (AAC&U) Seventh Principle of Excellence,  “assess students’ ability to apply learning to complex problems,” particularly with regard to the report’s warning that standardized tests by themselves are “a weak prompt to needed improvement in teaching, learning, and curriculum,” and the report’s recommendation that “curriculum-embedded assessment, when carefully done, is itself a potential ‘high-yield’ educational reform because, by design, it focuses both faculty and student attention on students’ cumulative progress and actual level of attainment” (p. 41).  

Course written assignments and student developmental portfolios are all assessed with the QEP rubric measuring achievement levels of “beginning, developing, and competent” (Appendix A).  The QEP rubric is discussed with students to ensure student understanding of expectations.  This direct assessment rubric is based on the five QEP student learning outcomes:

· The ability to analyze

· The ability to evaluate

· The ability to infer

· The ability to reason inductively

· The ability to reason deductively
For each of the outcomes the rubric has four descriptors for each of the three levels of competence to help students understand faculty expectations and to facilitate assessment of student thinking skills.
The following is a summary of the QEP assessment tools:

1.  Tools for Direct Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes

     a. Written student responses to embedded course assignments assessed               with the QEP rubric (see Appendix A for the rubric and Appendix B for an example of an embedded course assignment)  

b. Written student course capstone assignments assessed with an analytic                       rubric; capstone assignments will be addressed in the final three weeks of each semester (see Appendix C for an example of a course capstone assignment) 
     c. Student developmental portfolios of written work from courses across the curriculum assessed with the QEP rubric; portfolios will be required    of all students matriculating fall 2009 and beyond and will contain a minimum of one essay per semester (see Appendix D for information on portfolios)
     d. The California Critical Thinking Skills Test (CCTST)

     e. The Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress Test (MAPP)

The two standardized tests above (CCTST and MAPP) are used as follows: 


The CCTST is a straightforward 34-question survey which addresses the ability of students to think critically.  Respondents receive a total score for the total number of correctly answered items—0 to 34.  The total score indicates one's overall reasoning or critical thinking skill level. Respondents also receive five subscale scores:  inductive reasoning, deductive reasoning, analysis, inference, and evaluation—all elements of our definition of critical thinking and each targeted in our student learning outcomes.  Subscale scores represent the number of correct answers within a given category.  The total score is the sum of the scores in analysis, inference, and evaluation, which are core skills in critical thinking.  Our baseline data for the beginning of fall semester 2008 is reflected in the following table, where the left-hand column is a pretest of both English 1101 and 1102 students and the right-hand column is English 1101 students only (the target of our initial critical thinking efforts):

Table 1.  California Critical Thinking Skills Test (CCTST) Results

	
	September 2008
	September 2008

	
	English 1101 and 1102
	English 1101 Only

	Students tested 
	515
	383

	SGC Mean Score
	13.64
	13.34

	National Mean Score
	14.7
	14.7

	Analysis Subscale

(out of 7 items)
	3.882
	3.798

	Evaluation Subscale 

(out of 11 items) 
	3.555
	3.487

	Inference Subscale 

(out of 16 items)
	6.200
	6.105

	Deduction 

Subscale

(out of 17 items)
	5.592
	5.500

	Induction

Subscale 

(out of 17 items)
	8.045
	7.869



For English 1101 students the SGC mean score is 1 1/2 points below the national mean score, and the scores on the five subscales are quite low, ranging from 32% (deduction) to 54% (analysis).  The SGC QEP addresses thinking skills in all five subscales of the CCTST.



