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A. Executive Summary 
 
 

The 2013-14 academic year marked the fourth time a comprehensive, centralized effort was 
undertaken to assess the MSOE undergraduate Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILOs).  
Individual departments provided the results of their assessment and analysis activities related 
to the ILOs assigned to the specific departments. The individual department results were 
reported to the Committee for Academic Assessment. 
 
Following a process of continuous improvement a review was again initiated to determine the 
effectiveness and sustainability of the assessment process using previously identified touch 
points (e.g., courses). Some improvements were made to ensure the ILOs were assessed in an 
efficient manner. The MSOE process of assessing ILOs has matured substantially. Because we 
have achieved reasonably consistent results for most ILOs, and because we are undergoing 
substantial curriculum revisions, now is the time for a rigorous review to ensure the assessment 
process is well aligned with the developing curricula and that there will be the potential of 
further increases in the consistency and quality of the assessment data.  
 
Much of the data collection, analyses, and reporting is becoming reasonably routine. This year 
we have implemented a standardized format for reporting data. This was done to ensure a 
more common implementation of the rubrics and have each department use the same 
reporting method. 
 
The performance benchmark MSOE aimed for is to have 70% or more of MSOE’s students 
perform at the “proficient” level or higher. Two ILOs did not meet that criterion. 
 
Assessment achievements in the 2013-2014 AY: 

 Implementation of a common data reporting format 

 Revised reporting of the assessment data 

 Revision of the General Education document; now more closely coordinated with the 
ILOs 

 Suggested revision of ILO Assessment Matrix v1.5 

 The data is reported on the basis of weighted averages 
 
The next assessment cycle, 2014-2015 AY, will address the following items: 

 Further streamlining the courses serving as touch points in the assessment process 

 Revising the course list used in the assessment process to take into account curriculum 
changes 

 More effectively include the senior capstone courses as touch stone courses 

 Have touch stones that are more representative of the early and later years in the 
curriculum in order to observe changes in skill levels and awareness 
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B. Overview of ILO Assessment and the Continuous Improvement Process 
 

Assessment of the Undergraduate Institutional Learning Outcomes is led by the General 
Studies, Mathematics and Physics/Chemistry Departments.  Each department is responsible for 
assessing specific institutional learning outcomes and for reporting the findings along with 
recommendations for improvements that may need to be undertaken.  Data is provided 
annually to the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment, which organizes and analyzes 
the data and generates a comprehensive report that is distributed to the Committee on 
Academic Assessment and the academic programs.   
 
In conjunction with the respective academic departments, the CAA has identified common 
courses as assessment touch points.  Assessment data were collected from these various touch 
points according to the following scale of performance: 
 

(1) Beginning – Student performance suggests an introductory level knowledge with 
minimal evidence of learning beyond entry. 

(2) Developing – Student performance suggests an emerging level of knowledge with 
some evidence of learning beyond entry. 

(3) Proficient – Student performance suggests grasp of depth and breadth of subject, 
awareness of complexity with an adequate degree of accuracy. 

(4) Accomplished – Student performance suggests command of either depth or breadth 
of subject, understanding of complexity with an above average degree of accuracy 

(5) Exemplary – Student performance suggests command of both depth and breadth of 
subject, mastery of complexity with highest degree of accuracy 

 
This report includes data from Academic year 2013-14 (Figures 1, 2) and also presents 
comparison data with the previous three years in the summary results (Figures 3,4).  Academic 
year 2010-11 marked the pilot year for the reporting of institutional student learning outcomes 
assessment.  From the pilot year onward data from select assessment touch points were 
collected, analyzed and reported by respective academic departments.  Benchmarks were set 
to expect 70 percent or more of the students to perform at the “proficient” or higher indicator.   
 
The initial efforts in 2010-11 marked a beginning to conduct and report assessment from a 
more centralized perspective.  Since then we have enlarged and modified the set of courses 
serving as assessment touch point.  The intent of the CAA was and continues to be focused on 
reviewing the assessment and evaluation process, introduce improvements as needed, and 
producing more complete reports in subsequent years.  This report reflects a continued 
refinement of our data gathering and reporting processes. 
  



 

4 

 

C. AY 2013-14 ILO Assessment Summaries and Individual Course Data  

 
The AY 2013-14 ILO assessment data is shown in Figures 1 (2013-14 “Science and Technology” 
ILO Assessment Data) and Figure 2 (2013-14 “Society and Culture” and “Professional 
Preparedness” ILO Assessment Data). 
 
