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Evaluated Aspects of Program Assessment 
Stage of Maturity 

(Beginning, Developing, 
Acceptable, Exemplary) 

A. Student Learning Outcomes Acceptable, w/ note on 
ABET requirements 

B. Measurement Tools and Assignments Acceptable 
C. Data Collection and Integrity Developing 
D. Expectations and Results Beginning 
E. Discussion and Analysis  Beginning 
F. Use of Assessment Results for Program Improvement Beginning 
G. Faculty Engagement in Assessment Not reported 

 
Summary of Assessment Evaluation:  
As EGT is new to the assessment process as a program, this was a very good attempt to 
detail specifics in the planning process.  No implementation was attempted meaning 
there was no data collection such that instruments and tools were utilized yet, nor was 
there a process of data collection, testing expectations with results, discussion and 
analysis or application for program improvement.  There are numerous assessment plan 
aspects that need to be reviewed and revised prior to taking steps further; of note it was 
indicated to me that this program intends to apply for ABET accreditation and should be 
using those standards and requirements as the foundation for their assessment if that is 
the case.   
 
Melody L Wollan, PhD, SHRM-SCP  
Associate Dean, Lumpkin College of 
Business and Technology  
mlwollan@eiu.edu 
 



Academic Program Engineering Technology 
Evaluation Point Year 2 (AY 2020) of 4 
Program-level Accreditation None 
Academic Years in Reporting Cycle AY19 - AY23 
Reviewer Name, Title Melody Wollan, LCBT Associate Dean 

 
A. Student Learning Outcomes (SLO) 
Specific statements that articulate the discipline-specific content, skills, and/or dispositions students should gain or improve through 
engagement in the program 
•  SLO does not specify what 

group of students wi ll  achieve 
mastery of i t,  and/or at what 
point(s) in their progression 
through the program they will  
do so.  

•  SLO contains only imprecise 
verbs (e.g.,  “know,” 
“understand”),  and thus is 
diff icult  to measure.  

•  SLO is too broad or vague to 
guide the assessment process.  

•  SLO is clear about what group of 
students wil l  achieve mastery of i t 
(e.g.,  majors,  students in the 
program), but not at what point in 
their  progression through the 
program they wil l  do so.  

•  SLO contains action verbs that 
ref lect  an inadequate depth of 
knowledge for the program. 

•  SLO contains a general  description 
of the content knowledge, skil ls,  
and/or dispositions to be measured, 
but the descript ion is not discipl ine-
specif ic.  

•  SLO is clear about what group of 
students wil l  achieve mastery of i t,  
and at what point in their progression 
through the program they will  do so 
(e.g.,  “seniors,” “graduates”).  

•  SLO contains precise, measurable, and 
observable verbs that reflect an 
appropriate depth of knowledge for 
the program. 

•  SLO contains a discipl ine-specif ic 
description of the content knowledge, 
ski l ls,  and/or dispositions that 
students wil l  demonstrate.  

•  A reasonable number of  SLOs are 
identif ied — enough to adequately 
accomplish the mission of the 
program while sti l l  being 
manageable to assess on an annual 
basis.  

•  Overall  SLOs reflect appropriate 
level of  expectation for the program 
type/level.  

•  Overall  SLOs stated in student-
centered terms, ref lecting what 
students should know, do, and/or 
think as they engage in the program 
of study.  

BEGINNING   ☐ DEVELOPING   ☐ ACCEPTABLE   ☒ EXEMPLARY    ☐ 
Comments: EGT has four SLOs according to the Excel file “egt assessment plan sp20”:  

1. Demonstrate effective communication skills for the engineering technology industry using written, oral, and 
technological formats 

2. Analyze problems and apply engineering technology solutions utilizing quantitative reasoning and critical 
thinking skills 

3. Develop an awareness of ethical values and social responsibility in a multicultural environment 
4. Demonstrate functional and operational skills relevant to the engineering technology industry 

There is also indication within LCBT and the School of Technology that EGT should be on a path to ABET accreditation.  
If that is the case, the criteria for ETAC (Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission) of ABET indicates that 



there are five SLOs that are required, and if this is the case, your assessment plan should reflect these and other criteria 
required by ETAC and ABET: 

(1) an ability to apply knowledge, techniques, skills and modern tools of mathematics, science, engineering, and technology 
to solve broadly-defined engineering problems appropriate to the discipline; 

(2) an ability to design systems, components, or processes meeting specified needs for broadly-defined engineering problems 
appropriate to the discipline; 

(3) an ability to apply written, oral, and graphical communication in broadly-defined technical and non-technical 
environments; and an ability to identify and use appropriate technical literature; 

(4) an ability to conduct standard tests, measurements, and experiments and to analyze and interpret the results to improve 
processes; and 

(5) an ability to function effectively as a member as well as a leader on technical teams. 