The MAPP is an integrated test of general education skills that assesses four core skill areas:  critical thinking, reading, writing and mathematics.  The MAPP test measures proficiency in critical thinking, reading, writing and mathematics in the context of humanities, social sciences and natural sciences. 
The MAPP measure of critical thinking is embedded in the reading proficiency section of the test.  Students who are proficient at Level 2 and Level 3 in reading would exhibit the following critical thinking cognitive skills: 

Reading:  Level 2:  Students who are proficient can:

1.
Synthesize material from different sections of a passage.

2.
Recognize valid inferences derived from material in the passage.

3.
Identify accurate summaries of a passage or of significant sections of the passage.

4.
Understand and interpret figurative language.

5.
Discern the main idea, purpose or focus of a passage or a significant portion of the passage.

Reading:  Level 3:  Students who are proficient can:

1.
Evaluate competing causal explanations.

2.
Evaluate hypotheses for consistency with known facts.

3.
Determine the relevance of information for evaluating an argument or conclusion.

4.
Determine whether an artistic interpretation is supported by evidence contained in a work.

5.
Recognize the salient features or themes in a work of art.

6.
Evaluate the appropriateness of procedures for investigating a question of causation.

7.
Evaluate data for consistency with known facts, hypotheses or methods.

8.
Recognize flaws and inconsistencies in an argument.

The MAPP test will be administered every other spring semester beginning in 2010 to alternate with administration of the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), which began in April 2009.  It will be administered to randomly selected students nearing graduation.  Results from the MAPP test that deal specifically with critical thinking will give a general picture of critical thinking skills of SGC graduates.  Baseline data for MAPP Reading Levels 1 and 2, as well as Critical Thinking (Reading Level 3), is below.  Although the data reveals that SGC students are performing at a level equivalent to or even surpassing the levels of students at other institutions, the “critical thinking” scores for all students, including those at SGC, reveal significant deficiencies in critical thinking and inform targeted MAPP improvements (see page 23).

Table 2. Measures of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP) Test Results

	Skill Dimension
	Proficient

	
	Spring 2003 SGC


	Spring 2007 SGC
	Spring

2008 SGC
	Jan. 2002 – Oct. 2006

All Students in Associate’s Colleges


	
	
	
	
	

	Reading, Level 1
	64%
	64%
	64%
	62%

	Reading, Level 2
	29%
	40%
	40%
	28%

	Critical Thinking
	3%
	6%
	7%
	3%


2.  Tools for Indirect Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes

     a. Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)
     b. Surveys of currently enrolled students nearing graduation, administered in conjunction with academic program review

     c. Surveys of alumni at senior transfer institutions, administered in  conjunction with academic program review


The one standardized survey, The CCSSE, is administered every year to randomly selected groups of students at two-year colleges across the country and every other year at South Georgia College, beginning in April 2009.  It is a tool for assessing student perceptions of quality in community college education and is used in academic program review.  The CCSSE also measures student opinions on several components of critical thinking not specifically matched to our learning outcomes; however, student responses to items related to memorizing, synthesizing, making judgments, applying, and using information are nevertheless useful in obtaining a comprehensive picture of student perceptions related to critical thinking.   Subscale 12e, “thinking critically and analytically,” provides an overall summary of student perceptions.   Our baseline data for this instrument is as follows:
Table 3.  Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) Results

(Highest possible score for each subscale is 4.00)

	
	SGC
	Other 2 Year Colleges
	All Colleges

	
	2005
	2007
	2008
	2005
	2007
	2008
	2005
	2007
	2008

	5a. Memorizing
	2.92
	2.94
	2.92
	2.90
	2.81
	2.89
	2.81
	2.82
	2.82

	5b. Analyzing
	2.86
	2.83
	2.94
	2.82
	2.80
	2.81
	2.79
	2.82
	2.84

	5c. Synthesizing
	2.79
	2.75
	2.71
	2.70
	2.69
	2.70
	2.65
	2.69
	2.71

	5d. Making Judgments
	2.68
	2.62
	2.61
	2.60
	2.52
	2.62
	2.51
	2.53
	2.55

	5e Applying
	2.62
	2.65
	2.70
	2.59
	2.63
	2.62
	2.58
	2.62
	2.64

	5f. Using Information
	2.71
	2.68
	2.73
	2.64
	2.75
	2.71
	2.69
	2.72
	2.75

	12e. Thinking critically and analytically
	3.00
	2.90
	3.02
	2.89
	2.87
	2.93
	2.81
	2.85
	2.87


The above data reveals that our students’ perceptions about their use of critical thinking skills compare favorably to perceptions of students in other two-year colleges (and to all colleges); however, it is clear that like respondents from all colleges, SGC’s students rate “memorizing” as the thinking skill they use most frequently, with far less use of applying, using information, and making judgments. Our goal with the CCSSE is to see improvements in scores on the other subscales, and this goal informs our targeted CCSSE improvements (see page 22).

