Agricultural Education Program Assessment

Kristin Kovar, Assistant Professor of Agricultural Education

Overview of your Program Assessment Efforts to Date

As a new program area, the Agricultural Education program is
currently between a Level 1 and a Level 2 on the assessment
cycle.

Level 1: Development of student learning outcomes, assessment
measures, and assessment plans

Level 2: the collection and analysis of data using previously
defined assessment measures.

Level Three: Review of assessment data and implementation of
new practices

The Plan for Assessment of Student Learning (PASL) by Dr. Desy,
2015 include the following steps:

Step 1: Goals

Step 2: Outcomes

Step 3: Course Map

Step 4. Assessment Plan

Step 5: Documenting Assessment

The Agricultural Education program has completed Step 3 and Is
the process of beginning Step 4.

As a department, we have come together on several occasions to
work collectively and continue our plan for program assessment.
There are eight program areas in the School of Agriculture,
Culinology and Hospitality Management.

There are six agriculture specific program areas. Agricultural
Education is one of those six. | am the only Agricultural Education
faculty member. All faculty members within the department are all
In different places in the assessment cycle, which has positives
and negatives, but our goal is to help each other through this
process.

The Cycle
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Mission Statement

The mission of the Agricultural Education program at Southwest
Minnesota State University (SMSU) is to prepare quality
agriculture educators that are active participants in the
development of teaching, learning, and leadership through
engagement in critical inquiry, reflection, and practice of
promoting agricultural literacy in schools and communities.
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Learning Outcomes

Goal 1. Leadership

Student Learning Outcome 1.1
Identify basic theories and principles of leadership development including
Individual and group motivation.

Student Learning Outcome 1.2
Determine effective methods of program planning and the structures and
development of youth organizations.

Student Learning Outcome 1.3
Manage an FFA chapter as the adult advisor, coach FFA contest teams,
and supervise agricultural learning projects.

Goal 2. Agricultural Literacy

Student Learning Outcome 2.1

Evaluate basic content in animal science, horticulture, agronomic crops,
agricultural mechanics and agricultural business and economics
necessary for passing state certification assessment and effective
teaching.

Student Learning Outcome 2.2

Apply learned content knowledge of agricultural related enterprises and
natural resources occupations through experiential learning
opportunities.

Goal 3. Pedagogy

Student Learning Outcome 3.1
Utilize strategies and best practices for planning curriculum, delivering
Instruction and for assessing learning in formal and informal settings.

Student Learning Outcome 3.2

Apply a variety of instructional strategies and technologies to address
different learning styles and the needs of diverse learners to develop
students’ critical thinking, problem solving, and performance skills.

Student Learning Outcome 3.3
Apply techniques of reflection to assess the effectiveness of their actions
In the classroom and other educational venues.

Goal 4. Engagement

Student Learning Outcome 4.1
Build relationships with school colleagues, parents, and educational
partners in the larger community.

Student Learning Outcome 4.2
Determine strategies for independent as well as continual learning of the
craft of teaching through regular reflection and professional development.

Goal 5. Communication

Student Learning Outcome 5.1
Communicate effectively, orally and in writing, to a variety of audiences
and for a variety of purposes.

Student Learning Outcome 5.2
Write instructional plans, deliver teaching, and develop student learning
assessments in agricultural subject areas.

Assessment Plan and Timetable
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Agricultural Education
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3.2,4.1

B;3.2,41
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B; 4.1

C; 3.2,
4.1

C; 3.2,
4.1

C;3.2,41
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11,33, 4.2
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B;3.3, 4.2

B;4.1
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4.2

C; 3.3,
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1.2,1.3, 2.2,
4.1

B; 1.2, 1.3,
2.2,4.1

B; 1.2,
1.3, 4.1

B; 2.2,
4.1

C 1.2,
4.1

C:4.1

c; 1.2, 1.3,
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KEY: A = (conceptual Acquaintance or exposing); B = (basic Building); C = (conceptually Commending)

The above matrix is an alignment of LEP SLOs as well as program
SLOs with courses from the program. The Agricultural Education
major, along with other secondary education majors, is unique in the
sense that students need to learn the content of WHAT they will teach
(Agriculture) simultaneously while learning the skills and
methodologies of HOW to teach (pedagogy).

The matrix Is designed to include both of these aspects, with AG
Courses being the content, the ED courses being the pedagogy. In
addition, the AG ED courses allow students to learn the intra-curricular
components of Agricultural Education such as leading their local FFA
chapter, completing Supervised Agricultural Experiences, and the
leadership required to be a successful member of a learning
community.

Next Steps

The next steps would include identifying the assessments that
provide evidence that student achieved each outcome,
determine how that data will be collected and deemed
successful, and generate a timetable and criterion for success.
This is an area that has been hindered due to a lack of
confidence and understanding of how to complete this
process. My goal Is to get to a point that | can begin collecting
data in the Fall of 2018.

Challenges

The uniqgue challenges include being a single faculty member program,
a very new program that first had to meet the demands of developing
courses and program implementation, as well as a new faculty member
In general that is still learning the ropes of professorship.

| started this position in August of 2015. During the first year, my goal
was to develop the courses and complete the process of program
accrediting through the Minnesota Board of Teaching. This was
achieved on August 12. 2016. We were able to meet as a department
In January of 2017 and made immense progress in the assessment
cycle by developing the goals, outcomes and course map/matrix. From
here, | personally have made little progress since this point, but have
made It a priority for this semester, especially with the catalyst of The
Assessment Day to aid in the process.
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Assessment Accomplishments

The biggest accomplishment to date is the accreditation of
the program and the progress made from inception.
Considering the challenges, growth and progress need to
continue beyond those challenges in order for
programmatic success.
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Assessment of Creative Thinking in LEP 400

Pamela Sanders
Biology Program, Science Department

Overview and Approach to Assessment Creative Thinking Assessment Tools Created Assessment Accomplishments Accomplishments Continued
LEP 400: CIS: Sustainability of our Food Systems Complex Issues Analysis Assignment used to assess creative Assessment summaries here are to show the Course improvements made based on assessments:
_ _ problem-solving skills (SLOs 1-4, 6e in particular) . .
In Spring 2012, | designed my new Contemporary Issues outcomes assessed with the rubrics and examples . . .
Seminar course around the Student Learning Outcomes The creative thinking outcomes include specific skills and of the data collected. » Providing the rubrics to the students clarified
developed by the SMSU Liberal Education Committee. steps to use in analyzing Issues. eXpeCtatiOnS In all areas, except Information Iiteracy
e |f students don't know you want them to break things ) In the oral presentation

Major assignments were designed to address and assess down Into steps, analyze assumptions, etc., they might ;aolzljulélgf;?g;)fefzﬁoer 2A0I112a!3¥::)i ?::::cslment
as many of the SLOs as possible. not demonstrate abilities that they do have. N=32 1 student ~ 3% « To provide more practice using step-by-step problem-
' created rubrics for the mai . ts based on th The students are given prompts that indicate the level of solving skills, | added an exercise similar to Complex

cred e 'y ITICS OF The Major assignments based on the analysis expected. OUTCOME BEGINNING | COMPETENT | ADVANCED Issues Ana ySiS during students’ devek)pment of their
SLOs, including many of the sub-outcomes, and CIS : o _ _
course descriptions. Items from the SMSU Information * need to recognize the cues Analyzed issue by dividingit | 2501 .y Finding Solutions project.
Literacy Rubric were included.  demonstrate analytical skills to respond to each step into steps 0 ’ ! With a partner, they work through similar

Complex Issues Analysis Assignment: Able to identify values, questions about their topic.

| have taught the course five times, wrote complete A week before the assessment, each student chooses one perspectives, assumptions, 13% 53% 34%
Assessment Reports for 2012 and 2013, and have necessary information

. . of three news articles presenting a complex issue related
assessment data to finish analyzing from 2015 and 2017, to the course; e.g. labeling GMO food, restricting fishing Challenges

- _ IN the ocean. Able to lay out both
Course has been modified in response to assessment arguments or multiple : : : o _
from previous terms.  They receive a guide to the problem-solving steps to solutions, weigh evidence, s 19% 20% Some outcomes seem difficult to assess or attain:
discuss and practice. (Preparatory Questions below) suspend judgment e #6 and Iits sub-outcomes, except suspending
. . - - judgment
SMSU Contemporary Issues Seminars SLOs Outside of class, they apply the problem-solving steps to Able to summarize their
the article they chose and bring notes from this process to decision or opinion, clearly 31% 13% 56% _ _ o
the final assessment to use while writing answers to verbalize their reasons * #5 producing creative results (distinct from
Objectives for SMSU Contemporary Issues Seminars related questions. creative ana'Y_S|S process)
-from SMSU Liberal Education Committee Showed creativity, thought 0 ) ) = | rated this outcome generously.
_ outside given possibilities 16% i A% _ o
primary objective: the development of creative thinking, Preparatory Questions: IS it u_nreallstlf: to expect students to dev_elop
which can be defined as the ability to identify, formulate, L. Identify the problem that is presented. creative solutions to complex problems in a
and solve problems using interdisciplinary perspectives. 2. What info, data do you need to determine whether it is a course outside of their major?
problem? Other Major Assessments - - -
o | | . . The Framing Language with the AAC&U Creative
Another objective: to provide an opportunity to conduct 3. Who are the stakeholders? Identify the competing values Thinkin VA?L JE gub?ic notes that a thorouah
formative and summative assessments of the core skills of among the stakeholders in regards to the issue. The Finding Solutions paper assesses the following J . . . J
L " - - L _ _ knowledge of the field of study Is required
communication, critical thinking, and information literacy 4. What are the challenges that make the problem complex? outcomes using a rubric | created from the course (Rhodes, 2010)
In our students. 5. What are some potential solutions that are discussed? SLOs and course descriptions. ’ |
6. What do you want to know to evaluate the alternate The Complex lssue Analvsis Assianment was
SMSU LEP Creative Thinking Outcome solutions’? Do you think a!)' the evidence Is available? Table 2. Finding Solutions Paper Assessment graded ﬁIrOSt and reassesied with ?he rubric
-from SMSU Liberal Education Committee W::at Enkn;)wns Zre there" oo d f Data from 2013 N=19 & 2015 N=23 |
| | S 7. What benefits and negative trade-offs do you foresee _ . _ _
1. Be creative thinkers able to identity, formulate, and solve from each proposed solution? Outcome % proficient An appendix to the Finding Solutions paper IS
problems using interdisciplinary perspectives. 8. Are there additional solutions you can suggest? 2013 2015 meant to evaluate sources and reflect on their use
2. Break a complex issue or task into incremental steps. 9. What is your opinion and what are you basing it on? Organization of paper 68% 3704 of multiple disciplines. This isn’t working well.
3. Comprehend the differences and similarities among Integration of course material 79% 100% * An Annotated Bibliography may work better.
fields of study, and how these augment our . o ; .
understanding of important issues. Final Assessment Questions: Use of multiple disciplines and 39% 100%
4. Employ multiple modes of inquiry and analysis to 1. Identify and describe the problem and its importance. perspectives : _
arrive at a range of possible solutions to a problem or 2. ldentify the stakeholders and perspectives or interests. Included specific evidence and 20% 01% Literature Cited
a task. 3. Clearly describe the proposed solution or potential avoided unsupported generalities
5. Apply a range of methods for producing creative results solutions, including underlying values. Demonstrated creative problem Rhodes, T.L. (Ed.). (2010). Assessing outcomes and improving
' 2 | o B 4 Identifv information needed to evaluate the or | and Vi 4% 91% achievement: Tips and tools for using rubrics. Washington, DC:
6. Exhibit increasing development of characteristics essential ' Ty on n vaiuate the proposal, a SOvVing | Association of American Colleges and Universities. pp. 26-27.
to being a creative thinker, including the probable availability of that information. Information literacy skills 74% 02%,
a. Curiosity 5. Argue both for and against the proposal as a way of Writing skills 84% 82%
b.  Aesthetic appreciation considering values, evidence and analyzing benefits and Acknowledgments
c. Desire to make things better i . : : :
i, Enjoymentof chalenge negative trade-offs. - | The Finding Solutions Oral PowerPoint presentation
e. Ability to suspend judgment 6. Clearly describe your own opinion and your reasoning. assesses the above outcomes plus presentation skills. Thanks to Prof. Emily Deaver for inspiring discussions about
Y to suspend judg piuS P . -
f.  Acceptance of and willingness to learn from mistakes and 7. Do you have any additional solutions to propose? this course and to Prof. Sang Jung for contributing several

failure guest lectures on agricultural economics every year.




M&pping of B1ol487 rubrics to the LEC core skills rubrics as a means for

simultaneous program and LEC data collection
Sandy Craner, Vaughn Gehle, Tony Greenfield, and Pam Sanders

Biology Program

Assessment results

The figures below show the number of students at each
proficiency level for the listed competency

Introduction Mapping Biol487 course assignments and grading rubrics to LEP core skills rubrics

LEC cores skills rubrics

Biol487 data mapped to SMSU Writing Rubric
<75%

Biol487: Senior Seminar serves as the capstone course for the Biology Program grading rubrics

biology program. Students in this course conduct an extensive

75%-89% 90% and above

' ' ' ' ' ' Biology Seminar Evaluation F Speak Biol487: Senior Seminar student writing performance 2013-2017
Ilterature reVIeW On a tOpIC Of thelr ChOICe that IS aISO approved logy Seminar Evaliation Form peater First-Year Outcome: Second-Year Outcome: Third-Year Outcome: Fourth-Year Outcome: Number of students at each competency level gp
by the faCU Ity Circle the most fitting rating within each category. Writing Competencies Beginning _ Developing Competencies |Practicing Competencies Accomp“Sh?d First-Year Second-Year Third-Year Fourth-Year
Competencies Competencies ... . . . .
. Writing Outcome: Outcome: Outcome: Outcome:
i"*’:l’:::*;:’c‘j ;’;‘:aigztﬁll?““d‘ very hard 1o foll Purpose and Audience (Total competencies Beginning _ Developing_ Practicing _ Accomplish_ed
- - - : ' y hard To Tollow paper score) Competencies |Competencies Competencies Competencies
This course supports five of the program student learning LA, 3 e L Purpose and
. explicitly stated key issue no key issue state )
. i ; . Audience 1 3 28 31
outcomes 2 4 3 2 to Main Idea (All scores from Biol487 data mapped to SMSU oral communication rubric _
i L. C. thorough background little background info aper rubric minus lit cited Main Idea y) 30
« SLO1.1: Demonstrate knowledge of scientific content > 4 3 z 1 ! et ! : :
" ks g y section scores) <75% 75%-89% 90% and above Development and
. ] - - - - : : : : 1 27
|nclud|ng core Concepts and prlnC|p|eS IN blology . R Speaking Competencies Not Present Emerging Developing Advanced Support 5 30
. - . . Xperimental Cvidence: Development and Support (All . - - T : : i Organization
* SLO 3 1 = DemOnStrate COmpetenCy In data anaIySIS |nCIUd|ng D. appropriate primary sources inappropriate sources scores f?om paper rut?fic minus . Invention: Effective selection, restriction, research and focus of topic appropriate to audience and e 0 0 12 o1
i i i 5 4 3 2 1 lit cited section scores) purpose.
the preparation and Interpretation of graphs and tables E. detailed description of exps. ~no description of exps. A. Determine the purpose of oral Style 1 6 15 40
] ] - . L 5 4 3 2 1 discourse. (not applicable) Conventions
° - F. clearly understood exps. didn't understand exps. Organization (P bri 1 4 20 38
SLO 4.1 - Demonstrate information literacy skills by ability to clearly understood exps 3 't understand exps ranication (Paper rbri 5. Choose a topic and restit i -
- - - - - -  explained results clear| lanati it according to the purpose and the Citing Sources
Identify, locate, and evaluate biological information. 6. exploined resufs clearly 3 poor explanation of st e e e o | o | 0 2 18 43
® S O 4 2 - DemOnStrate Competency In Communlcatlng Style (Paper rubric clarity/style Bi0487 data mapped to SMSU critical thlnklng rubric
- _ ' _ _ ] _ _ score) C. Locate and evaluate information <75% 75%-89% 90% and above - - - —
exper|men’[a| f|nd|ngs or data Interpretations both Ora“y and in Presentation of Data (Figures): resources effectively. (Scores on Critical thinking _ _ Biol487: Senior Seminar oral communication performance 2013-2017
o H. figures described clearly confusing poor description _ _ annotated bibliography) C tenci Emerging Developing Advanced Number of students at each competency level
Conventions (Paper rubric ompetencies - - - -
W“t“’]g 5 4 3 2 1 mechanics score) Speaking Competencies Not Present [ Emerging | Developing| Advanced
) .. ] ] ] I. figures large, clear figures messy, small, unclear D. Utilize appropriate and adequate l. Invention: Effective selection, restriction, research and focus of topic appropriate to audience and
« SLO 5.1 - Use scientific evidence to evaluate biological and 5 4 3 2 1 - —  |supporting material. (Total score on 1. Interpret Problems purpose.
iotal i C(;itt'g‘g fggt:gis I(:F;?Fr’ﬁ;tgjnbd”tce)'&'t poster) Questions, Issues or B. Choose a topic and restrict it according to 0 5 14 44
SOCIG a IssueS- Critique & Conclusion: Cit;ations) Arguments (average of the purpose and the audience.
) d post . .
J. evaluated strengths/weaknesses of articles no evaluation of articles E. Utilize effective audience analysis in Paper andposter scores) C. Lo?ate and evaluate information resources 0 3 22 39
. ] ] 5 4 3 2 1 preparation.(Total score on poster) effectively.
The biology faculty have routinely used Biol487 as a means to K. clear evidence-based conclusion no conclusion D. _ Utilize appropriate and adequate 0 4 27 32
. 5 4 3 2 1 AT 2. Evaluate Reasons and supporting material.
. . _ o _ _ o F. Work effectively in a group context to ) )
gather assessment data for the program; showcasing how students L. full discussion of significance no discussion of significance : : complete the invention process. (Not Evidence (Paper rubric E. Utilize effective audience analysis in ) - . o
5 4 3 2 1 Mapp”]g Of Secuons applicable) scores for critique and oreparation.

perform after near completion of the biology curriculum.