Source: https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-engineering-technology-
programs-2021-2022/  
 

B. Measurement Tools and Assignments 
Description of the measurement tool and the associated assignment, how they align with the SLO, and their validity 
•  SLO is assessed 

with only indirect 
measure(s) (i .e.,  
surveys).  

•  No information is 
provided about 
how the 
measurement 
tool(s) and 
assignment(s) 
relate to the SLO. 

•  SLO is assessed with 
direct measure(s) 
(i.e.,  objective tests, 
rubrics).  

•  General descr iption 
is provided of the 
measurement tool(s) 
and assignment(s).  

•  General information 
is provided about 
how the 
measurement tool(s) 
and assignment(s) 
relate to the SLO. 

•  Detailed descr iption of measurement tool(s) and its alignment with the SLO 
is provided. This includes:  
o  for an objective test measurement tool,  individual questions are identif ied 

and valid to the SLO (or element of the SLO), and expected levels of 
mastery are indicated; 

o  for an analytic rubric measurement tool, each trait is mapped to the SLO 
(or element of the SLO) and each level details expectations.  

•  Detailed descr iption of the assignment(s) and al ignment with the SLO is 
provided.  This includes:  
o  for an objective test assignment, representative test items are described 

to indicate relevance to the SLO and the expected level of mastery; 

o  for a performance-based assignment evaluated with an analytic rubric,  the 
assignment prompt is described to indicate relevance to the SLO and the 
expected level of mastery.  

•  Direct measures 
may be 
supplemented with 
indirect measures.  

•  Includes both 
formative and 
summative 
measures.  

•  A description of the 
development 
process for the 
measurement 
tool(s) and 
assignment(s) is 
included to 

https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-engineering-technology-programs-2021-2022/
https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-for-accrediting-engineering-technology-programs-2021-2022/


•  Measurement tool(s) will  provide a direct/observable result and are 
appropriate to the SLO and the level of mastery expected. 

•  Assignment(s) are appropriate to the SLO and the level of mastery expected. 

i l lustrate their 
appropriateness to 
the SLO. 

BEGINNING   ☐ DEVELOPING   ☐ ACCEPTABLE   ☒ EXEMPLARY    ☐ 
Assessment Methods: 
What type of 
assessment methods 
does the program use? 

☒ Direct Measures 
Measures that require students to demonstrate knowledge and skills. Provide 
tangible, visible, and self-explanatory evidence of what students have and have 
not learned. Actual student behavior or work is measured or assessed 

☒ Indirect Measures 
Assessments that measure opinions or thoughts about student’s knowledge, 
skills, attitudes, learning experiences, perceptions of services received or 
employers’ opinions. Do not measure students’ performance directly 

Measurement Tools: 
What type of 
measurement tools 
does the program use? 

☐ Objective Test 
Measure that has right or 
wrong answers and can be 
quickly and unambiguously 
scored by anyone with an 
answer key. 

☒ Analytic Rubrics 
Measures that are subjective for performance-based 
assignments. Resembles a grid with criteria for student project 
listed in the leftmost column and with all levels of performance 
listed across the top row. The cells within the center contain 
descriptions of what specified criteria look like for each level of 
performance. Each of the criteria is scored individually 

☒ Surveys 
Measures for collecting data 
from a pre-defined group of 
respondents to gain 
information and insights on 
a topic of interest 

☐ Other 
Could include a holistic rubric 
(single scale with all criteria being 
considered together), or a 
checklist (only two performance 
levels possible and no 
descriptions included). 

Comments: With the Year 2 report, an Excel file with 5 Rubrics and the Senior Exit Survey were supplied.  These rubrics measure: 
Critical Thinking, Oral Presentation, Writing, Responsible Citizenship, and Technical Skills. Each rubric lists 4 – 6 
criterion that appear to be appropriate components for their rubric.  Each rubric has four levels (exemplary = 4, 
achieving = 3, developing = 2, and beginning = 1) with descriptions of the outcomes at each level (each cell).  Most of the 
rubrics appear to be duplicate or modified from university, college, or other program developed rubrics which is a good 
starting point in using rubrics and conducting assessment.  I am particularly pleased to see the development of scoring 
worksheets so that consistency in data collection for raw data (and for reporting the results) can take place.   I did note 
that while there were 5 rubrics provided, there appears to be a 6th worksheet labeled ‘Quantitative Reasoning’ that does 
not have a corresponding rubric identified as the instrument “EGT Quantitative Reasoning Rubric”.   
 