The two surveys to be administered (1) to currently enrolled students nearing graduation and (2) to alumni at senior institutions—both in conjunction with academic program review—ask students to rate agreement level on a scale of one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree) with the twenty-one following statements:

· Faculty make/made course outcomes clear.

· My course of study is/was academically challenging.

· My course of study adequately prepares/prepared me for upper-level college work.

· My course of study helps/helped me to use reasoning to solve problems.

· My course of study helps/helped me to consider different points of view.

· My course of study helps/helped me to organize and interpret information.

· My course of study helps/helped me to complete clear, well-organized writing assignments.

· My course of study helps/helped me to make clear, well-organized oral presentations.
· My course of study helps/helped me to evaluate different sources of 
information.
· My course of study helps/helped me to interpret literature, art, or music.

· My course of study helps/helped me to solve mathematical problems.
· My course of study helps/helped me to analyze data/information.

· My course of study helps/helped me to dissect statements, problems, and

arguments.
· My course of study helps/helped me to understand scientific issues in today’s world.

· My course of study helps/helped me to understand current global issues.

· My course of study helps/helped me to understand how to maintain a healthy mind and body. 

· My course of study helps/helped me to decide on the strength of arguments.

· My course of study helps/helped me to develop conclusions based on evidence.

· My course of study helps/helped me to use generalizations to draw conclusions.
· My course of study helps/helped me to draw conclusions from a variety of evidence.
· My course of study helps/helped me to critique my own thinking.


While each of the above assessment tools can provide indications of students’ developing critical thinking skills, analysis of data gathered from the combination of the multiple assessment measures will generate faculty discussion, improvements to the QEP implementation plan, changes in methods and content of instruction, and an understanding of the extent to which students achieve learning outcomes.  To determine the latter, targeted improvements for each learning outcome have been identified and are listed below.

IV.  Student Learning Outcomes and Targeted Improvements

A.  Students will demonstrate the ability to evaluate.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” 
 level on the rubric item assessing evaluation in an embedded writing assignment in which the skill of evaluation is being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” level on the rubric item assessing evaluation in a course capstone assignment when evaluation is the skill being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score higher on the evaluation subscale of the CCTST post-test than on the pre-test.

· 70% of students will “strongly agree” or “agree” with alumni survey items targeting evaluation skills.

B.  Students will demonstrate the ability to analyze.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent”  level on the rubric item assessing analysis in an embedded writing assignment in which the skill of analysis is being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” level on the rubric item assessing analysis in a course capstone assignment when analysis is the skill being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score higher on the analysis subscale of the CCTST post-test than on the pre-test.

· 70% of students will “strongly agree” or “agree” with alumni survey items targeting analysis skills.

C.  Students will demonstrate the ability to infer.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent”  level on the rubric item assessing the ability to make inferences in an embedded writing assignment in which the skill of inference is being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” level on the rubric item assessing the ability to make inferences in the course capstone assignment when inference is the skill being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score higher on the inference subscale of the CCTST post-test than on the pre-test.

· 70% of students will “strongly agree” or “agree” with alumni survey items targeting inferential reasoning skills.

D.  Students will demonstrate the ability to reason deductively.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent”  level on the rubric item assessing deductive reasoning in an embedded writing assignment in which the skill of deductive reasoning is being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” level on the rubric item assessing deductive reasoning in a course capstone assignment when deductive reasoning is the skill being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score higher on the deductive reasoning subscale of the CCTST post-test than on the pre-test.