This course also serves as an upper level core skills course for the
major. As such, student should demonstrate competency In the

Response to Questions:
M. poised thoughtful response
5 4 3 2

Overall presentation:

poor response

1

from program rubrics
to LEP rubrics

I1. Organization: Demonstration o

A. Ultilize suitable and effective
organizational strategies. (Poster rubric

conclusion and data use

+

Poster rubric scores for J,

K, L)

3. Construct

I1. Organization: Demonstration of the necessity of sound structural elements in effective discourse.

A. Utilize suitable and effective
organizational strategies.

0

4

24 35

I11. Delivery: Transmit the message by using delivery skills suitable to the topic, purpose, and audience.

- . . - . . well-oraanize ard to follow. disoraanize scores A, B, and N) Arguments/FormuIate_ — - -
core skills of written and oral communication, critical thinking, Nowelreroized ; e o folof dlsorganize Hypotisss (Pajer b C. Manage communication anxiety effectively.| 0 8 25 | 30
and Informatlon I |te raCy : appl;oplrlagely dl'.ffICLIH'Z:'OpIC ; .;:uperfncual colvem'ge/’ropuc Red teXt In LEC aBF.)pIIiDCr;)t;/Ii;j)e effective transitions. (not conclusion-, ind data use D. Utilize presentation ai.ds effectively. 0 3 27 8
. carefu pr;par'ahon of iosfer , ;ar'eless pr'eplar'cn‘lon of poster b ] ) d ] t th C. Work effectively in a group to Poster rJub}:c ECK/T;S for B, V. Stvl_e{[LatnqtlrJ]aqg U_Se. :E:jnplody Iangua%e . 6 - a1
. g . LAV appropriate 1o the designatea auaience an
In 2015. the biol ogy faculty devel oped 2 means to simultaneously Q. displayed complete knowledge of topic insufficient knowledge of topic rubrics n I_Ca € e_ organize a presentation. (not applicable) Aurnose
collect c’lata for the program SLOs as well as some LEP SLOs by 5 4 3 2 | corresponding section e,
; dience. 4. Reasoned Approach to Biol487: Senior Seminar critical thinking performance
. - . . ) Iﬂ the FO ram i Using Information (Paper gp
mapping the aSS|gnmentS and g radlng forms from Bi10l487 to the :pegil:;‘gv:olume and speed inappropriate volume, speed rubri Cf . A Dem?TSt;afti.s Voia' tva”etl_yagf) rUbr?C scores forcritin:Je Number of students at each competency level 2013 2017
. . - - ) ’ appropriate diction. (not applicabie and conclusion and qualit o s L . . .
faculty approved rubrics for written communication, oral > 4 3 ? 1 ofsources) AT COMPBEEs) SR | DAl Aot
COmmunlcathn |nf0rmat|0n Ilteracy and Crltlcal thlnklng B. Demonstrate nonverbal behavior that Interpret Problems,
y y . itations: supp_orts the verbal message. (not “Dispositions Towards Questions, Issues or
g.f cT‘red sources correctly in writing lack of written citations applicable) SCD"itiEa| 'It'r_\inki-::]g NO(tj Arguments 3 28 32
T ball i d mai 1'4 | ﬂ3 IZ K of bT tati applicaple Evaluate Reasons and
. verbally cited main articles correctly ack of verbal citation C. Manage communication anxiety Evidence
, : 14 24 25
’ ! ? 2 1 effectively. (Poster rubric scores R & M) Biol487 data mapped to SMSU information literacy rubric Construct
< 75% 75%-89% 90% and above Arguments/Formulate
M eth OdS Comments and notes: D. Utilize presentation aids effectively. ACRL competencies I|3e dginning I:rg_ficient f‘?anfed Hypotheses 13 25 25
Seminar paper grading form (Poster rubric scores E, G, H, I, and P) ncicators nclcators oeae Reasoned Approach to Using
1. Determine and] Information
articulate extent o 13 17 33
Students in Biol487 : i luated based th INTRO/BACKGROUND OF 10 Ep\r/;/g:tae:;est'ﬁo'{; Zg;:g)to deliver in?om',a:ion rfee;e;
. en. >N - 10 - are p“ma“ y cvaluate ased on the DATA: DISPLAY OF 5 _ (Scoreségsr)eseamh Biol487: Senior Seminar information literacy performance
fOI IOW' ng criteria: USE, INTERPRET. T OF10 V. Style/Language Use: Employ langt Number of students at each competency Ie_vel' _ _2013-2017
. ResearCh IOgS I Listen for literal comprehension 2. Access the AEIRLE CRITEBEEEe Ilgne(?ilgar'][:)nrgs Iljr:glfcl:zlt?)r:‘ts ﬁ%\;igfsgs
ey g CRITIQUE __OF10 (Active Listening) (not applicable) needed information
° NN 1011 I h CONCLUSION OF 5 effectively and Determine and articulate extent of
otate ograpny 1 Listen for critical hensi fficiently (S informati ded
. . ISten 10r Criical comprenension errciently (SCores INTformation neede
L Oral pOSter presentatl On OVERALL (Critical Listening).(not applicable) on research logs) 6 14 44
. ResearCh paper \(/)VTQC:¢|I\|I\:(§AJ|I58EAN|CS - 8:2 IO . Manage barriers to effective 3.  Evaluate Af(;cef,_s tTe negde:fj' i_nfotrlmation
SUBJECT KNOWLEDGE - OE 10 listening.(not applicable) information and its etiectively and etficiently 6 14 44
- sources critically ) ] ]
_ _ _ _ CLARITY/STYLE OF 10 and incorporate into Eygluate mfo_rmatlon and its sources
The biology faculty have been using grading rubrics for the cnowecge base and critically and incorporate into
- . LITERATURE CITED/BIB. value system knowledge base and value system 3 29 39
written research paper and the oral poster presentation for many FORMAT OF 5 (Scores on o nformaton effectivey
annotated
yearS. LE)EQTU%:_-II-"?$ ISFN 2OURCES - 8:2 g bibliography) accomplish a specific purpose 1 28 39
ANNOTATIONS OF 3 4,  Use
information -
The various sections of these program grading rubrics were ABSTRACT ___ OF5 ol Teathelyto Conclusions
matched with their corresponding sections in the LEC rubrics TOTAL OF 100 purgess (et scor
for written communication, oral communication, information GRADE % 5 Unterand The majority of students were in the upper two proficiency
= =, = = - economic, legal, an . . . .
literacy and critical thinking. ol ses levels for each of core skills competencies. However, it is
surrounding use o . ] _ o
nformation acces concerning that there are still a significant number of students at
Section scores >90% were deemed the highest proficiency level ol ar gl the emerging proficiency level for critical thinking.
. not part of sr
(advanced). Section scores between 75-89% were deemed seminar)

second highest proficiency level, while scores <75% were

marked as lowest proficiency level Assessment of LEP

Assessment of program SLOs

www.PosterPresentations.com




Assessing LEP Goal 1 Outcome of Communicating with Confidence

Mark A. Fokken, Communication Studies Program Coordinator
Communication Studies Program

Overview

The Communication Studies Program has comprehensive
assessment plans for all its majors as well it’s primary
Liberal Education Program (LEP) offering, COMM 110
Essentials of Speaking and Listening. The program is
Involved in robust data collection and analysis that is
directed by assessment timelines and calendars for both its
majors and the LEP. This poster spotlights one assessment
measure that is used in the COMM 110 course, adjustments
that have been made as a result, and additional on-going
assessment.

Programmatic Approach to Assessment

The Communication Studies Program recognizes the COMM 110
course as an integral component of Southwest Minnesota State
University’s Liberal Education Program. To ensure consistency
In the content of instruction, the Program requires that a
common syllabus and textbook are used in teaching all sections
of the course. The syllabus and text are reviewed regularly
through the assessment process to maximize accomplishment
of the course’s educational goals. The curriculum for the
course has been designed to ensure students attain proficiency
on SMSU’s LEP outcomes for Goal 1: Communicate Effectively.

The following sources of data have been or will be used to

assess the achievement of outcomes:

1. Course Exit Survey: Administered in all sections of the course
each term. The instrument is designed to measure student
perceptions of the course meeting its objectives.

2. Qualitative Performance Assessment: The program faculty will
collect samples of random speeches from sections of the course
and perform blind assessments of them using the oral
communication rubric.

3. Listening: Samples of student evaluations will be selected at
random and reviewed to ascertain achievement of listening
competencies.

4. Pre/Post-test: To measure the cognitive domain, a pre-test and
follow-up post-test will be administered in all sections of the course.
The test was designed by the faculty to target specific course
outcomes.

5. OQutline Samples: Outlines from student speeches will be collected
and reviewed randomly to assess students’ outlining competencies.

6. Communication Apprehension: The PRCA-24 test for assessing
communication apprehension will administered pre- and post-course
In all sections.

Personal Report of Communication Apprehension -24

The PRCA-24 is the instrument most widely used to
measure communication apprehension (CA). It is highly
reliable and has a very high validity. It yields sub-scores in
the contexts of public speaking, dyadic interaction
(Interpersonal), small groups and large groups
(meetings). Overall scores on the PRCA can range from 24
to 120 with an average of 65.6, based on a study of 40,000
college students.

e Between 83 and 120 indicates a high level of CA.

e Between 55 and 83 indicates a moderate level of CA.

o Between 24 and 55 indicates a low level of CA.

DSTER TEMPLATE B
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LEP Goal 1: Communicate Effectively

Upon completion of Goal 1 of the LEP at SMSU, students will be

able to:

o Determine the nature and extent of information needed to
formulate and develop a coherent and unified thesis.

« Understand and select the best communication methods for
achieving a given purpose.

e Comprehend and synthesize messages conveyed in both oral
and written contexts.

e Recognize and employ various methods of verbal, nonverbal,
cultural, and emotional communication.

» Consider and account for the nature of audiences when
presenting written and oral arguments.

e Present]| with comfort and confidence in written an
oral formats.

* Develop an appreciation for the significance and aesthetics of
language.

Assessment Plan and Timetable

The program has created more specific SLOs for the COMM
110 course that focus on oral communication
competencies. These appear in the chart below. These
SLO’s are based on SMSU’s LEP Goal 1 outcomes. The
program has a comprehensive and targeted assessment
plan and timetable (see chart below) for collecting and
analyzing assessment data. Beginning in the Fall of 2013,
the program faculty committed to the administration of the
PRCA-24 in all on-campus sections of COMM 110 in a pre-
and post-test format. While this instrument can shed light
on several outcomes, the most relevant is the final one of
presenting with comfort and confidence.

GOAL: To bring the average CA score of students leaving
this course to a level below national means.

F2017 |S2018 |F 2018 |S 2019 |F 2019

Student

Learning
Qutcome

1. understand/ Exit Survey Exit Survey, Exit Survey Exit Survey  Exit Survey
demonstrate the Outline & Pre-/Post- PRCA Outline & Pre-/Post-test
speaking process Speech test Speech PRCA
through invention, Samples PRCA Samples

organization, drafting, Ha{®7A PRCA

revision, editing &
presentation.

R [T I CRECVEITENCI-Talo M EXIt Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey  EXxit Survey

PRCA- 24 Assessment Data and Analysis

Data from all the semesters since the inception of this
assessment measure suggest that completion of the course
lowers communication apprehension scores by an average of
5.73 points. With the exception of the Spring of 2016, it appears
that the reduction in apprehension scores post-class has either
stayed the same or increased from when data collection began
In the Fall of 2013. This suggests the changes implemented in
the course over the past few years have had a positive impact
on students’ communication apprehension. With the exception
of Fall 2014 and Spring 2016, the program has met its goal of
lowering average CA scores post-class to a level below

national norms. Detailed Diterence

. . . Fall 2013 -3.93
figures for reduction in S e

PRCA scores are reflected

Spring 2016 -4.58
Fall 2016 -6.85

In the table and charts.

Fall 2017 -7.25
ver
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PRCA small group
communication

PRCA Small Group Sub-Scores
pre- and post-course

synthesize in a Outline & Outline &
responsible manner Speech Speech
from diverse sources EERES Samples
and points of view. Peer Critique Peer Critique

Samples Samples
3. select appropriate Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey  Exit Survey
communication Pre-/Post- Pre-/Post-test
choices for specific test
audiences
4. construct logical Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey  Exit Survey
and coherent Outline & Pre-/Post-  Outline Outline & Pre-/Post-test
arguments. Speech test Samples Speech

Samples Samples
5. use authority, point E=UESIVIE Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey  Exit Survey
of view, and Speech Pre-/Post- PRCA Speech Pre-/Post-test
independent voice and BEES test Samples PRCA
style in their speaking Qa{®7A PRCA PRCA
6. employ syntax and Q=R Exit Survey Exit Survey Exit Survey  EXit Survey
usage appropriate to Speech Speech
academic disciplines EEEJES Samples

and the professional
world.

7. presentideas with JEz{®7A
comfort and confident

in public speaking and

small group contexts.

PRCA

PRCA

PRCA
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students have less 1
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national norms on 13

the instrument. 53
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A= e
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Changes as a result of Assessment Findings:

In the fall of 2014, in response to PRCA-24 and other
assessment data, the program syllabus was altered to give
Instructors more freedom in the required impromptu speaking
assignment. Rather than a formal speech of at least 3
minutes, as had been required previously, instructors were
given latitude to incorporate more relevant impromptu
speaking activities in the course and the required minimum

t

Ime was reduced to 2 minutes. This change allowed for more

experimentation and flexibility in impromptu speaking
opportunities. In addition, in the fall of 2016, the program
faculty began actively encouraging (and in many cases

I

equiring) students to submit evidence of rehearsal sessions.

Some of these recordings made use of the SMSU Speech
Center equipment, as well as consultation with tutors. PRCA-
14 assessment following these efforts seems support the
benefit of these new practices.

Next Steps

The program plans to continue collecting PRCA-24 data on a
consistent basis as it not only provides a means of monitoring
CA outcomes, but also because it provides a meaningful
Introduction to the discussion of CA and subsequent ways to
manage it effectively. In addition, the program is piloting the
collection of similar data in College Now (concurrent
enrollment) sections of the course. This data will be
compared to on-campus sections to ascertain whether or not
outcomes are being met similarly in both delivery methods. In
addition, since the summer of 2016, the program has offered
the course online and the PRCA-24 has been administered in
these sections as well. Analysis of data thus far shows little
difference in the change (pre- to post-course) in CA scores
between traditional and online sections. On a related note, for
the past two years, the program has administered the
Instrument via D2L/Brightspace, greatly streamlining the
collection of data.

Challenges

The program faces several challenges with respect to the overall
assessment of the LEP outcomes of this course:

Time for collection and analysis of data is limited.

College Now data collection is challenging, although the use
of D2L/Brightspace is one means of streamlining this.

While a valid and reliable instrument, the context of the
administration of the PRCA-24 instrument could impact
results.
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Culinology and Hospitality Management Program Assessment

Joyce Hwang, Yumi Lim and Zhenlel Xiao
Culinology and Hospitality Management

Overview of your Program or Program/LEP alignment Learning Outcomes - Hospitality Program SLOs Learning Outcomes - Culinology Program SLOs Assessment Methods — Hospitality Management
assessment efforts to date
~ ~ I
e * The Culinology and Hospitality Management 1) Synthesize messages with a clear point 1) Synthesize messages with a clear point 1.1 Synthesize messages Team project report and its
St:ll;:llt:l:tnlfgg:'?‘l?ng gpgggﬁgntgeciafg:vgﬂlilgglfgg;lagaikgznzhere 2) Present a message effectively in an oral context for 2) Present a message effectively in an oral context with a clear point T
Outcome (SLO) three tracks for Hospitality Management business situations 3) Present a message effectively in a written context 1.2 Present a message Team project presentation with
majors effectively in an oral context the presentation evaluation
for business situations form
. : c. . . . . . 1.3 Present a message
AT SL?S hﬁve beon/identified, courses 1) Identify and analyze external and internal environmental 1) Apply a range of methods for producing creative results effective in a written context  Team project report
E%?]L::gi? a°£r§e§i€§gsrfg_were reviewed to factors that affect the hospitality organizations. 2) Formulate a solution for a problem using the identified for business situations
e e e e 2) Evaluate the extent to which various recourses are resources 2. Critical thinking Team project report
covers all the SLOs in a balanced way before reasonable, relevant, and accurate for resolving an issue. 3) Explain basic concepts, methods, and theories designed to '
students graduate. 3) Develop alternative options to resolve identified issues. develop new food products 6. Team work Team project peer evaluation
3. Diversity Supervisor’s evaluation form
« After Alignment Matrix was complete, specific 4. Social and moral reasoning Supervisor's evaluation form
courses were designated to be an assessment 1) Demonstrate awareness of different : " : : :
- - - personal identities 1) Demonstrate awareness of different personal identity . » . .
%Oéggnvg%r.e student learnings are going to be existing in a hospitality industry setting related to food as the result of a broad set of influences 5. Responsible Citizenship Senior Survey
* Measurement tools were dentiied. Some are 1) Recognize ethical issues in the hospitality organizations. 1) Recognizes ethical issues in the food industry Assessment Methods — Culinology
be identified (We are in the process of 2) Demonstrate understanding of and respect for a variety of 2) Demonstrate understanding of and respect for a variety of
compiling measurements to assess the ethical viewpoints. ethical viewpoints
learning of each SLO).
5. Responsible Citizenship in Their Local 5. Responsible Citizenship in Their Local IR T e Team oproiect report and its
and Global Communities and Global Communities With gclear point ’ rubricp | :
1) Identify different knowledge, skills, values, and 1) Identify different knowledge, skills, values, and dispositions
5 Collect data - Using measurements determined in step 4, dispositions specific to local and global communities. specific to local and global culinary communities 1.2 Present a message Team project presentation and
collecting assessment data should happen. 2)hEvaIua|te the impact of different cultures to the global 2) Evaluate the impact of different cultures to the global food effectively in an oral context evaluation form
ospitality organizations. industry
1.3 Present a message
6. Teamwork 6. Teamwork effectively in a written Team project report
context
_ o _ 1) Demonstrate effective interpersonal skills and the ability 1) Demonstrate effective interpersonal skills and the ability to 2. Creative and critical - .
6. Data analysis and finding areas for improvement. to work effectively as part of a group. work effectively as part of a group Tl eam project report
6. Teamwork Team project peer evaluation
3. Diversity Supervisor’s evaluation form
Program Alignment Matrix — Hospitality Management Program Alignment Matrix — Culinology | | |
4. Moral reasoning Supervisor's evaluation form
This Is an example of Hospitality Management Program Alignment This is an example of Culinology Program Alignment Matrix. Only | B | |
PrO rammatiC A h t A t : o : linol : h h 5. Responsible Citizenship Senior Survey
g Pproacn to ASSeESSMen Matrix. Only Hospitality major core courses are addressed here. Culinology major core courses are shown here.