I would also note that you do not need a column summary of “averages” for your input tables/score sheets.  What you will 
want to do to report your data is to take a count of the number of students that have obtained scores at your expectation 
standard.  Any averages reported should be the calculation of the # of students scoring/# of students in the class.  For 
assessment, the average scores are not terribly interpretable; having breakdowns in one or more groupings of 
performance scoring and comparing them to an expectation/standard is what you want to do year over year to identify 
trends, points of intervention and results after intervention.   
 

  



C. Data Collection and Integrity 
When measurement tools are applied, to whom, at what point in the program, and how the program ensures consistency across multiple 
administrations of the tools and assignments (reliability) 
• It is unclear how 

the information 
provided relates 
to this 
assessment 
cycle.  
 

• Information is 
provided about the 
data collection process 
in this cycle, but not 
enough to generate 
confidence in the 
findings (e.g., sample 
size is too small, 
student motivation 
conditions are 
inconsistent, rubric is 
not normed with 
raters, etc.)  

 
• Process wil l provide 

limited information for 
guiding instruction and 
curriculum. 

• Enough information is provided about administration of 
the measurement tool and data collection process to 
generate confidence in the findings. This includes: 
o adequate student population targeted with an 

assignment and measurement tool;  
o sufficient sample size for statistical ly significant 

results (especially if different than the student 
population), with a rationale for representative 
sampling (if appropriate);  

o consistent student motivation conditions across 
multiple administrations of the assignment and 
measurement tool;  

 
• Process wil l provide useful information for guiding 

instruction and curriculum. 

• Information provided 
demonstrates that data 
collection occurs throughout the 
curriculum and involves multiple 
faculty members.  

 
• Information is included about 

how data are collected and 
responsibil ity is shared among 
faculty members.  

 
• An ongoing,  inclusive, systematic 

process is in place for collecting 
data to make decisions and 
improve learning within the 
program, appropriate to the 
program’s internal and external 
constituencies.  

BEGINNING   ☐ DEVELOPING   ☒ ACCEPTABLE   ☐ EXEMPLARY    ☐ 
Comments: Because the program is at the earliest stages of planning for assessment, you will find that reporting results is going to 

take additional effort to determine exactly what you intend when you indicate that you are using “EGT Critical Thinking 
Rubric” (as an example).  Does that mean you will use a composite score of all of the criteria listed within that rubric?  Or 
will you report data by each criteria?  Or some of the criteria?  Likewise, indicating “EGT Senior Exit Survey” as the 
measurement is fine for your planning documents, but when you get to actually reporting the data in the EIU Template 
(Table) as required, you’ll need to more fully identify which questions, which aspects of the measures are you using?  
These should be chosen based on content-validity in alignment with your SLO and Learning Objectives.    
 
 

  



D. Expectations and Results 
SLO have clearly identified expectations that reflect size and maturity of the program. Clear and concise illustration/presentation of data 
collected.  Includes narrative or table/figure with sample size, count, averages, percentages, and ranges as appropriate to the assessment tool 
• No expectations 

are presented, or 
it is unclear how 
the expected 
results relate to 
the SLO. 
 

• No results are 
presented, or it is 
unclear how the 
results relate to 
the SLO. 

• Expectations and results 
are presented and relate 
to the SLO, but a lack of 
specificity does not 
allow useful conclusions 
to be drawn. 

 
• Presentation is 

insufficiently detailed; 
only overall student 
scores or averages are 
presented.  

• Expectations and results are presented by SLO.  
 

• Tables and graphs effectively communicate results, including 
sample size, count, averages, percentages, and ranges, as 
appropriate to the measurement tool.  
 

• For objective tests, results are presented according to items or 
groups of items connected to a SLO. 
 

• For rubrics, results are presented according to rubric trait  and 
level, including counts and percentages. 
 

• Results include al l applicable locations and/or delivery modes.  

• Expectations and 
results are easily 
understood, as well as 
their implications. 
 

• Results are presented 
for all locations and/or 
delivery modes 
showing an equivalent 
level of r igor and 
detail.  