· 70% of students will “strongly agree” or “agree” with alumni survey items targeting deductive reasoning skills.

E.  Students will demonstrate the ability to reason inductively.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent”  level on the rubric item assessing inductive reasoning in an embedded writing assignment in which the skill of inductive reasoning is being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” level on the rubric item assessing inductive reasoning in a course capstone assignment when inductive reasoning is the skill being emphasized.

· 70% of students will score higher on the inductive reasoning subscale of the CCTST post-test than on the pre-test.

· 70% of students will “strongly agree” or “agree” with alumni survey items targeting inductive reasoning skills.

F.  College-wide targeted improvements include the following:

· 70% of students will score at the “competent” level on three of the five rubric items in the assessment of their portfolio essays.

· Scores for subscales 5b-5f (analyzing, synthesizing, making judgments, applying, using information) and 12e (thinking critically and analytically) of the CCSSE will increase to 3.5 by year 5 of the QEP implementation.

· 70% of students will “strongly agree” or “agree” with alumni survey items targeting the critiquing of their own thinking.
· The percentage of students ranked as “proficient” on reading level 3 (critical thinking) of the MAPP will increase by 2% per year.


The targeted improvements in student learning outcomes will contribute significantly to our determination of levels of improvement in student learning and the success of the QEP.  In addition, the effect of the QEP on student achievement of our general education learning outcomes will be an important indicator of the QEP success.  Finally, the impact of the QEP on academic program review and overall institutional effectiveness figures prominently in our assessment of QEP success.


The narrowed focus of the QEP, the refined definition of “critical thinking,” the five specific student learning outcomes, and especially the new emphasis on student writing in academic disciplines through embedded course assignments, capstone course assignments, and student developmental portfolios, tightens the focus of the plan and provides a good balance of direct and indirect assessment measures from which to determine the success of the QEP.  The assessment triangulation evident in the assessment plan and targeted plan outcomes provides data-based evidence from which the institution will determine the success of the QEP.

APPENDIX A
Critical Thinking Rubric
	
	Beginning

1
	Developing

2
	Competent

3



	Analysis:
To dissect statements, problems, arguments and points of view


	· Does not identify or expresses confusion about statements, problems, arguments, or points of view

· Does not apply basic concepts involved 

· Does not recognize biases or multiple perspectives
· Does not acknowledge uncertainties
	· Partially identifies statements, problems, arguments, or points of view

· Partially applies basic concepts involved

· Partially recognizes biases or multiple perspectives
· Partially acknowledges uncertainties


	· Accurately and thoroughly identifies all statements, problems, arguments, or points of view

· Accurately and thoroughly applies basic concepts involved

· Fully recognizes biases and multiple perspectives
· Acknowledges uncertainties

	Evaluation:

To decide on the strength of an argument and the validity of a given statement


	· Does not evaluate based on logic and context

· Does not assess quality of evidence or distinguish between facts, opinions, and assumptions

· Does not identify the weak and strong points of a problem, argument, or point of view

· Does not recognize counterpoints or counterarguments
	· Partially evaluates based on logic and context

· Partially assesses quality of evidence and distinguishes between facts, opinions, and assumptions

· Partially identifies the weak and strong parts of a problem, argument, or point of view

· Partially recognizes counterpoints or counterarguments
	· Evaluates based on logic and context

· Thoroughly assesses quality of evidence and distinguishes between facts, opinions, and assumptions

· Thoroughly identifies the weak and strong parts of a problem, argument, or point of view

· Fully recognizes counterpoints or counterarguments



	Inference:

To hypothesize and develop conclusions based upon facts, reasons, observations, and evidence


	· Does not recognize a variety of possible conclusions or outcomes; recognizes only one “correct” answer
· Does not develop a reasonable hypothesis or conclusion

· Does not draw a hypothesis or conclusion based on evidence and reasoning

· Does not use evidence, facts, observations or commits errors in using them
	· Recognizes some possible conclusions or outcomes