When identifying SLOs for our majors, we kept two Assessment Timeline

principles in mind.

« First, as a member of the entire University, Culinology E\?i'('jeecrﬂ:“eg
and Hospitality Management SLOs should align with Testing a Using the
SMSU’s seven learning outcomes. : : : : : : R R R R R R (El\?iltljeecr;ti:neg Eﬁ‘t’)ﬁ’gd g‘j\éiﬁfd

o Second, we need reflect key competencies important for 2 . . . . . F: 2 2 2 . . . . . Spring 2018 . Spring 2019 . Spring 2020
working in the Hospitality and Food Industry.

M M M M M R R R R R .

As a result, program SLOs were created for each program, M M M M M M R -

one for Culinology and the other for Hospitality . - = - - R R Analyzing Evaluating

Management. R M the the

i R R R R : o o Sy

We then reviewed each course in each curriculum track and + Fall 2018 + Fall 2019

determined If students have balanced experience to learn

each SLO throughout their academic career. This was Persons in charge: Joyce Hwang and Yumi Lim for Hospitality MGT. and Joyce

achieved by marking the course with either I (Introduce), R Hwang and Zhenlei Xiao for Culinology.

(Reinforce), or M (Master). Our goal was to have balanced I, . . .

R, and M for each of the SLOs throughout our curriculum. . = = = P

M R R
| R : Currently, rubrics and evaluation forms are close to being
Everyone of the faculty members in the program was v v v v " : . finished and they will be used this semester to student
involved In every step of developing assessment plan. . . - learning data in the target courses. Data collection process
. . . v v will be evaluated for the quality of measurements and data
v v v v v v v B collected to Improve the measurement if necessary.
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Standards of Eftective Practice and Student Learning Outcomes Alignment

Dr. Sonya Vierstraete, Chairperson, and Dr. Matt Loyd, Director of Assessment & Accreditation
The School of Education — Teacher Education Program

TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM COURSES

LEP PROGRAM EMSP CAPSTONE

ED 251 ED 312 ED ED 304 ED MN Student
ED 101 ED 1 PED ED 1 ED 4
SLOS SLOS 0 02 /PSYCH341 S 290 /SOC212 30 23 443 /444 PSTE STUDENT  Teaching
PROGRAM
Communicate .., g 1 1 R R R A A A A R A
Effectively
SEP 4 | | R R A A A A A
. R
Creative
Thinking SEP 7 I I R A A A R A
Cr.ltlc.al SEP 8 | | R R R A A A A R A
Thinking
Physical & SEP 9 L L A A A A R A
Social World
SEP10 | | R R R A A A A R A
SEP 2 I | R A A A A R A
Diversity
SEP 3 | | R R A A A R A
Moral SEP 9 [ [ R A A A A R A
Reasoning
Civic SEPS : I A A A R A
engagement oo 0 [ [ R R R A A A A R A
KEY: SEP = f Effective P Ice: : :
| SlSiject ?vtlirtltiird of tiective Fractice *Each course incorporates both Levels of Understanding: Acknowledgements:
2 - Student Learning K- knowledge & A- assessment of [ - Introductory The alignment O.f the SEPs ar.ld
3 - Diverse Learners the SEPs identified. R - Reinforced SLOs was done in collaboration
4 - Instructional Strategies with the Teacher Education
5 - Learning Environment A - Advanced Program Faculty in AY2017 and
6 - Communication AY2018.

7 - Planning Instruction

8 - Assessment

O - Rellection & Professional Development
10 - Collaboration, Ethics, & Relationships

*Please note this 1s a work-in-
Progress.




Dr. Sonya Vierstraete, Chairperson, and Dr. Matt Loyd, Director of Assessment & Accreditation
The School of Education — Teacher Education Program

Teacher Education Accreditation

Overview of Teacher Education Program Assessment

The School of Education Teacher Education

Program is accredited by the Professional Educator
Licensing and Standards Board (PELSB) formerly
named the Board of Teaching (BOT) for the State of

Minnesota.

By state legislation, the PERCA cycle is every two
years. This involves the review and approval of
licensure programs.

The unit review occurs every five years. This
requires a site visit by PELSB staff and peers.
Requirements include a written Institutional

Report for Teacher Education, supporting artifacts,

and interviews.

Learning Outcomes for Teacher Education

Standards of Effective Practice:

1 - Subject Matter

2 - Student Learning

3 - Diverse Learners

4 - Instructional Strategies

S - Learning Environment

6 - Communication

7 - Planning Instruction

8 - Assessment

O - Reflection & Professional Development
10 - Collaboration, Ethics, & Relationships

Content Standards

Programmatic Standards:

Subp. 2. Professional, Pedagogical, and content
studies.

Subp. 3. Field Experience.

Subp. 4. Candidate selection.

Subp. 5. Candidate advising.

Subp. 6. Monitoring candidate progress and
demonstrating standards.

Subp. 7. Monitoring program effectiveness.
Subp. 8. Qualifications and assignment of
faculty.

Subp. 9. Unit Leadership.

Subp. 10. Unit governance and resources.

Assessment and Accreditation Requirements

Checklist for Program Requirements:

-SEP Title Alignment

-Scope of license

-At least one methods course

-A required reading course

-Minimum 100 field experience hours

-Minimum 12 weeks student teaching

-3 admission criteria

-Candidate competency: at least one assessment
evaluates content skills, assessment of specific
standards (ex. SEP 4A; ABS 2A2), progress
monitored throughout the program

-3 exit criteria

-Signed fiscal attestation form

-Program development includes P-12 school
partners and current teachers in program content
area

-Unit leader has advanced degree in content area

LIVETEXT -
The Teacher Education Program collects data via
Livetext each term.

EPPAS — Educator Preparation Program
Application System

RIPA Process — Request for Initial Program
Approval

PRP — Program Review Panel
PERCA Process — Program Effectiveness Report for

Continuing Approval

Unit Approval Site Visits —

This occurs every five years for a state-approved
program. Programs with national accreditation
host site visits every seven years.

edTPA — Teacher Performance Assessment

EAS/MTLEs — Essential Academic Skills and
Minnesota Teacher Licensing Exams

MANDATED SURVEYS — Data Summary Report

CAMPUS LIAISON - Content-area colleagues

TEAC — Teacher Education Advisory Council

TITLE II REPORTING -

In addition to the accreditation cycle with the
Minnesota Professional Educator Licensing and
Standards Board, the School of Education
Teacher Education Program is required to
complete the Title II Federal Reporting.

Programmatic Approach to Assessment Assessment Accomplishments

Livetext is the platform used to collect data

. : ‘ | the BOT A ditati Sit
regarding the Teacher Education Program. Unit approval per the ccreditation Site

Visit on November 5-7, 2017. Approval

Check Points: continues until 2023.

Checkpoint One:

SEP Program

ID when: ED 101 Introduction to Education -
candidates complete a philosophy of teaching and are
also evaluated on a 15-hour field experience which
includes observation and writing/teaching one lesson.
ID MN Standards addressed: ED 101 Philosophy of
teaching: SEPs 7A, E, F; 9B, D, E; 10A, C

Evaluation of ED 101 field experience: SEPs 4B, C, H;
oC, D, J; 9H, J, L; and dispositions

Checkpoint Two:

SEP Program

ID when: SOCI 212 Human Relations - candidates
complete a Native American project and complete a text
analysis for bias.

ID MN Standards addressed: SOCI 212 - 3D, J; 9C, G, I;
10D, E,G

Checkpoint Three — statement:
Fall of junior or senior year, candidates submit their key
assessments based on the state content standards.

Checkpoint Four:

SPED 466 Student Teaching

ID when: Completion of student teaching, end of the
program:

Student Teaching evaluation, aligned to each of the 10
SEPs, are completed by the classroom mentor teacher
and the university supervisor. Candidates must receive
a positive recommendation to complete the student
teaching experience and to be recommended for
graduation and licensure.

Challenges

External accreditation requires a high level of
compliance and an ongoing process throughout the
year and the accreditation cycle. Analyzing and
sharing data with stakeholders, state officials, and
federal officials is critical to our work and is
incredible time-consuming.

All candidates are required to complete the EATPA
during student teaching and submit to Pearson for
scoring. If they do not meet the state recommended
threshold, candidates are required to revise their
submission and resubmit. In 2014-2015 and 2015-
2016, they resubmitted to an Education faculty member
who used the Local Evaluation Rubric to assess.
Beginning in 2016-2017, they will receive remediation
from Education faculty members and will then resubmit
to Pearson for official scoring. Candidates are required
to meet competent levels in order to be recommended
for graduation and licensure.

A Graduation portfolio Portfolio Review, aligned to each
of the 10 SEPs, is conducted during the last week of the
student teaching semester. Each candidate is assigned
to an Education Department faculty member to
complete a review of their portfolio, showcasing their

best Work in each of the 10. SEPs and in thqlr knowlq}ge within the School of Education Teacher
of their content area. Candidates must receive a positive

recommendation to be recommended for graduation and Education Program as well as across campus.
licensure. We thank everyone involved in the accreditation
process as we continue to improve our program
as we prepare teacher candidates to serve the
community and region.

Acknowledgements

The accreditation process requires collaboration

ID MN Standards addressed: All 10 SEPs and content
area standards are assessed during the portfolio review
process and the student teaching evaluation.




Long Term Assessment of Environmental Science Senior
Capstone Research Projects

Emily Deaver and Thomas Dilley
Environmental Science Program

Introduction

Value of Undergraduate Research

Undergraduate research opportunities improve participants'
understanding of scientific processes, increase their confidence in
their abilities, and enhance their awareness of career options in
STEM fields (Russel et. al 2006, Seymour et al 2004). Students also
strengthen both written and oral communication skills and enhance
their critical thinking skills while working closely with a faculty mentor.

History of Undergraduate Research in ENVS Program

The Environmental Science Program undertook a Program Review In
2005-2006. It was clear from this review that our science students
needed more experience conducting research and communicating
the results. This assessment resulted in a variety of changes to the
ENVS major:

» Fall 2006: Sr. Capstone experience changed to research project
instead of term paper

» Fall 2006: ENVS program established the annual SMSU
Undergraduate Research Conference

» Spring 2008: Assessment determined a single semester
Capstone course not adequate; added Research Methods class
(ENVS 390)

» Spring 2013: Increased credits (2 credits ENVS 390 in spring; 2
credits ENVS 400 in fall) for Capstone sequence

Alignment of ENVS SLOs with LEP SLOs

ENVS SLOs addressed in the capstone sequence align with 4 LEP
S

T

_OS including Communicate Effectively, Creative Thinking, Critical
ninking and Physical and Social World.

Assessment Methods

ENVS Capstone students conduct an independent, year-long
research project under close supervision of faculty in a two-semester
sequence.

» Spring Research Methods (ENVS 390)- design research project
and write research proposal with extensive literature search

» Summer/Fall- collect data

> Fall Capstone Class (ENVS 400)- analyze data, prepare paper &
poster, & present oral at URC

Projects evaluated every December using a rubric relating LEP SLOs
and ENVS SLOs. Data analysis for 73 individual projects includes:

» Rank of projects through time
» Rank By GPA

» Rank by sex

» Rank by minority

In addition, course evaluation comments and student debriefings are
used to gain student perspectives on the research experience.

ENVS Capstone Rubric

Environmental Science Senior Research Project Critigue Rubric

Assessment Results, cont.

Average Rank on Project Compared to GPA
(updated Dec 2017; N = 73)

4.5
- 4
o
°§ﬁ&5
Q.
= 3
o 2.5
c
e 2
15 -
o
g 17
<05
O _
GPA 2-2.5 GPA 2.51-3.0 GPA 3.01-3.5 GPA 3.51-4.0
GPA Range

Scientific Method

stages of project

Competency LEP SLO Competency Criterion Assessment Level
Category
Satisfies the application of 0 1 2 3 4 5
Originality: Creative the scientific method in
Effective Thinking project selection
Selection; Hypothesis development 01 2 3 4 5
Restriction
Appropriate literature o 1 2 3 4 5
search for background
Rigor/ Depth Critical Appropriate Methodology o 1 2 3 4 5
Thinkin _ .
: Quality and quantity of 0 1 2 3 4 5
data
Time invested in planning 0 1 2 3 4 5
Involvement/ S— :
- Time invested in data 0 1 2 3 4 5
Commitment : .
collection and analysis
Time invested in final o 1 2 3 4 5
products
Data Quality Research notebook 0 1 2 3 4 5
|s appropriate to 0 1 2 3 4 5
hypothesis
Understanding of o 1 2 3 4 5
Data Analysis Critical analytical methods
Thinking Appropriate creation of o 1 2 3 4 5
graphs and figures
Conclusions drawn from o 1 2 3 4 5
analysis
Understanding & |Physical & Overall implementation of 0 1 2 3 4 5
Implementing Social World scientific method at all

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Dec 2017)

B Male B Female

(it

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Year

D

W

=

Avearage Rank
o N .
O U= NN U W UL B U N

Communication

Communicate

With research advisor

Effectively Paper L
PowerPoint o 1 2 3 4 5
Poster 0O 1 2 3 4 5
Student Growth 0O 1 2 3 4 5
Overall 0O 1 2 3 4 5
Impression
Assessment Scale: 0= not present; 1= poor; 2= below average;

3=average; 4=above average; 5=excellent

Assessment Results

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students
(updated Dec 2017)
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Mean Rank (+/- Std. Dev)

—

Mean Project Rank by Year

% at each Rank
Year (N) L 2 = 4 >
Poor Excellent
2006 (9) 11.11 44.44 | 22.22 22.22 0
2007 (6) 16.67 16.67 | 33.33 33.33 0
2008 (11) 18.18 0 54.55 27.27 0
2009 (5) 20.00 0 60.00 20.00 0
2010 (4) 25.00 0 0 75.00 0
2011(10) 10.00 | 30.00 | 20.00 40.00 0
2012 (13) 0 0 46.15 38.47 15.38
2013 (7) 0 14.29 | 42.86 28.57 14.29
2014 (7) 0 14.28 | 57.14 28.57 0
2015 (5) 0 16.67 | 83.34 0 0
2016 (1) 0 0 100 0 0
2017(9) 11.11 11.11 66.67 11.11 0

Evaluation

Useful information gained from this assessment includes:

> Initial rubric needed to be expanded to include more detail &
different components & aligned with LEP

» Mean project rank by year shows increased values each time a
change was Initiated
» Increase to 2 semester sequence clearly improved gquality of
Drojects
» Increase in credit hours also improved quality of overall
experience for students & faculty

» Students with higher GPAs do better quality projects

» Projects conducted by females show an overall increase in quality
through time while male scores have remained consistent

» Rankings of minorities varies with number enrolled

» Qverall the % of projects ranking average or above has increased
over time
» The largest improvement in the quality of the projects
occurred with the increase to a 2 semester sequence
» In general, larger class enrollments make it more difficult to
Increase the average rank of all projects

» Program goals and LEP goals are being met and we are seeing
an increase in the level of achievement for each goal

» Student comments reflect that research Is a positive and
meaningful experience

» In addition to the academic achievements, students exhibit
personal and professional growth

Closing the Loop

The next steps In this process include:
» More detailed evaluation of individual competencies

» Increased emphasis on scientific literature

» Intentional connection of student projects and facultys’ professional
Interests

» Demonstrate that science Is a fulfilling and engaging endeavor
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2.941

2.979

3.477

4.18



Capstone

		Evaluation of ENVS Capstone Research Projects

		Ranking		Criteria		(0-5)												1= poor

				Originality														2= below average

				Rigor/ Depth														3= moderate/ average

				Involvement/ commitment														4= above average

				Data Quality														5= outstanding/ excellent

				Data Analysis

				Overall Impression

						understanding & implementing all parts of scientific method

						communication- paper, powerpoint, poster

						Student growth

		Year  of Present		Name		Sex (M/F)		GPA at graduat		Minority?		Deaver		Dilley		Avg Quality Rank		Project Title

		Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		F		3.8		N		3		3		3		Effects of golf course maintenance on water quality in Lyon County Minnesota

				Katie Elizabeth Freeman		F		3.61		N		4		4		4		Geomorphology of the Redwood River

				Amy Heiderscheidt		F				N		4		4		4		Comparative water quality study of the Redwood River and Ramsey Creek, southwestern Minnesota

				Kyle Jarcho		M		3.37		N		3.75		3.75		3.75		Restoration of the Camden Prairie Pools

				Oliver Kiprotich		M				Y (African)		1		1		1		Thirty year soil development in the restored prairie and pine forest vegetation of the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area.