BEGINNING   ☒ DEVELOPING   ☐ ACCEPTABLE   ☐ EXEMPLARY    ☐ 
Comments: At this time, no data has been collected, and no results are reported.   

 
However, in your assessment planning document, you indicate that the expectation/desired level is “2.5” or “3” and 
nothing is listed for the Senior Survey items.  These expectations need further refinement into statements that can be 
counted.   For example, “50% of students will score 3.0 – 4.0 on the cumulative average of the rubric” (that would be 
each criterion is equally weighted, you would add the scores of each line of the rubric and divide by 4 to obtain an average 
score for that rubric or use the overall score/4 from your input/scoring table).   You might also consider having multiple 
expectations – “25% of students in the formative measure will score 3.0 – 4.0 on the rubric average score”, 65% of 
students in the summative measure will score 3.0 – 4.0….” or you could have aspirational and average expectations:  
“20% of students will score 3.5 – 4.0…”, and 50% of students will score 3.0 – 4.0”.   For the senior exit survey, you should 
be identifying the expected scores from specific items (and reporting by the specific items or if you have multiple items 
and turn them into a single content score, the groupings of items should be included in your report, labeled, and the label 
used in your expectation and in reporting data.  
 
 
  

  



E. Discussion and Analysis 
Explains the meaningfulness of the data presented (interpretation of results) with a clear, complete, and succinct analysis focusing on the 
interpretation of and reflection on the assessment data 
•  No 

i nter pre t
at io n is  
at te m pte
d ,  o r  t he  
i nter pre t
at io n 
does  not  
re lat e  to  
t he  S L O  
and/or  
t he  
res ul ts .  

 

•  In te rpre ta t io n is  a t te m pte d ,  
re lates  to  the  S L O a nd/or  
res ul ts ,  but  the  
i nter pre ta t io n  is  e i ther:  
o  i ns uf f ic ie nt  to  suppo r t  

pr og ra m ma tic  dec is io ns ,  
o  no t a l ig ned  wi th  the  

pr og ra m ’s  pre vio us  act io n 
p la ns ,  

o  of fer i ng  exc us es  fo r  
res ul ts  r ather  tha n  
tho ug htf u l  
i nt er pre ta t io ns  l ea di ng  to  
im pro ve me nts  i n  s tude nt 
lea r ni ng.  

•  In te rpre ta t io n is  a l ig n ed  wi th  th e  pr og ra m ’s  S L Os .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n is  e x p la i n ed  in  te r ms  of  the  de s i re d le ve ls  o f  s tud e n t pe rfo r ma nce a nd  is  base d  
on s tude nt ach ie ve me n t o f  those  l eve ls .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n is  j us t i f i e d t hro ug h  curr e nt  disc i p l i na r y  s ta nda r ds ,  pr ev ious  res ul ts  a nd/o r  
be nc hma rks .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n i nc l udes  ho w co ur s es ,  ex per ie nces ,  a nd/o r  t he  assess me nt process  m i g ht  ha ve  
af fect ed  r es ul ts .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n i nd ica tes  t he  a ppro pr ia te  co l la bo ra t io n  a nd co nse ns us  o f  m ul t i pl e  i nt er na l  
s ta ke ho l ders  (e . g . ,  p rog ra m f acu l ty ,  co m mi t tees ,  s ta f f ,  a n d /or  s tu de n ts ) .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n is  de ta i le d eno ug h to  j us t i f y  pr og ra m ma tic  dec is io ns  conce r ni ng c ha nges  i n  
i nst r uc t io n  a n d/o r  c u rr ic u lu m.  

•  In te rpre ta t io n d irec t ly  a ddr esses  
t he  pro gra m ’s  SL Os  a nd ac t io n p la ns .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n a ddresses  pas t  t re nds  i n  
s tude nt pe rfor m anc e,  as  a ppro pr i ate .  

•  Str e ng ths  a nd wea k ness es  i n  s tudent 
lea r ni ng a re  eas i ly  i dent i f ie d.  

•  Ne w f i nd i ngs  a re  co m pa re d to  pas t  t re nds ,  
as  a ppro pr i ate .  

•  In te rpre ta t io n i de nti f ies  poss i b le  areas  o f  
im pro ve me nt,  thus  i n i t ia t i ng f utur e  ac t io ns .  

BEGINNING   ☒ DEVELOPING   ☐ ACCEPTABLE   ☐ EXEMPLARY    ☐ 
Comments: Due to the level of maturity of the program and this being the first attempt at an assessment plan, no interpretation, 

discussion, or analysis was conducted in the Year 2 report.  
 