· Develops a hypothesis or conclusion that cannot be fully supported

· Draws a hypothesis or conclusion based on partial evidence or incomplete reasoning

· Partially uses evidence, facts, observations 


	· Recognizes multiple conclusions or outcomes

· Develops a reasonable hypothesis or conclusion that can be fully supported

· Draws a hypothesis or conclusion fully based on evidence and reasoning

· Fully uses evidence, facts, observations 



	Deduction:

To use generalizations in order to draw conclusions in a specific situation
	· Does not draw conclusions that can be supported by evidence and reasoning

· Does not identify the appropriate general premises

· Does not apply basic concepts involved
· Does not recognize major and minor premises 
	· Draws conclusions that can be partially supported by evidence and reasoning

· Identifies some general premises

· Partially applies basic concepts involved
· Partially recognizes major and minor premises 
	· Accurately develops conclusions based on evidence and reasoning

· Identifies applicable general premises

· Accurately and thoroughly applies basic concepts involved
· Fully recognizes major and minor premises 

	Induction:

To draw conclusions from an array of evidence 
	· Does not include evidence

· Does not use appropriate, unbiased and authoritative sources of evidence

· Does not use adequate or strong evidence

· Does not draw logical conclusions from evidence


	· Includes some evidence
· Partially uses inadequate or inappropriate sources of evidence
· Uses some inadequate or weak evidence

· Draws some incorrect conclusions from evidence
	· Includes substantial evidence
· Consults high quality sources of evidence
· Uses high quality, detailed evidence

· Draws sound conclusions from evidence


Appendix B
Submitted by Mr. Andrew DiNicola
English 1101 Embedded Writing Assessment Assignment: Using Inductive Reasoning

Method:  The composition student uses inductive reasoning effectively as a means to write one to three paragraphs that move the reader from the writer’s observations to his or her conclusions.

Approach: Offer the student the opportunity to develop a small piece of reflective writing that will lead the student to the positing of a hypothesis. For example, the student might write about the experience of living in an impoverished neighborhood. He or she will deliver the reader the examples of poverty as seen through his or her eyes. The writer will be relying on the writing pattern of exemplification, or illustration, to do this. From these examples, the writer will consider the result of the impoverishment on the lives of those people who live within it. This use of inductive reasoning driven by the pattern of exemplification should produce a hypothesis that speaks to the cause and effect relationship that the writer has begun to consider. Here is an outline for this topic of impoverishment:

     Paragraph One:  The writer remembers the feelings and thoughts she had while growing up in an impoverished neighborhood.

     Paragraph Two:  The writer moves beyond her own welfare toward the illustrating of poverty as seen through her eyes.

     Paragraph Three:   The writer discusses one or more of the effects that this life of impoverishment has had on her and will possibly have on others. From this consideration of effects, she delivers us a pointed hypothesis that seeks to link her observations to a predictable outcome.
Assessment:  The paper will be assessed using the Induction section of the SGC Critical Thinking Rubric.  The instructor will discuss with students the criteria for the assessment classifications of “beginning,” “developing,” and “competent” contained in the rubric in advance of writing the essay.
Appendix C

English 1101 Final Examination Capstone Essay
Submitted by Dr. Michael Fisher

Respond to one of the following prompts in a 400-500 word essay in your blue book.  Use the knowledge and expertise you have gained this semester from our discussions of rhetorical structures, use of evidence, and critical thinking.  Avoid logical fallacies and employ solid analysis and reasoning.  Remember also to consider opposing viewpoints and address them as necessary.  Although the rhetorical pattern you must use is problem to solution, you may also employ elements of description, comparison-contrast, or cause and effect to support your argument. 

You have two hours to complete this task.  Allow yourself some time (about 10-15 minutes) to brainstorm and plan before you begin the essay proper.  Try to construct an outline that will serve as your map to guide you as you write the essay.  Save a few minutes at the end of the exam period (about 5-10 minutes) to proofread your paper carefully.   Remember to check for the Seven Deadlies Against Correct Grammatical Usage as you proofread.  You may use a dictionary to check your spelling.