				Ashley Kleven		F		3.19		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Beef feedlot characterization and issues in Lyon County, Minnesota

				Kasey LaSota		F		2.51		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Analysis of water samples at three sites in the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River for tetracycline

				Rachel Marden		F		2.48		N		2		2		2		Water quality of School Grove Lake and its implications

				Nick Reishus		M		3.53		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		The history and effects of cropland conservation programs in southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2007		Greg Frank		M				N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Salinity of Highway Soils

				Kasey Holm		M		2.94		N		4		4		4		A Comparative Study of Plant Species Diversity of Native Tallgrass Prairie and Restored Tallgrass Prairie

				Eric Iszler		M		3.76		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Anti-Predator Responses by Bluegill Sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus) Exposed to Predator Odors

				Amy Schnoes		F		2.82		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Evaluation of Fishing Surveys for Otter Tail Lake, Minnesota

				Merry St. Aubin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Canopy Composition, Species Density, and Ecological Change of the Coniferous Forest in the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area, Marshall, MN

				Amrita Tandukar		F		2.54		Y (Nepali)		1.5		15		1.5		Soil Associations in the Redwood River Valley

		Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Impacts of Differing Fertilizer Applications on Microbial Diversity in Rhizospheres of Snap Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) Plants

				Fred Bursack		M		2.78		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Ecosystems of Lyon County Drainage Ditches

				Rachel Chamblin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Habitat Selection of Ring-Necked Pheasants (Phasianus colchicus) Moody County, South Dakota

				Shradda Dhungel		F		3.4		Y (Nepali)		4.75		4.75		4.75		Effect of Motor Oil Contamination on the Survival of Daphnia magna

				Nicole Gilitiuk		F		2.73		N		3		3		3		Sodium Levels in Water from Different Buildings on the Campus of Southwest Minnesota State University

				Kimberley Hoppe		F				N		1		1		1		Density of Earthworms (belonging to the family Lumbricidae) at Lake Brophy County Park, Alexandria, Minnesota

				Jeff Kelly		M		3.04		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Rock Joint Control on Cliff Face Directionality at Blue Mounds State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Amanda Kiecker		F		2.93		N		1		1		1		Variations in Natural Floodplain Characteristics Along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Brandi Pankratz		F		2.79		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Comparing Select Water Quality Parameters in the Little Cottonwood River and a Nearby Pond in Brown County, Minnesota

				Nic Podoll		M				N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Variation in Soil Organic Carbon Content in the LaMoure-LaPrairie Soil Association as a Function of Land Use Patterns in Southwest Minnesota

				Megan Stegmeir		F				N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Effects of Aspen Bracket Fungi (Phellinus tremulae) on Growth of Quaking Aspen (Populus tremuloides) in Wild River State Park, MN

		Fall 2009		Tun Aye		M				Y (Hmong)		3.4		3.5		3.5		Tree Regeneration in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Rachel Johnson		F		2.95		N		3		3		3		Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus) Larvae Occurrence in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Sharmila Timilshina		F		3.11		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Study of the Community Structure and Composition of Plant Species Around East and West Twin Lake, MN

				Kao Mong Kue		F		3.4		Y (Hmong)		1		1		1		Are the Bedrock Joints Controlling Canyon Formation Along Split Rock Creek in Garretson, South Dakota?

				Josh Brusven		M		3.28		N		4		4		4		History of Agricultural Land Use in the Area Surrounding East and West Twin Lakes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2010		Matt Moon		M		3.77		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Determining a Source of Fecal Coliform Bacteria (E. coli) in a Tributary of the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River

				Tetsuro Nagase		M		3.87		Y (Japan)		4.25		4.25		4.25		A Catalog of Sedimentary Structures and Environments of the Late Proterozoic Sioux Quartzite in Southwestern Minnesota

				Shane Neperman		M				N		4		4		4		A Seasonal Change in Dissolved Oxygen and Water Temperature and its Affect on Walleye (Stizostedion vitreum) Catch in Bean Lake in Cottonwood County, Minnesota

				Logan Van DyKe		M		2.39		N		1		1		1		Soil Forming Factors in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

		Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		M		3.42		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Chemical Changes in Water Quality Due to Floating Leaved and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

				Jake Beckstrom		M		3.83		Y (disabled)		4		4		4		Excavation and Interpretation of an Oligocene Oreodont Merycoidodon Fossil

				Crystal Boit		F		2.59		N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Habitat Change Due to Urbanization in Bloomington, Minnesota

				Chris Green		M		3.39		N		3		3		3		Quaternary Stratigraphy and Geomorphology of Glacial Units in Camden State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Anja Hogan		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Oxygen Isotope Ratios and Snowflake Crystallization in Snowfalls in Marshall, Minnesota

				Maxon Keating		M		3.11		N		2		2		2		Survey Analysis for Marshall, MN – Environmental Attitudes and Knowledge

				Amanda Meine		F		2.46		N		4		4		4		Effects of Flooding on Canola (Brassica napus) and Barley (Hordeum vulgare) Plants of Different Ages

				Leah Riley		F				N		4.5		4.5		4.5		A Comparison of Vegetation Profiles from Ecoregions along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Tatsuro Shindoh		M		2.55		Y (Japan)		2		2		2		Characterization of Sands Along the Redwood River

				Erin Weller		F		3.09		N		1		1		1		Precipitation Changes and Lake Level Changes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		F		3.34		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Changes in Precipitation and Lake Levels in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

				Brooke Burmeister		F		3.82		N		5		5		5		Effects of Barley Extract on the Growth of Algae Spirogyra, Synedra, and Ankistrodesmus

				Hadiza Raji		F		2.11		Y (African)		3.75		3.75		3.75		Comparing the Metabolic Fingerprint of Bacterial Communities in Different Sites of the Redwood River in Marshall, MN

				Wokil Bam		M		3.39		Y (Nepali)		5		5		5		Sodium Analysis in Redwood River Water in Southwest Minnesota

				Levi Windingstad		M		2.87		N		4		4		4		Investigation of the Antelope Moraine in Lyon and Yellow Medicine Counties Minnesota

				Kevin Okello		M		2.58		Y (African)		3		3		3		Characterization of Quaternary Glacial Lake Marshall

				Stephanie Speer		F		3.1		N		4		4		4		Historical Population Expansion and Land Use in Lyon County and Marshall, Minnesota

				Brian Nordby		M		3.55		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Benthic Macroinvertebrates as an Indicator of Water Quality in the Redwood River Near Vesta, Minnesota

				Tony Ross		M		3.55		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		An Evaluation of the Ring-necked Pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) Population in Lyon County, Minnesota

				John Callaghan		M		3.17		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		The Effectiveness of Worm and Minnow Bait for Catching Fish at Big Creek Lake

				Rachel Graupmann		F		3.64		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Staphylococci  Occurrence and Resistance to Antibiotics on the Southwest Minnesota State University Campus

				Diana Moe		F		3.05		N		4.75		4.75		4.75		Diversity of Invertebrates in a Prairie, Tree-covered and Mowed Lawn Area of the ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Abbey Finken		F		3.14		N		3		3		3		Evaluation of the Sand Composition of the Minnesota River

		Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		F		3.57		N		5		5		5		Evaluation of Land Snail Populations in Deciduous and Coniferous Forests in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Sharon Carlson		F		2.59		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Investigations of Radon Levels in Southwestern Minnesota

				Jaron Christenson		M		2.79		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		River Sand Composition Compared to its Bedrock Origin:

				Greg Pavek		M		3.4		N		4		4		4		South Platte River, Big Thompson River, Cache la Poudre River in Colorado and Nebraska

				Neal Maurer		M		2.2		N		3		3		3		Classification and Abundance of Grasshoppers in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Jared Wagner		M		3.75		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Comparison of Macroinvertebrate and Planktonic Populations in a Newly Constructed Stormwater Holding Pond and an Existing Stormwater Holding Pond

				John Hammonds		M				N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Comparison of Endophytic PGPR Populations as a Factor for Invasiveness of Prairie Dock (Silphium sp.)

		Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		F		3.89		N		4		3.5		3.75		The Natural History of Renville County, Minnesota

				Coleton Draeger		M		2.93		N		2.5		2		2.25		Nesting Habitat Comparison of the Wood Duck (Aix sponsa) in

				Colter Forteberry		M		2.95		N		3		3		3		Migratory Waterfowl Survey of Black Rush Lake WPA in Lyon

				Samatha Ritter		F		3.88		N		5		4.5		4.75		Evaluation of the permanent structural charge of a mixed-layer soil

				Josh Hughes		M		3.75		N		5		4.5		4.75		Comparison of Macrophytes in Ponds under Agricultural, Residential, or Commercial Influences near St. Cloud, MN

				Jake Tews		M		3.09		Y (disab		3.25		3.5		3.375		A Comparison of Bacterial Communities in a Freshwater Slough

				Manisha PrajapatiF		F		2.15		Y (Nepali)		3.8		4		3.9		Comparing the density and diversity of lichens in SMSU Environmental Learning Area and Camden State Park

		Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		M		3.57		N		3.83		3.83		3.83		Seasonal survey of frog and toad species and abundance at multiple sites near Lake Sarah, Southwest Minnesota

				Travis Radke		M		2.62		N		2.75		2.67		2.71		Summer Roadside Use by White-Tailed Deer near Currie, Minnesota

				Terrance Meier		M		3.23		N		3.75		3.67		3.71		Habitat Preferences for Mule and White-Tailed Deer in South Central South Dakota

				Caci Lingen		F		3.44		N		3.75		3.83		3.79		Survey of Pollinators in the ADM-SMSU Wildlife Area Marshall MN Summer 2015

				Krishna Ghimire		F		3.03		Y (Nepali)		3.33		3.33		3.33		Effects of LED Light vs Fluorescent Light on the Growth of Radish Plants (Raphanus sativus)

		Fall 2016/Spring 2017		Nahom Tsegaye		M		2.8		Ethiopian		3.85		3.77		3.81

		Fall 2017		Justin Hill				3.76				4.77		4.54		4.66

				Beau Swenson				3.22				4.2		3.69		3.95

				Brayden Anderson				3.2				3.92		3.46		3.69

				Melissa Klecker				3.33				4.4		4.3		4.35

				Garrett Wee				2.8				3.9		3.46		3.68

				Taylor Olson				2.99				3.1		2.69		2.89

				Matthew D. Steinbronn				3.41				3.46		3.46		3.46

				Aditya W. Harsono				2.8		indones/austrailian		3.46		3.46		3.46

				Matt Mattson				2.11				2.07		1.77		1.92





Summary Capstone

		ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

														Number of Each Rank

		Year of Presentation		# Projects		Male		Female		Average Rank		Range		1		2		3		4		5

		Fall 2006		9		3		6		2.806		1 to 4		1		4		2		2		0

		Fall 2007		6		3		3		3.208		1.5 to 4.5		1		1		2		2		0

		Fall 2008		11		3		8		3.227		1 to 4.75		2		0		6		3		0

		Fall 2009		5		2		3		2.900		1 to 4		1		0		3		1		0

		Fall 2010		4		4		0		3.438		1 to 4.5		1		0		0		3		0

		Fall 2011		10		5		5		3.125		1 to 4.5		1		3		2		4		0

		Fall 2012		13		6		7		3.923		3 to 5		0		0		6		5		2

		Fall 2013		7		5		2		3.714		2.75 to 5		0		1		3		2		1

		Fall 2014		7		4		3		3.68		2.25 to 4.75		0		1		4		2		0

		Fall 2015		5		3		2		3.47		2.71 to 3.83		0		1		4		0		0

		Fall 2016		1		1				3.811								1

		Fall 2017		9		8		1		3.56		1.92 to 4.66		1		1		5		2		0

		Year of Presentation		Minority

		Fall 2006		1 M Africa

		Fall 2007		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2008		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2009		2 F (Hmong, Nepali)          1 M (Hmong)

		Fall 2010		1 M Japan

		Fall 2011		1 M Japan; 1 disabled

		Fall 2012		2 M (African, Nepali)       2 F (African, Nepali)

		Fall 2013		0

		Fall 2014		1 F Nepali, 1 M wheelchair

		Fall 2015		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2016		1 M Ethiopian

		Fall 2017		1 M Indo/Autr





GPA vs Rank

		GPA		Rank Score						all GPA's and Ranking listed by GPA

		2.11		1.92

		2.11		3.75						Avg						Avg

		2.15		3.9				GPA 2-2.5		2.75				GPA 2-2.5		2.941

		2.2		3										GPA 2.51-3.0		2.979

		2.39		1										GPA 3.01-3.5		3.477

		2.46		4										GPA 3.51-4.0		4.18

		2.48		2

				2.9416666667		Avg s

		2.51		2.5

		2.54		1.5

		2.55		2

		2.58		3						Avg

		2.59		3.5				GPA 2.51-3.0		2.875

		2.59		2.75

		2.62		2.71

		2.73		3

		2.78		3.5

		2.79		3.5

		2.79		3.25

		2.8		3.46

		2.8		3.68

		2.8		3.81

		2.82		3.25

		2.87		4

		2.93		1

		2.93		2.25

		2.94		4

		2.95		3

		2.95		3

		2.99		2.89

				2.9795454545		Avg

		3.03		3.33

		3.04		4.25

		3.05		4.75

		3.09		1

		3.09		3.375				GPA 3.01-3.5

		3.1		4

		3.11		3

		3.11		2

		3.14		3

		3.17		3.25

		3.19		2.5

		3.2		3.69

		3.22		3.95

		3.23		3.71

		3.28		4

		3.33		4.35

		3.34		3

		3.37		3.75

		3.39		5

		3.39		3

		3.4		4.75

		3.4		4

		3.4		1

		3.41		3.46

		3.42		4.5

		3.44		3.79

				3.4771153846						Avg

		3.53		2.5

		3.55		3.5

		3.55		4.25

		3.57		5

		3.57		3.83

		3.61		4

		3.64		4.5

		3.75		4.75

		3.75		4.5

		3.76		4.5

		3.76		4.66

		3.77		4.5

		3.8		3

		3.82		5

		3.83		4

		3.87		4.25

		3.88		4.75

		3.89		3.75

				4.18		AVG





GPA vs Rank

		



Avg

GPA Range

Average Rank on Project

Average Rank on Project Compared to GPA (updated Jan 2018)



# by GPA

				GPA		option										GPA		# of Students with GPA

																GPA 2-2.5		6

				2.11												GPA 2.51-3.0		17

				2.15												GPA 3.01-3.5		19

				2.2												GPA 3.51-4.0		16

				2.39

				2.46

				2.48

				2.51

				2.54

				2.55

				2.58

				2.59

				2.59

				2.73

				2.78																						this shows that poor quality students don't succeed as ENVS majors

				2.79

				2.79

				2.82

				2.87

				2.93

				2.93												GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				2.94												GPA 2-2.5		3		3		0

				2.95												GPA 2.51-3.0		2		12		3

				2.95												GPA 3.01-3.5		3		13		2

																GPA 3.51- 4.0		8		5		2

				3.04

				3.05

				3.09

				3.09

				3.1

				3.11

				3.11

				3.14

				3.17

				3.19

				3.28						3.3-3.49		Cum Laude				GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				3.34						3.50-3.79		Magna Cum Laude				GPA 2.0-2.5		3		3		0																						***

				3.37						3.80-4.00		Summa Cum Laude				GPA 2.5-3.29		2		21		4

				3.39												GPA 3.3 - 3.49		3		4		1

				3.39												GPA 3.50-3.79		5		3		2

				3.4												GPA 3.80-4.00		3		2		1

				3.4

				3.4

				3.42

				3.53

				3.55										GPA

				3.55										GPA below 3.3

				3.57										GPA 3.3 - 3.49				34

				3.61										GPA 3.50-3.79		Cum Laude		8

				3.64										GPA 3.80-4.00		Magna Cum Laude		10

				3.75												Summa Cum Laude		6

				3.75

				3.76

				3.77

				3.8

				3.82

				3.83

				3.87

				3.88

				3.89





# by GPA

		



# of Students with GPA

# of students with this GPA

ENVS majors by GPA  at Graduation



By Option

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with the GPA and Option

ENVS majors GPA by Option



Mean and StDev

		



# students

Students Graduating with Honors



No of each rank

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with GPA

ENVS majors by  GPA



Male vs female

														After Graduation

		Major		Track		Avg Quality Rank		Graduat. Date		Other present at SMSU		Present off Campus		Job?		Where?		Grad School?		Where?

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-07		Botany, Wetland				N				Y		Mankato, MS in wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				Yes		MPCA, Marshall, Permit division		N

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Hum		2		May-07		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-08		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		1.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				y		Merck (Worthington)

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany								Yes		MS in GIS at St. Mary's

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2009		Botany						waitress

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany								Yes		Texas- did MS, now PhD program

		ENVS		Hum		1		May 2010		Botany								Yes		MS in Educ

		ENVS		Hum		4		May 2010		Wetlands, Bot				Y		Centrol Crop Consultants

		ENVS		Hum		2.75		May 2012						?		?

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Conservation Corps, now Americorps

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Botany				Y		Veggiecation

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May 2012		Ecology, Botany										Applying to Vet school

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany										Returned to Japan- MS program

		ENVS		Hum		3		transfer to Mankato		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		5		Dec-13		Botany		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-12		Botany										appl;ying to grad schools

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-13		Botany										moved to WI, internship

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-12		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4.25		Dec-12		Wetlands, Botany						E3 Envrionmental

		ENVS		Hum		3.25		Aug-13		Wetlands, Botany						Iowa DNR

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May-13		Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013				Ralco Nutrition

		ENVS		Hum		4.75		Dec-13		* Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3		Dec-12		Botany						Summit Consulting, Tok, Alaska

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-13		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-14		Wetlands, Botany concurrently

		ENVS		Hum		3		13-Dec		Botany

						3.75

						2.25

						3

						3.375

						3.2668918919		Avg

						0.889835621

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat		2.75		?		Botany, Ecology concurrently

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany		MnsCu URC April 2012								MS-wetlands  LSU ($22,000)

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-13		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4		May 2012		FR research; Wetlands, Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2012		Y		Harvestland Coop.  Internship

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology				Y		Hawk Creek watershed manager

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany								Y		Vermont Law School

		ENVS		Nat Scie		1		May 2011		Botany, Ecology				Y		Iowa DNR		NOT graduated!

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.25		May 2009		Wetlands, Ecology				Y		Iowa Zoo- animal presenter

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.75		May 2009		Botany, Wetlands, Ecology								Yes		PhD in ENVS at Univ of VA

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May-08		Botany, Ecology, Wetlands

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3.25		May-08		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				yes		MPCA, Granite Falls

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-07		Botany, Ecology, Wetland				moved to Illinois				N		vet tech

						4.75

						4.75

						3.9

						3.8555555556

						1.0712676505

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-07		Botany, Wetlands				N				Y		Alaska Pacific, Enviro Ed MS

		ENVS		Geology		3.25		transfer		transfer in/out

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-13		Wetlands										MS- Geology, Univ of Washington

		ENVS		Geology		3		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Fish & Wildlife, TN

		ENVS		Geology		4.5		May 2011		Wetlands				Y		ENTRIX, then MPCA

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2011		Wetlands,								Yes		Montana- MS in Geology

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2009						moved to Sweden

		ENVS		Geology		1		May 2009										Yes		Hawaii- Env Engineering

						3.53125

						1.1451567266

		History		ENVS minor		1		May 2009		Botany				?				yes		Grad school in History

		ENVS		Minor		3.5		May 2010						?

		Educ		ENVS minor		4		May 2011		Botany				Y		School teacher

		Graphic Art		ENVS minor		1		May 2012						?		?

						2.375

						1.6007810594

		Linda's and Unknown

		ENVS				4

		ENVS				3.25		May 2009								Organic farming?

		ENVS				3.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS				2.5		May-08		Minor?