F. Use of Assessment Results for Program Improvement 
Strategies planned and/or in progress for program improvement; actions designed to improve instruction and curriculum; rationale for action is 
based on data and analysis of results 
•  No act io ns  pro pose d 

for  t he  nex t  c yc le .  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  ar e  
no t  bas ed  o n t he  da ta  
captur ed  t hro ug h t he  
assess me nt pr ocess .  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  ar e  
unr e l ated  to  the  
im pro ve me nt o f  the  
educa t io na l  pro g ra m,  
and the refo re  s tudent  
lea r ni ng.  

•  T he co nnec t io n be t wee n  pro pos ed  
act ions ,  r es ul ts / disc uss io n ,  a n d /o r  S L Os  is  
no t  c lea r .  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  ar e  too  broa d o r  va g ue  
to  g ui de  the  i m prove m ent  o f  the  
educa t io na l  pro g ra m a nd  s tude n t  
lea r ni ng.  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  do  no t  de mo ns tr ate  
ev ide nce of  i nput  f ro m mo re tha n  one  
pe rso n.  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  per ta i n o n ly  to  
assess me nt p la n c ha nges  
(proc ess /m eas ur e  o n ly) .  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  ar e  d irec t ly  co n nec te d  to  th e  S L Os .  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  ar e  da ta- d r i ve n ,  d i rec t l y  re la te d to  the  res u lts / d is cuss io n.  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  focu s  o n the  i m pr ove m en t  o f  the  e duca t io na l  pro gra m  a nd s tude nt lea r n ing.  
I f  mo d if icat io ns  ar e  ma de  to  t he  a ssessm e nt  proc ess ,  the y a re  data- dr i ve n.  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  conta i n a  proc es s  for  ev a l ua t i ng  t he i r  e f fec t ive nes s .  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  d e mo nst ra te  e v i de nce  of  i n p ut  f ro m  mul t ip le  i n te r na l  s ta ke ho l de rs .  

•  Car ryo ve r  ac t io ns  f ro m t he  pre v io us  c yc le  a re  not e d.  

•  I f  a  S L O is  no t  a ddres se d by a ny pro pose d ac t io ns ,  j us t i f ica t io n is  g i ve n fo r  ma i nte na nce  of  
on go i n g c u rr ic ul u m  a n d i nst r uc t io n.  

•  Pro pose d  act io ns  
are  spec i f ica l l y  
de ta i l e d,  inc l udi ng 
who wi l l  be  
res po ns i b le  for  
im ple me nta t io n,  
approx i ma te  da te s  
o f  i m ple me nta t io n ,  
and no tes  a bo ut 
whe re  i n  t he  
cur r icu l um a nd  i n  
wha t s pec i f ic  
c lasses  t hey  wi l l  
occur .  

BEGINNING   ☒ DEVELOPING   ☐ ACCEPTABLE   ☐ EXEMPLARY    
☐ 

Comments: Due to the level of maturity of the program and this being the first attempt at an assessment plan, no interpretation, 
discussion, or analysis was conducted in the Year 2 report.  



G. Faculty Engagement in Assessment 
Faculty engagement individually and collectively in the assessment process such as review of the outcomes data, revisions and updates to 
assessment plan, and reaffirmation of SLOs.   
• Assessment is done 

primari ly by program 
coordinator/assistant 
chair.  

• Data is primarily collected 
in capstone activities.  

• The assessment reporting and 
analytical processes are 
conducted by the program 
coordinator or assistant chair 
with data being collected by 
faculty.  

• Faculty review outcomes and 
result ing data at least once 
per year.  

• The program has an organized systematic plan in 
which al l faculty participate in at least one 
stage of assessment. 

• Analysis of results informs faculty decision-
making related to curricular and program 
improvements.  

• Faculty review outcomes and resulting data at 
least once per year collectively, but those 
discussions influence other program discussions 
made throughout the year.  

• Program faculty are highly 
engaged throughout the 
assessment process as 
demonstrated at al l stages. 

• Faculty recommend 
interventions and 
participate in revising 
assessment activities for 
continuous program 
improvement.  

BEGINNING   ☐ DEVELOPING   ☐ ACCEPTABLE   ☐ EXEMPLARY    ☐ 
Comments: The required Year 2 template was not utilized for this report and as such, question 3 was not answered indicating 

meetings, involved faculty, or actions taken for the program’s assessment.   Therefore, I’ve labeled this criterion as 
“Not Reported” 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 