Argumentation and Persuasion Topics

1. Write a persuasive essay arguing for a social or political change that you feel is difficult but right, one that our country will eventually feel good about embracing.
2. Write your own “Declaration of Independence” from someone or something you feel has compiled a “history of injuries against you.”  Make your case as clearly and as forcefully as did Jefferson.
3. Think about a problem in your community, in your home, or on your campus and present a reasonable solution to it.  Persuade your reader of the soundness and efficacy of your solution.


Assessment

      The paper will be assessed using the Analysis section of the SGC Critical Thinking Rubric.  The instructor will discuss with students the criteria for the assessment classifications of “beginning,” “developing,” and “competent” contained in the rubric in advance of writing the capstone essay.
Appendix D

Developmental Portfolio

Beginning in the fall of 2009, each newly matriculating student will be required to initiate and maintain a developmental portfolio of his/her writing.  The student will be required to add at least one piece of writing per semester to the portfolio.  This may be the capstone essay for a course, but may also be another piece of writing that is related to one of the QEP student learning outcomes being emphasized in the course.  A completed portfolio must contain at least four writing samples from four different courses involved in the QEP.


Each spring starting in the spring of 2011, a selection of completed portfolios will be assessed using the QEP critical thinking rubric.  Portfolios from approximately 10% of the students graduating that semester--50% of them receiving AS degrees and 50% receiving AA degrees--will be assessed.  Portfolio assessment will be anonymous.  A panel of faculty members from various disciplines will examine the portfolios for critical thinking competence.  A student will be considered “competent” if he or she scores as competent in at least 3 of the 5 critical thinking skills listed on the QEP critical thinking rubric.  A target for the assessment is 70% of students scoring as “competent.”  A record of which of the five critical thinking skills continue to show the least development will be kept.

Results of this assessment will be shared with the various QEP committees and academic discipline teams and will be used to aid in the selection of skills (SLOs) to target in particular courses, as well as to engender discussion and suggestions for ways in which to effectively target the skills.

APPENDIX E
QEP committee annual report 2008-9





  (Add Sheets as Necessary)
Name of committee:

Committee members:

Meeting dates: 

Committee objectives/responsibilities:

Evaluation of objectives/responsibilities:

 Have committee objectives and responsibilities been met? If not, why not? 

Committee activities/actions/notable accomplishments: 

Describe committee activities and discuss their relationship to the objectives. 

Unresolved Issues:

How do you plan to resolve these issues?

Recommendations:

How is the work of your committee contributing to the success of the QEP?

� Our QEP rubric is an edited version for our own purposes of the Nashville State Community College QEP rubric (� HYPERLINK "http://ww2.nscc.edu/qep/plan/NSCC%20Critical%20Thinking%20Rubric-bw.pdf" �http://ww2.nscc.edu/qep/plan/NSCC%20Critical%20Thinking%20Rubric-bw.pdf�).  Used by permission.


� In year two, in addition to the CCTST pre-and post-testing in MATH 1111 classes, pre- and post-testing will continue in one class taught by each ENGL 1101 faculty member in order to assess the effectiveness of the modifications made to the course as a result of the assessment of year one.  Sections of each course involved in the plan will be pre- and post-tested for two years using the CCTST.


� In year two, 53% of faculty will serve on at least one QEP committee or team; in year three, 58%; in year four, 64%; and in year five, 71%.


� Academic Discipline Teams will also report on their activities to the Steering Committee by the second week of April using the QEP Annual Report Form (Appendix E).


� Source: ETS, MAPP Test Comparative Data; page8.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.ets.org/Media/Tests/MAPP/pdf/allassoc.pdf" �http://www.ets.org/Media/Tests/MAPP/pdf/allassoc.pdf�


� Overall “competence” in any QEP rubric skill is defined as achieving a score ≥ 9, with at least two of the four checked items under the rubric category of “competent” and no more than one item checked under the rubric category of “beginning.”
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