		ENVS				1		May-07

		ENVS				4

						3.0416666667

				Avg		StdDeve

		Natural Science		3.86		1.07

		Geology		3.531		1.145

		Humanities		3.27		0.89

		Minor		2.375		1.6





Male vs female

				1.12		1.12

				1.14		1.14

				0.92		0.92

				1.6		1.6



Avg Rank +/- Std Dev

Rank by Major Option



minority

		



Average Rank

Rank by Major Option (updated May 2015)



		Mean Score				Std Deve				Year

		2.8055555556				0.9982623792				2006

		3.208				1.1949509603				2007

		3.227				1.3462912018				2008

		2.9				1.0977932626				2009

		3.4375				1.4691266894				2010

		3.125				1.1486707293				2011

		3.923				0.6468406123				2012

		3.714				1.2549101328				2013

		3.6821428571				1.1290759926				2014

		3.0831793321				0.8843123005				2015

		DATA

		ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

		Year of Presentation		Name		Avg Quality Rank				Avg minus Minority

		Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		3				3

				Katie Elizabeth Freeman		4				4

				Amy Heiderscheidt		4				4

				Kyle Jarcho		3.75				3.75

				Oliver Kiprotich		1				2.5

				Ashley Kleven		2.5				2.5

				Kasey LaSota		2.5				2				Comments:

				Rachel Marden		2				2.5						Research methods started spring 2008 so fall 2008 1st full year

				Nick Reishus		2.5				3.03125						Tom on Sabbatical Fall '09; Linda Jones taught capstone

				Avg		2.8055555556

				Stdev		0.9982623792										Fall 2008		Kim Hoppe in capstone (ENVS minor)-  score of 1

																Fall 2009		Tun Aye in capstone (ENS minor) -score 3.5

		Fall 2007		Greg Frank		2.5				2.5						Fall 2011		Erin Weller in capstone (ENVS minor) - score 2

				Kasey Holm		4				4						Fall 2012		Shane Neperman in captsone (ENVS minor)- score 4

				Eric Iszler		4.5				4.5

				Amy Schnoes		3.25				3.25

				Merry St. Aubin		3.5				3.5						Geology Option- no Botany or Ecology

				Amrita Tandukar		1.5				3.55						Both other options take Botany

				Avg		3.2083333333										Natural Science Option- take Botany and Ecology

				StDev		1.1949509603

		Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		3.5				3.5

				Fred Bursack		3.5				3.5

				Rachel Chamblin		3.5				3.5

				Shradda Dhungel		4.75				3

				Nicole Gilitiuk		3				1

				Kimberley Hoppe		1				4.25

				Jeff Kelly		4.25				1

				Amanda Kiecker		1				3.5

				Brandi Pankratz		3.5				3.25

				Nic Podoll		3.25				4.25

				Megan Stegmeir		4.25

				Avg		3.2272727273				2.9444444444

				StDev		1.3462912018

		Fall 2009		Tun Aye		3.5				3

				Rachel Johnson		3				4						Mean Score

				Sharmila Timilshina		3				3.5						2.8055555556

				Kao Mong Kue		1										3.208

				Josh Brusven		4										3.227

				Avg		2.9										2.9

				StDev		1.0977932626										3.4375

		Fall 2010		Matt Moon		4.5				4.5						3.125

				Tetsuro Nagase		4.25				4						3.923

				Shane Neperman		4				1						3.714

				Logan Van DyKe		1				3.1666666667

				Avg		3.4375

				StDev		1.4691266894

		Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		4.5				4.5

				Jake Beckstrom		4				1

				Crystal Boit		2.75				2.75

				Chris Green		3				3

				Anja Hogan		3.5				3.5

				Maxon Keating		2				2

				Amanda Meine		4				4

				Leah Riley		4.5				4.5

				Tatsuro Shindoh		2				4

				Erin Weller		1				3.25

				Avg		3.125

				StDev		1.1486707293

		Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		3

				Brooke Burmeister		5				5

				Hadiza Raji		3.75				4

				Wokil Bam		5				4

				Levi Windingstad		4				3.5

				Kevin Okello		3				4.25

				Stephanie Speer		4				3.25

				Brian Nordby		3.5				4.5

				Tony Ross		4.25				4.75

				John Callaghan		3.25				3

				Rachel Graupmann		4.5				4.0277777778

				Diana Moe		4.75

				Abbey Finken		3

				Avg		3.9230769231

				StDev		0.6468406123

		Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		5

				Sharon Carlson		3.5

				Jaron Christenson		3.25

				Greg Pavek		4

				Neal Maurer		3

				Jared Wagner		4.5

				John Hammonds		2.75

				Avg		3.7142857143

				StDev		1.2549101328

		Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		3.75

				Coleton Draeger		2.25

				Colter Forteberry		3

				Samatha Ritter		4.75

				Josh Hughes		4.75

				Jake Tews		3.375

				Manisha PrajapatiF		3.9

				AVG		3.6821428571

				StDEv		1.1290759926

		Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		3.83

				Travis Radke		2.71

				Terrance Meier		3.71

				Caci Lingen		3.79

				Krishna Ghimire		3.33

				AVG		3.0831793321

				StDEV		0.8843123005





				0.9982623792		0.9982623792

				1.1949509603		1.1949509603

				1.3462912018		1.3462912018

				1.0977932626		1.0977932626

				1.4691266894		1.4691266894

				1.1486707293		1.1486707293

				0.6468406123		0.6468406123

				1.2549101328		1.2549101328

				1.1290759926		1.1290759926

				0.8843123005		0.8843123005



'06

'07

'10

'12

Mean Score

Year

Average Rank +/- Std Dev

Mean Project Rank by Year



		



'08

'09

'11

'13

Mean Score

Mean Score

Mean Rank



		Year		Number at each Rank

				1		2		3		4		5

		2006		1		4		2		2		0

		2007		1		1		2		2		0

		2008		2		0		6		3		0

		2009		1		0		3		1		0

		2010		1		0		0		3		0

		2011		1		3		2		4		0

		2012		0		0		6		5		2

		2013		0		1		3		2		1

		2014		0		1		4		2		0

		2015		0		1		5		0		0

		2016						1

		2017		1		1		6		1

		Year

		2006		11.11		44.44		22.22		22.22		0				% of each score

		2007		16.67		16.67		33.33		33.33		0

		2008		18.18		0		54.55		27.27		0

		2009		20.00		0		60.00		20.00		0

		2010		25.00		0		0		75.00		0

		2011		10.00		30.00		20.00		40.00		0

		2012		0		0		46.15		38.46		15.38

		2013		0		14.29		42.86		28.57		14.29

		2014		0		14.28		57.14		28.57		0

		2015		0		16.67		83.34		0		0

		2016		0		0		100		0		0

		2017		11.11		11.11		66.67		11.11		0



'14

'15



		Year		Male		Female

		2006		2.42		3

		2007		3.67		2.75

		2008		3.67		3.06

		2009		3.75		2.33

		2010		3.44		0

		2011		3.1		3.15

		2012		3.83		4

		2013		3.5		4.25

		2014		3.34		4.13

		2015		3.42		3.56





		



Male

Female

Average Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Dec 2015)



		year		# Minority		Avg Minority Score		Non-minority Score		# non-minority

		2006		1		1		3.03		8

		2007		1		1.5		3.55		5

		2008		1		4.75		2.94		10

		2009		3		2.5		3.5		2

		2010		1		4.25		3.167		3

		2011		1		2		3.25		9

		2012		4		3.69		4.03		9

		2013		0		0		3.714		7

		2014		1		3.9		3.65		6

		2015		1		3.33		3.51		4

		2016

		2017

														minority is by race (does not include disabled)





		



Avg Minority Score

Non-minority Score

Average Rank

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students (updated Dec 2015)




Chart1

		2006		2006

		2007		2007

		2008		2008

		2009		2009

		2010		2010

		2011		2011

		2012		2012

		2013		2013

		2014		2014

		2015		2015

		2016		2016

		2017		2017



Avg Minority Score

Non-Minority Score

Average Rank

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students (updated Dec 2017)

1

3.03

1.5

3.55

4.75

2.94

2.5

3.5

4.25

3.167

2

3.25

3.69

4.03

0

3.714

3.9

3.65

3.33

3.51

3.81

3.46

3.575



Capstone

		Evaluation of ENVS Capstone Research Projects

		Ranking		Criteria		(0-5)												1= poor

				Originality														2= below average

				Rigor/ Depth														3= moderate/ average

				Involvement/ commitment														4= above average

				Data Quality														5= outstanding/ excellent

				Data Analysis

				Overall Impression

						understanding & implementing all parts of scientific method

						communication- paper, powerpoint, poster

						Student growth

		Year  of Present		Name		Sex (M/F)		GPA at graduat		Minority?		Deaver		Dilley		Avg Quality Rank		Project Title

		Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		F		3.8		N		3		3		3		Effects of golf course maintenance on water quality in Lyon County Minnesota

				Katie Elizabeth Freeman		F		3.61		N		4		4		4		Geomorphology of the Redwood River

				Amy Heiderscheidt		F				N		4		4		4		Comparative water quality study of the Redwood River and Ramsey Creek, southwestern Minnesota

				Kyle Jarcho		M		3.37		N		3.75		3.75		3.75		Restoration of the Camden Prairie Pools

				Oliver Kiprotich		M				Y (African)		1		1		1		Thirty year soil development in the restored prairie and pine forest vegetation of the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area.

				Ashley Kleven		F		3.19		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Beef feedlot characterization and issues in Lyon County, Minnesota

				Kasey LaSota		F		2.51		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Analysis of water samples at three sites in the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River for tetracycline

				Rachel Marden		F		2.48		N		2		2		2		Water quality of School Grove Lake and its implications

				Nick Reishus		M		3.53		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		The history and effects of cropland conservation programs in southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2007		Greg Frank		M				N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Salinity of Highway Soils

				Kasey Holm		M		2.94		N		4		4		4		A Comparative Study of Plant Species Diversity of Native Tallgrass Prairie and Restored Tallgrass Prairie

				Eric Iszler		M		3.76		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Anti-Predator Responses by Bluegill Sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus) Exposed to Predator Odors

				Amy Schnoes		F		2.82		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Evaluation of Fishing Surveys for Otter Tail Lake, Minnesota

				Merry St. Aubin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Canopy Composition, Species Density, and Ecological Change of the Coniferous Forest in the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area, Marshall, MN

				Amrita Tandukar		F		2.54		Y (Nepali)		1.5		15		1.5		Soil Associations in the Redwood River Valley

		Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Impacts of Differing Fertilizer Applications on Microbial Diversity in Rhizospheres of Snap Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) Plants

				Fred Bursack		M		2.78		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Ecosystems of Lyon County Drainage Ditches

				Rachel Chamblin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Habitat Selection of Ring-Necked Pheasants (Phasianus colchicus) Moody County, South Dakota

				Shradda Dhungel		F		3.4		Y (Nepali)		4.75		4.75		4.75		Effect of Motor Oil Contamination on the Survival of Daphnia magna

				Nicole Gilitiuk		F		2.73		N		3		3		3		Sodium Levels in Water from Different Buildings on the Campus of Southwest Minnesota State University

				Kimberley Hoppe		F				N		1		1		1		Density of Earthworms (belonging to the family Lumbricidae) at Lake Brophy County Park, Alexandria, Minnesota

				Jeff Kelly		M		3.04		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Rock Joint Control on Cliff Face Directionality at Blue Mounds State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Amanda Kiecker		F		2.93		N		1		1		1		Variations in Natural Floodplain Characteristics Along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Brandi Pankratz		F		2.79		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Comparing Select Water Quality Parameters in the Little Cottonwood River and a Nearby Pond in Brown County, Minnesota

				Nic Podoll		M				N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Variation in Soil Organic Carbon Content in the LaMoure-LaPrairie Soil Association as a Function of Land Use Patterns in Southwest Minnesota

				Megan Stegmeir		F				N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Effects of Aspen Bracket Fungi (Phellinus tremulae) on Growth of Quaking Aspen (Populus tremuloides) in Wild River State Park, MN

		Fall 2009		Tun Aye		M				Y (Hmong)		3.4		3.5		3.5		Tree Regeneration in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Rachel Johnson		F		2.95		N		3		3		3		Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus) Larvae Occurrence in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Sharmila Timilshina		F		3.11		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Study of the Community Structure and Composition of Plant Species Around East and West Twin Lake, MN

				Kao Mong Kue		F		3.4		Y (Hmong)		1		1		1		Are the Bedrock Joints Controlling Canyon Formation Along Split Rock Creek in Garretson, South Dakota?

				Josh Brusven		M		3.28		N		4		4		4		History of Agricultural Land Use in the Area Surrounding East and West Twin Lakes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2010		Matt Moon		M		3.77		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Determining a Source of Fecal Coliform Bacteria (E. coli) in a Tributary of the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River

				Tetsuro Nagase		M		3.87		Y (Japan)		4.25		4.25		4.25		A Catalog of Sedimentary Structures and Environments of the Late Proterozoic Sioux Quartzite in Southwestern Minnesota

				Shane Neperman		M				N		4		4		4		A Seasonal Change in Dissolved Oxygen and Water Temperature and its Affect on Walleye (Stizostedion vitreum) Catch in Bean Lake in Cottonwood County, Minnesota

				Logan Van DyKe		M		2.39		N		1		1		1		Soil Forming Factors in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

		Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		M		3.42		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Chemical Changes in Water Quality Due to Floating Leaved and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

				Jake Beckstrom		M		3.83		Y (disabled)		4		4		4		Excavation and Interpretation of an Oligocene Oreodont Merycoidodon Fossil

				Crystal Boit		F		2.59		N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Habitat Change Due to Urbanization in Bloomington, Minnesota

				Chris Green		M		3.39		N		3		3		3		Quaternary Stratigraphy and Geomorphology of Glacial Units in Camden State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Anja Hogan		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Oxygen Isotope Ratios and Snowflake Crystallization in Snowfalls in Marshall, Minnesota

				Maxon Keating		M		3.11		N		2		2		2		Survey Analysis for Marshall, MN – Environmental Attitudes and Knowledge

				Amanda Meine		F		2.46		N		4		4		4		Effects of Flooding on Canola (Brassica napus) and Barley (Hordeum vulgare) Plants of Different Ages

				Leah Riley		F				N		4.5		4.5		4.5		A Comparison of Vegetation Profiles from Ecoregions along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Tatsuro Shindoh		M		2.55		Y (Japan)		2		2		2		Characterization of Sands Along the Redwood River

				Erin Weller		F		3.09		N		1		1		1		Precipitation Changes and Lake Level Changes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		F		3.34		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Changes in Precipitation and Lake Levels in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

				Brooke Burmeister		F		3.82		N		5		5		5		Effects of Barley Extract on the Growth of Algae Spirogyra, Synedra, and Ankistrodesmus

				Hadiza Raji		F		2.11		Y (African)		3.75		3.75		3.75		Comparing the Metabolic Fingerprint of Bacterial Communities in Different Sites of the Redwood River in Marshall, MN

				Wokil Bam		M		3.39		Y (Nepali)		5		5		5		Sodium Analysis in Redwood River Water in Southwest Minnesota

				Levi Windingstad		M		2.87		N		4		4		4		Investigation of the Antelope Moraine in Lyon and Yellow Medicine Counties Minnesota

				Kevin Okello		M		2.58		Y (African)		3		3		3		Characterization of Quaternary Glacial Lake Marshall

				Stephanie Speer		F		3.1		N		4		4		4		Historical Population Expansion and Land Use in Lyon County and Marshall, Minnesota

				Brian Nordby		M		3.55		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Benthic Macroinvertebrates as an Indicator of Water Quality in the Redwood River Near Vesta, Minnesota

				Tony Ross		M		3.55		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		An Evaluation of the Ring-necked Pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) Population in Lyon County, Minnesota

				John Callaghan		M		3.17		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		The Effectiveness of Worm and Minnow Bait for Catching Fish at Big Creek Lake

				Rachel Graupmann		F		3.64		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Staphylococci  Occurrence and Resistance to Antibiotics on the Southwest Minnesota State University Campus

				Diana Moe		F		3.05		N		4.75		4.75		4.75		Diversity of Invertebrates in a Prairie, Tree-covered and Mowed Lawn Area of the ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Abbey Finken		F		3.14		N		3		3		3		Evaluation of the Sand Composition of the Minnesota River

		Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		F		3.57		N		5		5		5		Evaluation of Land Snail Populations in Deciduous and Coniferous Forests in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Sharon Carlson		F		2.59		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Investigations of Radon Levels in Southwestern Minnesota

				Jaron Christenson		M		2.79		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		River Sand Composition Compared to its Bedrock Origin:

				Greg Pavek		M		3.4		N		4		4		4		South Platte River, Big Thompson River, Cache la Poudre River in Colorado and Nebraska

				Neal Maurer		M		2.2		N		3		3		3		Classification and Abundance of Grasshoppers in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Jared Wagner		M		3.75		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Comparison of Macroinvertebrate and Planktonic Populations in a Newly Constructed Stormwater Holding Pond and an Existing Stormwater Holding Pond

				John Hammonds		M				N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Comparison of Endophytic PGPR Populations as a Factor for Invasiveness of Prairie Dock (Silphium sp.)

		Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		F		3.89		N		4		3.5		3.75		The Natural History of Renville County, Minnesota

				Coleton Draeger		M		2.93		N		2.5		2		2.25		Nesting Habitat Comparison of the Wood Duck (Aix sponsa) in

				Colter Forteberry		M		2.95		N		3		3		3		Migratory Waterfowl Survey of Black Rush Lake WPA in Lyon

				Samatha Ritter		F		3.88		N		5		4.5		4.75		Evaluation of the permanent structural charge of a mixed-layer soil

				Josh Hughes		M		3.75		N		5		4.5		4.75		Comparison of Macrophytes in Ponds under Agricultural, Residential, or Commercial Influences near St. Cloud, MN

				Jake Tews		M		3.09		Y (disab		3.25		3.5		3.375		A Comparison of Bacterial Communities in a Freshwater Slough

				Manisha PrajapatiF		F		2.15		Y (Nepali)		3.8		4		3.9		Comparing the density and diversity of lichens in SMSU Environmental Learning Area and Camden State Park

		Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		M		3.57		N		3.83		3.83		3.83		Seasonal survey of frog and toad species and abundance at multiple sites near Lake Sarah, Southwest Minnesota

				Travis Radke		M		2.62		N		2.75		2.67		2.71		Summer Roadside Use by White-Tailed Deer near Currie, Minnesota

				Terrance Meier		M		3.23		N		3.75		3.67		3.71		Habitat Preferences for Mule and White-Tailed Deer in South Central South Dakota

				Caci Lingen		F		3.44		N		3.75		3.83		3.79		Survey of Pollinators in the ADM-SMSU Wildlife Area Marshall MN Summer 2015

				Krishna Ghimire		F		3.03		Y (Nepali)		3.33		3.33		3.33		Effects of LED Light vs Fluorescent Light on the Growth of Radish Plants (Raphanus sativus)

		Fall 2016/Spring 2017		Nahom Tsegaye		M		2.8		Ethiopian		3.85		3.77		3.81		0.0282842712

		Fall 2017		Justin Hill				3.76				4.77		4.54		4.66										4.66						4.66

				Beau Swenson				3.22				4.2		3.69		3.95										3.95						3.95

				Brayden Anderson				3.2				3.92		3.46		3.69										3.69						3.69

				Melissa Klecker				3.33				4.4		4.3		4.35																4.35

				Garrett Wee				2.8				3.9		3.46		3.68										3.68						3.68

				Taylor Olson				2.99				3.1		2.69		2.89										2.89						2.89

				Matthew D. Steinbronn				3.41				3.46		3.46		3.46										3.46

				Aditya W. Harsono				2.8		indones/austrailian		3.46		3.46		3.46										3.46						3.46

				Matt Mattson				2.11				2.07		1.77		1.92										1.92						1.92

																										3.46375						3.575

																0.8043596487





Summary Capstone

		ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

														Number of Each Rank

		Year of Presentation		# Projects		Male		Female		Average Rank		Range		1		2		3		4		5				Year of Presentation		Average Rank		# Projects

		Fall 2006		9		3		6		2.806		1 to 4		1		4		2		2		0				Fall 2006		2.806		9

		Fall 2007		6		3		3		3.208		1.5 to 4.5		1		1		2		2		0				Fall 2007		3.208		6

		Fall 2008		11		3		8		3.227		1 to 4.75		2		0		6		3		0				Fall 2008		3.227		11

		Fall 2009		5		2		3		2.900		1 to 4		1		0		3		1		0				Fall 2009		2.900		5

		Fall 2010		4		4		0		3.438		1 to 4.5		1		0		0		3		0				Fall 2010		3.438		4

		Fall 2011		10		5		5		3.125		1 to 4.5		1		3		2		4		0				Fall 2011		3.125		10

		Fall 2012		13		6		7		3.923		3 to 5		0		0		6		5		2				Fall 2012		3.923		13

		Fall 2013		7		5		2		3.714		2.75 to 5		0		1		3		2		1				Fall 2013		3.714		7

		Fall 2014		7		4		3		3.68		2.25 to 4.75		0		1		4		2		0				Fall 2014		3.68		7

		Fall 2015		5		3		2		3.47		2.71 to 3.83		0		1		4		0		0				Fall 2015		3.47		5

		Fall 2016		1		1				3.811								1								Fall 2016		3.811		1

		Fall 2017		9		8		1		3.56		1.92 to 4.66		1		1		5		2		0				Fall 2017		3.56		9

		Year of Presentation		Minority

		Fall 2006		1 M Africa

		Fall 2007		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2008		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2009		2 F (Hmong, Nepali)          1 M (Hmong)

		Fall 2010		1 M Japan

		Fall 2011		1 M Japan; 1 disabled

		Fall 2012		2 M (African, Nepali)       2 F (African, Nepali)

		Fall 2013		0

		Fall 2014		1 F Nepali, 1 M wheelchair

		Fall 2015		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2016		1 M Ethiopian

		Fall 2017		1 M Indo/Autr





GPA vs Rank

		GPA		Rank Score						all GPA's and Ranking listed by GPA

		2.11		1.92

		2.11		3.75						Avg						Avg

		2.15		3.9				GPA 2-2.5		2.75				GPA 2-2.5		2.941

		2.2		3										GPA 2.51-3.0		2.979

		2.39		1										GPA 3.01-3.5		3.477

		2.46		4										GPA 3.51-4.0		4.18

		2.48		2

				2.9416666667		Avg s

		2.51		2.5

		2.54		1.5

		2.55		2

		2.58		3						Avg

		2.59		3.5				GPA 2.51-3.0		2.875

		2.59		2.75

		2.62		2.71

		2.73		3

		2.78		3.5

		2.79		3.5

		2.79		3.25

		2.8		3.46

		2.8		3.68

		2.8		3.81

		2.82		3.25

		2.87		4

		2.93		1

		2.93		2.25

		2.94		4

		2.95		3

		2.95		3

		2.99		2.89

				2.9795454545		Avg

		3.03		3.33

		3.04		4.25

		3.05		4.75

		3.09		1

		3.09		3.375				GPA 3.01-3.5

		3.1		4

		3.11		3

		3.11		2

		3.14		3

		3.17		3.25

		3.19		2.5

		3.2		3.69

		3.22		3.95

		3.23		3.71

		3.28		4

		3.33		4.35

		3.34		3

		3.37		3.75

		3.39		5

		3.39		3

		3.4		4.75

		3.4		4

		3.4		1

		3.41		3.46

		3.42		4.5

		3.44		3.79

				3.4771153846						Avg

		3.53		2.5

		3.55		3.5

		3.55		4.25

		3.57		5

		3.57		3.83

		3.61		4

		3.64		4.5

		3.75		4.75

		3.75		4.5

		3.76		4.5

		3.76		4.66

		3.77		4.5

		3.8		3

		3.82		5

		3.83		4

		3.87		4.25

		3.88		4.75

		3.89		3.75

				4.18		AVG





GPA vs Rank

		



Avg

GPA Range

Average Rank on Project

Average Rank on Project Compared to GPA (updated Jan 2018) N= 73



# by GPA

				GPA		option										GPA		# of Students with GPA

																GPA 2-2.5		6

				2.11												GPA 2.51-3.0		17

				2.15												GPA 3.01-3.5		19

				2.2												GPA 3.51-4.0		16

				2.39

				2.46

				2.48

				2.51

				2.54

				2.55

				2.58

				2.59

				2.59

				2.73

				2.78																						this shows that poor quality students don't succeed as ENVS majors

				2.79

				2.79

				2.82

				2.87

				2.93

				2.93												GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				2.94												GPA 2-2.5		3		3		0

				2.95												GPA 2.51-3.0		2		12		3

				2.95												GPA 3.01-3.5		3		13		2

																GPA 3.51- 4.0		8		5		2

				3.04

				3.05

				3.09

				3.09

				3.1

				3.11

				3.11

				3.14

				3.17

				3.19

				3.28						3.3-3.49		Cum Laude				GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				3.34						3.50-3.79		Magna Cum Laude				GPA 2.0-2.5		3		3		0																						***

				3.37						3.80-4.00		Summa Cum Laude				GPA 2.5-3.29		2		21		4

				3.39												GPA 3.3 - 3.49		3		4		1

				3.39												GPA 3.50-3.79		5		3		2

				3.4												GPA 3.80-4.00		3		2		1

				3.4

				3.4

				3.42

				3.53

				3.55										GPA

				3.55										GPA below 3.3

				3.57										GPA 3.3 - 3.49				34

				3.61										GPA 3.50-3.79		Cum Laude		8

				3.64										GPA 3.80-4.00		Magna Cum Laude		10

				3.75												Summa Cum Laude		6

				3.75

				3.76

				3.77

				3.8

				3.82

				3.83

				3.87

				3.88

				3.89





# by GPA

		



# of Students with GPA

# of students with this GPA

ENVS majors by GPA  at Graduation



By Option

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with the GPA and Option

ENVS majors GPA by Option



Mean and StDev

		



# students

Students Graduating with Honors



No of each rank

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with GPA

ENVS majors by  GPA



Male vs female

														After Graduation

		Major		Track		Avg Quality Rank		Graduat. Date		Other present at SMSU		Present off Campus		Job?		Where?		Grad School?		Where?

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-07		Botany, Wetland				N				Y		Mankato, MS in wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				Yes		MPCA, Marshall, Permit division		N

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Hum		2		May-07		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-08		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		1.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				y		Merck (Worthington)

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany								Yes		MS in GIS at St. Mary's

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2009		Botany						waitress

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany								Yes		Texas- did MS, now PhD program

		ENVS		Hum		1		May 2010		Botany								Yes		MS in Educ

		ENVS		Hum		4		May 2010		Wetlands, Bot				Y		Centrol Crop Consultants

		ENVS		Hum		2.75		May 2012						?		?

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Conservation Corps, now Americorps

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Botany				Y		Veggiecation

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May 2012		Ecology, Botany										Applying to Vet school

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany										Returned to Japan- MS program

		ENVS		Hum		3		transfer to Mankato		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		5		Dec-13		Botany		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-12		Botany										appl;ying to grad schools

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-13		Botany										moved to WI, internship

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-12		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4.25		Dec-12		Wetlands, Botany						E3 Envrionmental

		ENVS		Hum		3.25		Aug-13		Wetlands, Botany						Iowa DNR

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May-13		Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013				Ralco Nutrition

		ENVS		Hum		4.75		Dec-13		* Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3		Dec-12		Botany						Summit Consulting, Tok, Alaska

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-13		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-14		Wetlands, Botany concurrently

		ENVS		Hum		3		13-Dec		Botany

						3.75

						2.25

						3

						3.375

						3.2668918919		Avg

						0.889835621

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat		2.75		?		Botany, Ecology concurrently

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany		MnsCu URC April 2012								MS-wetlands  LSU ($22,000)

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-13		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4		May 2012		FR research; Wetlands, Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2012		Y		Harvestland Coop.  Internship

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology				Y		Hawk Creek watershed manager

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany								Y		Vermont Law School

		ENVS		Nat Scie		1		May 2011		Botany, Ecology				Y		Iowa DNR		NOT graduated!

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.25		May 2009		Wetlands, Ecology				Y		Iowa Zoo- animal presenter

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.75		May 2009		Botany, Wetlands, Ecology								Yes		PhD in ENVS at Univ of VA

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May-08		Botany, Ecology, Wetlands

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3.25		May-08		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				yes		MPCA, Granite Falls

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-07		Botany, Ecology, Wetland				moved to Illinois				N		vet tech

						4.75

						4.75

						3.9

						3.8555555556

						1.0712676505

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-07		Botany, Wetlands				N				Y		Alaska Pacific, Enviro Ed MS

		ENVS		Geology		3.25		transfer		transfer in/out

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-13		Wetlands										MS- Geology, Univ of Washington

		ENVS		Geology		3		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Fish & Wildlife, TN

		ENVS		Geology		4.5		May 2011		Wetlands				Y		ENTRIX, then MPCA

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2011		Wetlands,								Yes		Montana- MS in Geology

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2009						moved to Sweden

		ENVS		Geology		1		May 2009										Yes		Hawaii- Env Engineering

						3.53125

						1.1451567266

		History		ENVS minor		1		May 2009		Botany				?				yes		Grad school in History

		ENVS		Minor		3.5		May 2010						?

		Educ		ENVS minor		4		May 2011		Botany				Y		School teacher

		Graphic Art		ENVS minor		1		May 2012						?		?

						2.375

						1.6007810594

		Linda's and Unknown

		ENVS				4

		ENVS				3.25		May 2009								Organic farming?

		ENVS				3.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS				2.5		May-08		Minor?

		ENVS				1		May-07

		ENVS				4

						3.0416666667

				Avg		StdDeve

		Natural Science		3.86		1.07

		Geology		3.531		1.145

		Humanities		3.27		0.89

		Minor		2.375		1.6





Male vs female

				1.12		1.12

				1.14		1.14

				0.92		0.92

				1.6		1.6



Avg Rank +/- Std Dev

Rank by Major Option



minority

		



Average Rank

Rank by Major Option (updated May 2015)



		Year		Mean Rank				Std Deve				Year

		2006		2.8055555556				0.9982623792				2006

		2007		3.208				1.1949509603				2007

		2008		3.227				1.3462912018				2008

		2009		2.9				1.0977932626				2009

		2010		3.4375				1.4691266894				2010

		2011		3.125				1.1486707293				2011

		2012		3.923				0.6468406123				2012

		2013		3.714				1.2549101328				2013

		2014		3.6821428571				1.1290759926				2014

		2015		3.0831793321				0.8843123005				2015

		2016		3.811				0.0282				2016

		2017		3.5622				0.80436				2017

				DATA

				ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

				Year of Presentation		Name		Avg Quality Rank				Avg minus Minority

				Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		3				3

						Katie Elizabeth Freeman		4				4

						Amy Heiderscheidt		4				4

						Kyle Jarcho		3.75				3.75

						Oliver Kiprotich		1				2.5

						Ashley Kleven		2.5				2.5

						Kasey LaSota		2.5				2				Comments:

						Rachel Marden		2				2.5						Research methods started spring 2008 so fall 2008 1st full year

						Nick Reishus		2.5				3.03125						Tom on Sabbatical Fall '09; Linda Jones taught capstone

						Avg		2.8055555556

						Stdev		0.9982623792										Fall 2008		Kim Hoppe in capstone (ENVS minor)-  score of 1

																		Fall 2009		Tun Aye in capstone (ENS minor) -score 3.5

				Fall 2007		Greg Frank		2.5				2.5						Fall 2011		Erin Weller in capstone (ENVS minor) - score 2

						Kasey Holm		4				4						Fall 2012		Shane Neperman in captsone (ENVS minor)- score 4

						Eric Iszler		4.5				4.5

						Amy Schnoes		3.25				3.25

						Merry St. Aubin		3.5				3.5						Geology Option- no Botany or Ecology

						Amrita Tandukar		1.5				3.55						Both other options take Botany

						Avg		3.2083333333										Natural Science Option- take Botany and Ecology

						StDev		1.1949509603

				Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		3.5				3.5

						Fred Bursack		3.5				3.5

						Rachel Chamblin		3.5				3.5

						Shradda Dhungel		4.75				3

						Nicole Gilitiuk		3				1

						Kimberley Hoppe		1				4.25

						Jeff Kelly		4.25				1

						Amanda Kiecker		1				3.5

						Brandi Pankratz		3.5				3.25

						Nic Podoll		3.25				4.25

						Megan Stegmeir		4.25

						Avg		3.2272727273				2.9444444444

						StDev		1.3462912018

				Fall 2009		Tun Aye		3.5				3

						Rachel Johnson		3				4						Mean Score

						Sharmila Timilshina		3				3.5						2.8055555556

						Kao Mong Kue		1										3.208

						Josh Brusven		4										3.227

						Avg		2.9										2.9

						StDev		1.0977932626										3.4375

				Fall 2010		Matt Moon		4.5				4.5						3.125

						Tetsuro Nagase		4.25				4						3.923

						Shane Neperman		4				1						3.714

						Logan Van DyKe		1				3.1666666667

						Avg		3.4375

						StDev		1.4691266894

				Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		4.5				4.5

						Jake Beckstrom		4				1

						Crystal Boit		2.75				2.75

						Chris Green		3				3

						Anja Hogan		3.5				3.5

						Maxon Keating		2				2

						Amanda Meine		4				4

						Leah Riley		4.5				4.5

						Tatsuro Shindoh		2				4

						Erin Weller		1				3.25

						Avg		3.125

						StDev		1.1486707293

				Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		3

						Brooke Burmeister		5				5

						Hadiza Raji		3.75				4

						Wokil Bam		5				4

						Levi Windingstad		4				3.5

						Kevin Okello		3				4.25

						Stephanie Speer		4				3.25

						Brian Nordby		3.5				4.5

						Tony Ross		4.25				4.75

						John Callaghan		3.25				3

						Rachel Graupmann		4.5				4.0277777778

						Diana Moe		4.75

						Abbey Finken		3

						Avg		3.9230769231

						StDev		0.6468406123

				Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		5

						Sharon Carlson		3.5

						Jaron Christenson		3.25

						Greg Pavek		4

						Neal Maurer		3

						Jared Wagner		4.5

						John Hammonds		2.75

						Avg		3.7142857143

						StDev		1.2549101328

				Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		3.75

						Coleton Draeger		2.25

						Colter Forteberry		3

						Samatha Ritter		4.75

						Josh Hughes		4.75

						Jake Tews		3.375

						Manisha PrajapatiF		3.9

						AVG		3.6821428571

						StDEv		1.1290759926

				Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		3.83

						Travis Radke		2.71

						Terrance Meier		3.71

						Caci Lingen		3.79

						Krishna Ghimire		3.33

						AVG		3.0831793321

						StDEV		0.8843123005





				0.9982623792		0.9982623792

				1.1949509603		1.1949509603

				1.3462912018		1.3462912018

				1.0977932626		1.0977932626

				1.4691266894		1.4691266894

				1.1486707293		1.1486707293

				0.6468406123		0.6468406123

				1.2549101328		1.2549101328

				1.1290759926		1.1290759926

				0.8843123005		0.8843123005



'06

'07

'10

'12

Mean Rank

Year

Average Rank +/- Std Dev

Mean Project Rank by Year



		



'0 8

Mean Score

Mean Score

Mean Rank



		Year		Number at each Rank

				1		2		3		4		5

		2006		1		4		2		2		0

		2007		1		1		2		2		0

		2008		2		0		6		3		0

		2009		1		0		3		1		0

		2010		1		0		0		3		0

		2011		1		3		2		4		0

		2012		0		0		6		5		2

		2013		0		1		3		2		1

		2014		0		1		4		2		0

		2015		0		1		5		0		0

		2016						1

		2017		1		1		6		1

		Year

		2006		11.11		44.44		22.22		22.22		0				% of each score

		2007		16.67		16.67		33.33		33.33		0

		2008		18.18		0		54.55		27.27		0

		2009		20.00		0		60.00		20.00		0

		2010		25.00		0		0		75.00		0

		2011		10.00		30.00		20.00		40.00		0

		2012		0		0		46.15		38.46		15.38

		2013		0		14.29		42.86		28.57		14.29

		2014		0		14.28		57.14		28.57		0

		2015		0		16.67		83.34		0		0

		2016		0		0		100		0		0

		2017		11.11		11.11		66.67		11.11		0



'15

Mean Rank

Mean Rank (+/- Std. Dev)