The assessment data for the various ILOs can be viewed as falling into one of three categories: 
Acceptable - although further improvements may be desirable; Marginal performance or 
understanding – this would be true even if the minimum performance level is met but barely 
exceeded; Unacceptable - the performance level is significantly below the minimum level.  

 
All performance values falling below the minimum level are in red (more readily discernable in 
the electronic spreadsheet). The composite percentages are calculated using a weighted 
average. Hence, small samples sizes do not exercise an undue influence. 
 

Figure 1 
2013-14 “Science and Technology” ILO Assessment Data 
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Figure 2 
2013-2014 “Society and Culture” and “Professional Preparedness” ILO Assessment Data 

 

 
  
Only one ILO seems to be a major issue – ILO II.B.2 (“an ability to recognize the role of one’s 
discipline in the framework of social issues”). That represents a 40% drop in value from the 
prior year. However, only a single course is used to do the evaluation. That course, SS461, is 
being dropped as a mandatory course for all students. Hence, we will identify a different 
course, or set of courses, for that specific assessment and ensure the course content properly 
reflects the intent of the ILO. 
 
The precentages contributed by AE200 (51%) and AE2121 (62%) to ILO I.B.2, “an ability to 
formulate a mathematical model and estimate the reasonableness of the results,” caused the 
weighted composite average percentage to miss the minimum acceptable level (69% versus 
minimum of 70%). The course material from which the data was generated will be looked at to 
determine how well questions, rubric, course content, and ILO align. Likewise, the wide range 
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of data comprising the composite percentage for ILO I.A.2, “an ability to conduct experiments 
and collect, analyze, and evaluate data” will be investigated. 
 
No data was available  for ILO II.B.1, “an ability to work effectively as a member of a team.” The 
reason was a failure of the OIRA to specifcally ask individual programs for that data. The 
intended touch points are the capstone project courses of the academic programs. 

D. AY2010-11 to AY 2013-14 Longitudinal Data Summary  
 

Longitudinal ILOs assessment data for AY 2010-11 through AY 2013-14 is presented in Figure 3 
(Longitudinal ILO data for “Science and Technology”) and Figure 4 (“Longitudinal ILO data for 
Society and Culture and Professional Preparedness”). 
 
A visual vector interpretation of the longitudinal data is shown for each ILO. There are three 
categories: “OK” for no corrective action is needed, “More Data Needed” to discern if there is a 
real trend and “Needs Attention” for results that need improvement or investigation.   
 
                                                                           Figure 3  
                             AY 2010-11 to AY 2013-14 Longitudinal ILO Assessment Data:  
                                                             Science and Technology 
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                                                                           Figure 4  
                             AY 2010-11 to AY 2013-14 Longitudinal ILO Assessment Data 
                                      Society and Culture and Professional Preparedness  
 

 
 
Comparison of the assessment data for AY 2013-14 to past years either showed an 
improvement or the data held steady for five ILOs. For two other ILOs the data bounced around 
in time and was marginally acceptable. For the latter two ILOs the intent is to collect data for 
one more year before considering making changes. However, the courses used for the 
assessment process will still be reviewed to discern whether the percentage drop represent a 

normal statistical fluctuation or can be attributed to some known factor. The data for two ILOs is 
labelled as “Needs Attention.” The ILO of greatest concern is ILO II.B, “Social Interaction”, as 
noted before. 
 
 
 

  



 

8 

 

E. Conclusion  
 
The implementation of a common data reporting process has improved both the confidence in 
the quality of the data and the handling of the data. That has substantially eliminated the need 
for interpretation of data at the back end when the data was entered into the spreadsheet for 
analysis. Further, there should now be a more common understanding of the rubrics to be used 
in judging student achievement. 
 
We have an assessment process for assessing the ILOs that is reaching maturity. The process 
has definitely settled down and comparisons of results year over year can be done with more 
confidence. Improvements though are still needed. Specifically, now is the time: 

 For OIRA to meet with the departments generating the data to ensure, not just the 
hoped for common understanding, but also to make sure the relevance of the activities 
used for assessment are appropriate 

 To review of course touch points to ensure we are making the most efficient use of 
resources and faculty time. 

 To discuss with stakeholders if the process has resulted in student performance 
improvements from the stakeholder perspective 

 To correct the oversight of not getting data for ILO II.B.1 

 To address the specific course performance issues outlined in the data analysis 

 Program and curriculum changes suggest removing specific courses in the matrix (see 
Appendix A).  

 
For department specific actions that already have been identified for the next assessment cycle 
please see the department specific appendix. 
 

Appendices – See Comprehensive Report 
 
Appendix 1 – ILO Assessment Matrix v1.5 with suggested changes 
+ all data spreadsheets 