Mean Project Rank by Year

0.9982623792

0.9982623792

1.1949509603

1.1949509603

1.3462912018

1.3462912018

1.0977932626

1.0977932626

1.4691266894

1.4691266894

1.1486707293

1.1486707293

0.6468406123

0.6468406123

1.2549101328

1.2549101328

1.1290759926

1.1290759926

0.8843123005

0.8843123005

0.0282

0.0282

0.80436

0.80436



		Year		Male		Female

		2006		2.42		3

		2007		3.67		2.75

		2008		3.67		3.06

		2009		3.75		2.33

		2010		3.44		0

		2011		3.1		3.15

		2012		3.83		4

		2013		3.5		4.25

		2014		3.34		4.13

		2015		3.42		3.56

		2016		3.81

		2017		3.46375		4.35





		



Male

Female

Average Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Dec 2015)



		



Male

Female

Year

Avearage Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Jan 2018)



		year		# Minority		Avg Minority Score		Non-minority Score		# non-minority

		2006		1		1		3.03		8

		2007		1		1.5		3.55		5

		2008		1		4.75		2.94		10

		2009		3		2.5		3.5		2

		2010		1		4.25		3.167		3

		2011		1		2		3.25		9

		2012		4		3.69		4.03		9

		2013		0		0		3.714		7

		2014		1		3.9		3.65		6

		2015		1		3.33		3.51		4

		2016		1		3.81

		2017		1		3.46		3.575		8

										minority is by race (does not include disabled)

		year		Avg Minority Score		Non-Minority Score

		2006		1		3.03

		2007		1.5		3.55

		2008		4.75		2.94

		2009		2.5		3.5

		2010		4.25		3.167

		2011		2		3.25

		2012		3.69		4.03

		2013		0		3.714

		2014		3.9		3.65

		2015		3.33		3.51

		2016		3.81

		2017		3.46		3.575





		



Avg Minority Score

Non-minority Score

Average Rank

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students (updated Dec 2015)



		



Avg Minority Score

Non-Minority Score

Average Rank

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students (updated Jan 2018)




Chart1

		2006		0.9982623792		0.9982623792

		2007		1.1949509603		1.1949509603

		2008		1.3462912018		1.3462912018

		2009		1.0977932626		1.0977932626

		2010		1.4691266894		1.4691266894

		2011		1.1486707293		1.1486707293

		2012		0.6468406123		0.6468406123

		2013		1.2549101328		1.2549101328

		2014		1.1290759926		1.1290759926

		2015		0.8843123005		0.8843123005

		2016		0.0282		0.0282

		2017		0.80436		0.80436



Mean Rank

Mean Rank (+/- Std. Dev)

Mean Project Rank by Year

2.8055555556

3.208

3.227

2.9

3.4375

3.125

3.923

3.714

3.6821428571

3.0831793321

3.811

3.5622



Capstone

		Evaluation of ENVS Capstone Research Projects

		Ranking		Criteria		(0-5)												1= poor

				Originality														2= below average

				Rigor/ Depth														3= moderate/ average

				Involvement/ commitment														4= above average

				Data Quality														5= outstanding/ excellent

				Data Analysis

				Overall Impression

						understanding & implementing all parts of scientific method

						communication- paper, powerpoint, poster

						Student growth

		Year  of Present		Name		Sex (M/F)		GPA at graduat		Minority?		Deaver		Dilley		Avg Quality Rank		Project Title

		Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		F		3.8		N		3		3		3		Effects of golf course maintenance on water quality in Lyon County Minnesota

				Katie Elizabeth Freeman		F		3.61		N		4		4		4		Geomorphology of the Redwood River

				Amy Heiderscheidt		F				N		4		4		4		Comparative water quality study of the Redwood River and Ramsey Creek, southwestern Minnesota

				Kyle Jarcho		M		3.37		N		3.75		3.75		3.75		Restoration of the Camden Prairie Pools

				Oliver Kiprotich		M				Y (African)		1		1		1		Thirty year soil development in the restored prairie and pine forest vegetation of the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area.

				Ashley Kleven		F		3.19		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Beef feedlot characterization and issues in Lyon County, Minnesota

				Kasey LaSota		F		2.51		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Analysis of water samples at three sites in the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River for tetracycline

				Rachel Marden		F		2.48		N		2		2		2		Water quality of School Grove Lake and its implications

				Nick Reishus		M		3.53		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		The history and effects of cropland conservation programs in southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2007		Greg Frank		M				N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Salinity of Highway Soils

				Kasey Holm		M		2.94		N		4		4		4		A Comparative Study of Plant Species Diversity of Native Tallgrass Prairie and Restored Tallgrass Prairie

				Eric Iszler		M		3.76		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Anti-Predator Responses by Bluegill Sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus) Exposed to Predator Odors

				Amy Schnoes		F		2.82		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Evaluation of Fishing Surveys for Otter Tail Lake, Minnesota

				Merry St. Aubin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Canopy Composition, Species Density, and Ecological Change of the Coniferous Forest in the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area, Marshall, MN

				Amrita Tandukar		F		2.54		Y (Nepali)		1.5		15		1.5		Soil Associations in the Redwood River Valley

		Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Impacts of Differing Fertilizer Applications on Microbial Diversity in Rhizospheres of Snap Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) Plants

				Fred Bursack		M		2.78		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Ecosystems of Lyon County Drainage Ditches

				Rachel Chamblin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Habitat Selection of Ring-Necked Pheasants (Phasianus colchicus) Moody County, South Dakota

				Shradda Dhungel		F		3.4		Y (Nepali)		4.75		4.75		4.75		Effect of Motor Oil Contamination on the Survival of Daphnia magna

				Nicole Gilitiuk		F		2.73		N		3		3		3		Sodium Levels in Water from Different Buildings on the Campus of Southwest Minnesota State University

				Kimberley Hoppe		F				N		1		1		1		Density of Earthworms (belonging to the family Lumbricidae) at Lake Brophy County Park, Alexandria, Minnesota

				Jeff Kelly		M		3.04		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Rock Joint Control on Cliff Face Directionality at Blue Mounds State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Amanda Kiecker		F		2.93		N		1		1		1		Variations in Natural Floodplain Characteristics Along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Brandi Pankratz		F		2.79		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Comparing Select Water Quality Parameters in the Little Cottonwood River and a Nearby Pond in Brown County, Minnesota

				Nic Podoll		M				N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Variation in Soil Organic Carbon Content in the LaMoure-LaPrairie Soil Association as a Function of Land Use Patterns in Southwest Minnesota

				Megan Stegmeir		F				N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Effects of Aspen Bracket Fungi (Phellinus tremulae) on Growth of Quaking Aspen (Populus tremuloides) in Wild River State Park, MN

		Fall 2009		Tun Aye		M				Y (Hmong)		3.4		3.5		3.5		Tree Regeneration in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Rachel Johnson		F		2.95		N		3		3		3		Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus) Larvae Occurrence in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Sharmila Timilshina		F		3.11		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Study of the Community Structure and Composition of Plant Species Around East and West Twin Lake, MN

				Kao Mong Kue		F		3.4		Y (Hmong)		1		1		1		Are the Bedrock Joints Controlling Canyon Formation Along Split Rock Creek in Garretson, South Dakota?

				Josh Brusven		M		3.28		N		4		4		4		History of Agricultural Land Use in the Area Surrounding East and West Twin Lakes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2010		Matt Moon		M		3.77		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Determining a Source of Fecal Coliform Bacteria (E. coli) in a Tributary of the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River

				Tetsuro Nagase		M		3.87		Y (Japan)		4.25		4.25		4.25		A Catalog of Sedimentary Structures and Environments of the Late Proterozoic Sioux Quartzite in Southwestern Minnesota

				Shane Neperman		M				N		4		4		4		A Seasonal Change in Dissolved Oxygen and Water Temperature and its Affect on Walleye (Stizostedion vitreum) Catch in Bean Lake in Cottonwood County, Minnesota

				Logan Van DyKe		M		2.39		N		1		1		1		Soil Forming Factors in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

		Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		M		3.42		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Chemical Changes in Water Quality Due to Floating Leaved and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

				Jake Beckstrom		M		3.83		Y (disabled)		4		4		4		Excavation and Interpretation of an Oligocene Oreodont Merycoidodon Fossil

				Crystal Boit		F		2.59		N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Habitat Change Due to Urbanization in Bloomington, Minnesota

				Chris Green		M		3.39		N		3		3		3		Quaternary Stratigraphy and Geomorphology of Glacial Units in Camden State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Anja Hogan		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Oxygen Isotope Ratios and Snowflake Crystallization in Snowfalls in Marshall, Minnesota

				Maxon Keating		M		3.11		N		2		2		2		Survey Analysis for Marshall, MN – Environmental Attitudes and Knowledge

				Amanda Meine		F		2.46		N		4		4		4		Effects of Flooding on Canola (Brassica napus) and Barley (Hordeum vulgare) Plants of Different Ages

				Leah Riley		F				N		4.5		4.5		4.5		A Comparison of Vegetation Profiles from Ecoregions along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Tatsuro Shindoh		M		2.55		Y (Japan)		2		2		2		Characterization of Sands Along the Redwood River

				Erin Weller		F		3.09		N		1		1		1		Precipitation Changes and Lake Level Changes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		F		3.34		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Changes in Precipitation and Lake Levels in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

				Brooke Burmeister		F		3.82		N		5		5		5		Effects of Barley Extract on the Growth of Algae Spirogyra, Synedra, and Ankistrodesmus

				Hadiza Raji		F		2.11		Y (African)		3.75		3.75		3.75		Comparing the Metabolic Fingerprint of Bacterial Communities in Different Sites of the Redwood River in Marshall, MN

				Wokil Bam		M		3.39		Y (Nepali)		5		5		5		Sodium Analysis in Redwood River Water in Southwest Minnesota

				Levi Windingstad		M		2.87		N		4		4		4		Investigation of the Antelope Moraine in Lyon and Yellow Medicine Counties Minnesota

				Kevin Okello		M		2.58		Y (African)		3		3		3		Characterization of Quaternary Glacial Lake Marshall

				Stephanie Speer		F		3.1		N		4		4		4		Historical Population Expansion and Land Use in Lyon County and Marshall, Minnesota

				Brian Nordby		M		3.55		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Benthic Macroinvertebrates as an Indicator of Water Quality in the Redwood River Near Vesta, Minnesota

				Tony Ross		M		3.55		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		An Evaluation of the Ring-necked Pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) Population in Lyon County, Minnesota

				John Callaghan		M		3.17		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		The Effectiveness of Worm and Minnow Bait for Catching Fish at Big Creek Lake

				Rachel Graupmann		F		3.64		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Staphylococci  Occurrence and Resistance to Antibiotics on the Southwest Minnesota State University Campus

				Diana Moe		F		3.05		N		4.75		4.75		4.75		Diversity of Invertebrates in a Prairie, Tree-covered and Mowed Lawn Area of the ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Abbey Finken		F		3.14		N		3		3		3		Evaluation of the Sand Composition of the Minnesota River

		Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		F		3.57		N		5		5		5		Evaluation of Land Snail Populations in Deciduous and Coniferous Forests in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Sharon Carlson		F		2.59		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Investigations of Radon Levels in Southwestern Minnesota

				Jaron Christenson		M		2.79		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		River Sand Composition Compared to its Bedrock Origin:

				Greg Pavek		M		3.4		N		4		4		4		South Platte River, Big Thompson River, Cache la Poudre River in Colorado and Nebraska

				Neal Maurer		M		2.2		N		3		3		3		Classification and Abundance of Grasshoppers in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Jared Wagner		M		3.75		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Comparison of Macroinvertebrate and Planktonic Populations in a Newly Constructed Stormwater Holding Pond and an Existing Stormwater Holding Pond

				John Hammonds		M				N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Comparison of Endophytic PGPR Populations as a Factor for Invasiveness of Prairie Dock (Silphium sp.)

		Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		F		3.89		N		4		3.5		3.75		The Natural History of Renville County, Minnesota

				Coleton Draeger		M		2.93		N		2.5		2		2.25		Nesting Habitat Comparison of the Wood Duck (Aix sponsa) in

				Colter Forteberry		M		2.95		N		3		3		3		Migratory Waterfowl Survey of Black Rush Lake WPA in Lyon

				Samatha Ritter		F		3.88		N		5		4.5		4.75		Evaluation of the permanent structural charge of a mixed-layer soil

				Josh Hughes		M		3.75		N		5		4.5		4.75		Comparison of Macrophytes in Ponds under Agricultural, Residential, or Commercial Influences near St. Cloud, MN

				Jake Tews		M		3.09		Y (disab		3.25		3.5		3.375		A Comparison of Bacterial Communities in a Freshwater Slough

				Manisha PrajapatiF		F		2.15		Y (Nepali)		3.8		4		3.9		Comparing the density and diversity of lichens in SMSU Environmental Learning Area and Camden State Park

		Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		M		3.57		N		3.83		3.83		3.83		Seasonal survey of frog and toad species and abundance at multiple sites near Lake Sarah, Southwest Minnesota

				Travis Radke		M		2.62		N		2.75		2.67		2.71		Summer Roadside Use by White-Tailed Deer near Currie, Minnesota

				Terrance Meier		M		3.23		N		3.75		3.67		3.71		Habitat Preferences for Mule and White-Tailed Deer in South Central South Dakota

				Caci Lingen		F		3.44		N		3.75		3.83		3.79		Survey of Pollinators in the ADM-SMSU Wildlife Area Marshall MN Summer 2015

				Krishna Ghimire		F		3.03		Y (Nepali)		3.33		3.33		3.33		Effects of LED Light vs Fluorescent Light on the Growth of Radish Plants (Raphanus sativus)

		Fall 2016/Spring 2017		Nahom Tsegaye		M		2.8		Ethiopian		3.85		3.77		3.81		0.0282842712

		Fall 2017		Justin Hill				3.76				4.77		4.54		4.66										4.66						4.66

				Beau Swenson				3.22				4.2		3.69		3.95										3.95						3.95

				Brayden Anderson				3.2				3.92		3.46		3.69										3.69						3.69

				Melissa Klecker				3.33				4.4		4.3		4.35																4.35

				Garrett Wee				2.8				3.9		3.46		3.68										3.68						3.68

				Taylor Olson				2.99				3.1		2.69		2.89										2.89						2.89

				Matthew D. Steinbronn				3.41				3.46		3.46		3.46										3.46

				Aditya W. Harsono				2.8		indones/austrailian		3.46		3.46		3.46										3.46						3.46

				Matt Mattson				2.11				2.07		1.77		1.92										1.92						1.92

																										3.46375						3.575

																0.8043596487





Summary Capstone

		ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

														Number of Each Rank

		Year of Presentation		# Projects		Male		Female		Average Rank		Range		1		2		3		4		5				Year of Presentation		Average Rank		# Projects

		Fall 2006		9		3		6		2.806		1 to 4		1		4		2		2		0				Fall 2006		2.806		9

		Fall 2007		6		3		3		3.208		1.5 to 4.5		1		1		2		2		0				Fall 2007		3.208		6

		Fall 2008		11		3		8		3.227		1 to 4.75		2		0		6		3		0				Fall 2008		3.227		11

		Fall 2009		5		2		3		2.900		1 to 4		1		0		3		1		0				Fall 2009		2.900		5

		Fall 2010		4		4		0		3.438		1 to 4.5		1		0		0		3		0				Fall 2010		3.438		4

		Fall 2011		10		5		5		3.125		1 to 4.5		1		3		2		4		0				Fall 2011		3.125		10

		Fall 2012		13		6		7		3.923		3 to 5		0		0		6		5		2				Fall 2012		3.923		13

		Fall 2013		7		5		2		3.714		2.75 to 5		0		1		3		2		1				Fall 2013		3.714		7

		Fall 2014		7		4		3		3.68		2.25 to 4.75		0		1		4		2		0				Fall 2014		3.68		7

		Fall 2015		5		3		2		3.47		2.71 to 3.83		0		1		4		0		0				Fall 2015		3.47		5

		Fall 2016		1		1				3.811								1								Fall 2016		3.811		1

		Fall 2017		9		8		1		3.56		1.92 to 4.66		1		1		5		2		0				Fall 2017		3.56		9

		Year of Presentation		Minority

		Fall 2006		1 M Africa

		Fall 2007		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2008		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2009		2 F (Hmong, Nepali)          1 M (Hmong)

		Fall 2010		1 M Japan

		Fall 2011		1 M Japan; 1 disabled

		Fall 2012		2 M (African, Nepali)       2 F (African, Nepali)

		Fall 2013		0

		Fall 2014		1 F Nepali, 1 M wheelchair

		Fall 2015		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2016		1 M Ethiopian

		Fall 2017		1 M Indo/Autr





GPA vs Rank

		GPA		Rank Score						all GPA's and Ranking listed by GPA

		2.11		1.92

		2.11		3.75						Avg						Avg

		2.15		3.9				GPA 2-2.5		2.75				GPA 2-2.5		2.941

		2.2		3										GPA 2.51-3.0		2.979

		2.39		1										GPA 3.01-3.5		3.477

		2.46		4										GPA 3.51-4.0		4.18

		2.48		2

				2.9416666667		Avg s

		2.51		2.5

		2.54		1.5

		2.55		2

		2.58		3						Avg

		2.59		3.5				GPA 2.51-3.0		2.875

		2.59		2.75

		2.62		2.71

		2.73		3

		2.78		3.5

		2.79		3.5

		2.79		3.25

		2.8		3.46

		2.8		3.68

		2.8		3.81

		2.82		3.25

		2.87		4

		2.93		1

		2.93		2.25

		2.94		4

		2.95		3

		2.95		3

		2.99		2.89

				2.9795454545		Avg

		3.03		3.33

		3.04		4.25

		3.05		4.75

		3.09		1

		3.09		3.375				GPA 3.01-3.5

		3.1		4

		3.11		3

		3.11		2

		3.14		3

		3.17		3.25

		3.19		2.5

		3.2		3.69

		3.22		3.95

		3.23		3.71

		3.28		4

		3.33		4.35

		3.34		3

		3.37		3.75

		3.39		5

		3.39		3

		3.4		4.75

		3.4		4

		3.4		1

		3.41		3.46

		3.42		4.5

		3.44		3.79

				3.4771153846						Avg

		3.53		2.5

		3.55		3.5

		3.55		4.25

		3.57		5

		3.57		3.83

		3.61		4

		3.64		4.5

		3.75		4.75

		3.75		4.5

		3.76		4.5

		3.76		4.66

		3.77		4.5

		3.8		3

		3.82		5

		3.83		4

		3.87		4.25

		3.88		4.75

		3.89		3.75

				4.18		AVG





GPA vs Rank

		



Avg

GPA Range

Average Rank on Project

Average Rank on Project Compared to GPA (updated Jan 2018) N= 73



# by GPA

				GPA		option										GPA		# of Students with GPA

																GPA 2-2.5		6

				2.11												GPA 2.51-3.0		17

				2.15												GPA 3.01-3.5		19

				2.2												GPA 3.51-4.0		16

				2.39

				2.46

				2.48

				2.51

				2.54

				2.55

				2.58

				2.59

				2.59

				2.73

				2.78																						this shows that poor quality students don't succeed as ENVS majors

				2.79

				2.79

				2.82

				2.87

				2.93

				2.93												GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				2.94												GPA 2-2.5		3		3		0

				2.95												GPA 2.51-3.0		2		12		3

				2.95												GPA 3.01-3.5		3		13		2

																GPA 3.51- 4.0		8		5		2

				3.04

				3.05

				3.09

				3.09

				3.1

				3.11

				3.11

				3.14

				3.17

				3.19

				3.28						3.3-3.49		Cum Laude				GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				3.34						3.50-3.79		Magna Cum Laude				GPA 2.0-2.5		3		3		0																						***

				3.37						3.80-4.00		Summa Cum Laude				GPA 2.5-3.29		2		21		4

				3.39												GPA 3.3 - 3.49		3		4		1

				3.39												GPA 3.50-3.79		5		3		2

				3.4												GPA 3.80-4.00		3		2		1

				3.4

				3.4

				3.42

				3.53

				3.55										GPA

				3.55										GPA below 3.3

				3.57										GPA 3.3 - 3.49				34

				3.61										GPA 3.50-3.79		Cum Laude		8

				3.64										GPA 3.80-4.00		Magna Cum Laude		10

				3.75												Summa Cum Laude		6

				3.75

				3.76

				3.77

				3.8

				3.82

				3.83

				3.87

				3.88

				3.89





# by GPA

		



# of Students with GPA

# of students with this GPA

ENVS majors by GPA  at Graduation



By Option

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with the GPA and Option

ENVS majors GPA by Option



Mean and StDev

		



# students

Students Graduating with Honors



No of each rank

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with GPA

ENVS majors by  GPA



Male vs female

														After Graduation

		Major		Track		Avg Quality Rank		Graduat. Date		Other present at SMSU		Present off Campus		Job?		Where?		Grad School?		Where?

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-07		Botany, Wetland				N				Y		Mankato, MS in wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				Yes		MPCA, Marshall, Permit division		N

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Hum		2		May-07		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-08		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		1.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				y		Merck (Worthington)

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany								Yes		MS in GIS at St. Mary's

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2009		Botany						waitress

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany								Yes		Texas- did MS, now PhD program

		ENVS		Hum		1		May 2010		Botany								Yes		MS in Educ

		ENVS		Hum		4		May 2010		Wetlands, Bot				Y		Centrol Crop Consultants

		ENVS		Hum		2.75		May 2012						?		?

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Conservation Corps, now Americorps

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Botany				Y		Veggiecation

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May 2012		Ecology, Botany										Applying to Vet school

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany										Returned to Japan- MS program

		ENVS		Hum		3		transfer to Mankato		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		5		Dec-13		Botany		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-12		Botany										appl;ying to grad schools

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-13		Botany										moved to WI, internship

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-12		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4.25		Dec-12		Wetlands, Botany						E3 Envrionmental

		ENVS		Hum		3.25		Aug-13		Wetlands, Botany						Iowa DNR

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May-13		Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013				Ralco Nutrition

		ENVS		Hum		4.75		Dec-13		* Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3		Dec-12		Botany						Summit Consulting, Tok, Alaska

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-13		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-14		Wetlands, Botany concurrently

		ENVS		Hum		3		13-Dec		Botany

						3.75

						2.25

						3

						3.375

						3.2668918919		Avg

						0.889835621

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat		2.75		?		Botany, Ecology concurrently

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany		MnsCu URC April 2012								MS-wetlands  LSU ($22,000)

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-13		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4		May 2012		FR research; Wetlands, Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2012		Y		Harvestland Coop.  Internship

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology				Y		Hawk Creek watershed manager

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany								Y		Vermont Law School

		ENVS		Nat Scie		1		May 2011		Botany, Ecology				Y		Iowa DNR		NOT graduated!

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.25		May 2009		Wetlands, Ecology				Y		Iowa Zoo- animal presenter

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.75		May 2009		Botany, Wetlands, Ecology								Yes		PhD in ENVS at Univ of VA

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May-08		Botany, Ecology, Wetlands

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3.25		May-08		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				yes		MPCA, Granite Falls

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-07		Botany, Ecology, Wetland				moved to Illinois				N		vet tech

						4.75

						4.75

						3.9

						3.8555555556

						1.0712676505

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-07		Botany, Wetlands				N				Y		Alaska Pacific, Enviro Ed MS

		ENVS		Geology		3.25		transfer		transfer in/out

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-13		Wetlands										MS- Geology, Univ of Washington

		ENVS		Geology		3		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Fish & Wildlife, TN

		ENVS		Geology		4.5		May 2011		Wetlands				Y		ENTRIX, then MPCA

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2011		Wetlands,								Yes		Montana- MS in Geology

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2009						moved to Sweden

		ENVS		Geology		1		May 2009										Yes		Hawaii- Env Engineering

						3.53125

						1.1451567266

		History		ENVS minor		1		May 2009		Botany				?				yes		Grad school in History

		ENVS		Minor		3.5		May 2010						?

		Educ		ENVS minor		4		May 2011		Botany				Y		School teacher

		Graphic Art		ENVS minor		1		May 2012						?		?

						2.375

						1.6007810594

		Linda's and Unknown

		ENVS				4

		ENVS				3.25		May 2009								Organic farming?

		ENVS				3.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS				2.5		May-08		Minor?

		ENVS				1		May-07

		ENVS				4

						3.0416666667

				Avg		StdDeve

		Natural Science		3.86		1.07

		Geology		3.531		1.145

		Humanities		3.27		0.89

		Minor		2.375		1.6





Male vs female

				1.12		1.12

				1.14		1.14

				0.92		0.92

				1.6		1.6



Avg Rank +/- Std Dev

Rank by Major Option



minority

		



Average Rank

Rank by Major Option (updated May 2015)



		Year		Mean Rank				Std Deve				Year

		2006		2.8055555556				0.9982623792				2006

		2007		3.208				1.1949509603				2007

		2008		3.227				1.3462912018				2008

		2009		2.9				1.0977932626				2009

		2010		3.4375				1.4691266894				2010

		2011		3.125				1.1486707293				2011

		2012		3.923				0.6468406123				2012

		2013		3.714				1.2549101328				2013

		2014		3.6821428571				1.1290759926				2014

		2015		3.0831793321				0.8843123005				2015

		2016		3.811				0.0282				2016

		2017		3.5622				0.80436				2017

				DATA

				ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

				Year of Presentation		Name		Avg Quality Rank				Avg minus Minority

				Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		3				3

						Katie Elizabeth Freeman		4				4

						Amy Heiderscheidt		4				4

						Kyle Jarcho		3.75				3.75

						Oliver Kiprotich		1				2.5

						Ashley Kleven		2.5				2.5

						Kasey LaSota		2.5				2				Comments:

						Rachel Marden		2				2.5						Research methods started spring 2008 so fall 2008 1st full year

						Nick Reishus		2.5				3.03125						Tom on Sabbatical Fall '09; Linda Jones taught capstone

						Avg		2.8055555556

						Stdev		0.9982623792										Fall 2008		Kim Hoppe in capstone (ENVS minor)-  score of 1

																		Fall 2009		Tun Aye in capstone (ENS minor) -score 3.5

				Fall 2007		Greg Frank		2.5				2.5						Fall 2011		Erin Weller in capstone (ENVS minor) - score 2

						Kasey Holm		4				4						Fall 2012		Shane Neperman in captsone (ENVS minor)- score 4

						Eric Iszler		4.5				4.5

						Amy Schnoes		3.25				3.25

						Merry St. Aubin		3.5				3.5						Geology Option- no Botany or Ecology

						Amrita Tandukar		1.5				3.55						Both other options take Botany

						Avg		3.2083333333										Natural Science Option- take Botany and Ecology

						StDev		1.1949509603

				Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		3.5				3.5

						Fred Bursack		3.5				3.5

						Rachel Chamblin		3.5				3.5

						Shradda Dhungel		4.75				3

						Nicole Gilitiuk		3				1

						Kimberley Hoppe		1				4.25

						Jeff Kelly		4.25				1

						Amanda Kiecker		1				3.5

						Brandi Pankratz		3.5				3.25

						Nic Podoll		3.25				4.25

						Megan Stegmeir		4.25

						Avg		3.2272727273				2.9444444444

						StDev		1.3462912018

				Fall 2009		Tun Aye		3.5				3

						Rachel Johnson		3				4						Mean Score

						Sharmila Timilshina		3				3.5						2.8055555556

						Kao Mong Kue		1										3.208

						Josh Brusven		4										3.227

						Avg		2.9										2.9

						StDev		1.0977932626										3.4375

				Fall 2010		Matt Moon		4.5				4.5						3.125

						Tetsuro Nagase		4.25				4						3.923

						Shane Neperman		4				1						3.714

						Logan Van DyKe		1				3.1666666667

						Avg		3.4375

						StDev		1.4691266894

				Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		4.5				4.5

						Jake Beckstrom		4				1

						Crystal Boit		2.75				2.75

						Chris Green		3				3

						Anja Hogan		3.5				3.5

						Maxon Keating		2				2

						Amanda Meine		4				4

						Leah Riley		4.5				4.5

						Tatsuro Shindoh		2				4

						Erin Weller		1				3.25

						Avg		3.125

						StDev		1.1486707293

				Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		3

						Brooke Burmeister		5				5

						Hadiza Raji		3.75				4

						Wokil Bam		5				4

						Levi Windingstad		4				3.5

						Kevin Okello		3				4.25

						Stephanie Speer		4				3.25

						Brian Nordby		3.5				4.5

						Tony Ross		4.25				4.75

						John Callaghan		3.25				3

						Rachel Graupmann		4.5				4.0277777778

						Diana Moe		4.75

						Abbey Finken		3

						Avg		3.9230769231

						StDev		0.6468406123

				Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		5

						Sharon Carlson		3.5

						Jaron Christenson		3.25

						Greg Pavek		4

						Neal Maurer		3

						Jared Wagner		4.5

						John Hammonds		2.75

						Avg		3.7142857143

						StDev		1.2549101328

				Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		3.75

						Coleton Draeger		2.25

						Colter Forteberry		3

						Samatha Ritter		4.75

						Josh Hughes		4.75

						Jake Tews		3.375

						Manisha PrajapatiF		3.9

						AVG		3.6821428571

						StDEv		1.1290759926

				Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		3.83

						Travis Radke		2.71

						Terrance Meier		3.71

						Caci Lingen		3.79

						Krishna Ghimire		3.33

						AVG		3.0831793321

						StDEV		0.8843123005





				0.9982623792		0.9982623792

				1.1949509603		1.1949509603

				1.3462912018		1.3462912018

				1.0977932626		1.0977932626

				1.4691266894		1.4691266894

				1.1486707293		1.1486707293

				0.6468406123		0.6468406123

				1.2549101328		1.2549101328

				1.1290759926		1.1290759926

				0.8843123005		0.8843123005



'06

'07

'10

'12

Mean Rank

Year

Average Rank +/- Std Dev

Mean Project Rank by Year



		



'0 8

Mean Score

Mean Score

Mean Rank



		Year		Number at each Rank

				1		2		3		4		5

		2006		1		4		2		2		0

		2007		1		1		2		2		0

		2008		2		0		6		3		0

		2009		1		0		3		1		0

		2010		1		0		0		3		0

		2011		1		3		2		4		0

		2012		0		0		6		5		2

		2013		0		1		3		2		1

		2014		0		1		4		2		0

		2015		0		1		5		0		0

		2016						1

		2017		1		1		6		1

		Year

		2006		11.11		44.44		22.22		22.22		0				% of each score

		2007		16.67		16.67		33.33		33.33		0

		2008		18.18		0		54.55		27.27		0

		2009		20.00		0		60.00		20.00		0

		2010		25.00		0		0		75.00		0

		2011		10.00		30.00		20.00		40.00		0

		2012		0		0		46.15		38.46		15.38

		2013		0		14.29		42.86		28.57		14.29

		2014		0		14.28		57.14		28.57		0

		2015		0		16.67		83.34		0		0

		2016		0		0		100		0		0

		2017		11.11		11.11		66.67		11.11		0



'15

Mean Rank

Mean Rank (+/- Std. Dev)

Mean Project Rank by Year

0.9982623792

0.9982623792

1.1949509603

1.1949509603

1.3462912018

1.3462912018

1.0977932626

1.0977932626

1.4691266894

1.4691266894

1.1486707293

1.1486707293

0.6468406123

0.6468406123

1.2549101328

1.2549101328

1.1290759926

1.1290759926

0.8843123005

0.8843123005

0.0282

0.0282

0.80436

0.80436



		Year		Male		Female

		2006		2.42		3

		2007		3.67		2.75

		2008		3.67		3.06

		2009		3.75		2.33

		2010		3.44		0

		2011		3.1		3.15

		2012		3.83		4

		2013		3.5		4.25

		2014		3.34		4.13

		2015		3.42		3.56

		2016		3.81

		2017		3.46375		4.35





		



Male

Female

Average Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Dec 2015)



		



Male

Female

Year

Avearage Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Jan 2018)



		year		# Minority		Avg Minority Score		Non-minority Score		# non-minority

		2006		1		1		3.03		8

		2007		1		1.5		3.55		5

		2008		1		4.75		2.94		10

		2009		3		2.5		3.5		2

		2010		1		4.25		3.167		3

		2011		1		2		3.25		9

		2012		4		3.69		4.03		9

		2013		0		0		3.714		7

		2014		1		3.9		3.65		6

		2015		1		3.33		3.51		4

		2016		1		3.81

		2017		1		3.46		3.575		8

										minority is by race (does not include disabled)

		year		Avg Minority Score		Non-Minority Score

		2006		1		3.03

		2007		1.5		3.55

		2008		4.75		2.94

		2009		2.5		3.5

		2010		4.25		3.167

		2011		2		3.25

		2012		3.69		4.03

		2013		0		3.714

		2014		3.9		3.65

		2015		3.33		3.51

		2016		3.81

		2017		3.46		3.575
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Capstone

		Evaluation of ENVS Capstone Research Projects

		Ranking		Criteria		(0-5)												1= poor

				Originality														2= below average

				Rigor/ Depth														3= moderate/ average

				Involvement/ commitment														4= above average

				Data Quality														5= outstanding/ excellent

				Data Analysis

				Overall Impression

						understanding & implementing all parts of scientific method

						communication- paper, powerpoint, poster

						Student growth

		Year  of Present		Name		Sex (M/F)		GPA at graduat		Minority?		Deaver		Dilley		Avg Quality Rank		Project Title

		Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		F		3.8		N		3		3		3		Effects of golf course maintenance on water quality in Lyon County Minnesota

				Katie Elizabeth Freeman		F		3.61		N		4		4		4		Geomorphology of the Redwood River

				Amy Heiderscheidt		F				N		4		4		4		Comparative water quality study of the Redwood River and Ramsey Creek, southwestern Minnesota

				Kyle Jarcho		M		3.37		N		3.75		3.75		3.75		Restoration of the Camden Prairie Pools

				Oliver Kiprotich		M				Y (African)		1		1		1		Thirty year soil development in the restored prairie and pine forest vegetation of the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area.

				Ashley Kleven		F		3.19		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Beef feedlot characterization and issues in Lyon County, Minnesota

				Kasey LaSota		F		2.51		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Analysis of water samples at three sites in the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River for tetracycline

				Rachel Marden		F		2.48		N		2		2		2		Water quality of School Grove Lake and its implications

				Nick Reishus		M		3.53		N		2.5		2.5		2.5		The history and effects of cropland conservation programs in southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2007		Greg Frank		M				N		2.5		2.5		2.5		Salinity of Highway Soils

				Kasey Holm		M		2.94		N		4		4		4		A Comparative Study of Plant Species Diversity of Native Tallgrass Prairie and Restored Tallgrass Prairie

				Eric Iszler		M		3.76		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Anti-Predator Responses by Bluegill Sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus) Exposed to Predator Odors

				Amy Schnoes		F		2.82		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Evaluation of Fishing Surveys for Otter Tail Lake, Minnesota

				Merry St. Aubin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Canopy Composition, Species Density, and Ecological Change of the Coniferous Forest in the Southwest Minnesota State University Wildlife Area, Marshall, MN

				Amrita Tandukar		F		2.54		Y (Nepali)		1.5		15		1.5		Soil Associations in the Redwood River Valley

		Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Impacts of Differing Fertilizer Applications on Microbial Diversity in Rhizospheres of Snap Bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) Plants

				Fred Bursack		M		2.78		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Ecosystems of Lyon County Drainage Ditches

				Rachel Chamblin		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Habitat Selection of Ring-Necked Pheasants (Phasianus colchicus) Moody County, South Dakota

				Shradda Dhungel		F		3.4		Y (Nepali)		4.75		4.75		4.75		Effect of Motor Oil Contamination on the Survival of Daphnia magna

				Nicole Gilitiuk		F		2.73		N		3		3		3		Sodium Levels in Water from Different Buildings on the Campus of Southwest Minnesota State University

				Kimberley Hoppe		F				N		1		1		1		Density of Earthworms (belonging to the family Lumbricidae) at Lake Brophy County Park, Alexandria, Minnesota

				Jeff Kelly		M		3.04		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Rock Joint Control on Cliff Face Directionality at Blue Mounds State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Amanda Kiecker		F		2.93		N		1		1		1		Variations in Natural Floodplain Characteristics Along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Brandi Pankratz		F		2.79		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Comparing Select Water Quality Parameters in the Little Cottonwood River and a Nearby Pond in Brown County, Minnesota

				Nic Podoll		M				N		3.25		3.25		3.25		Variation in Soil Organic Carbon Content in the LaMoure-LaPrairie Soil Association as a Function of Land Use Patterns in Southwest Minnesota

				Megan Stegmeir		F				N		4.25		4.25		4.25		Effects of Aspen Bracket Fungi (Phellinus tremulae) on Growth of Quaking Aspen (Populus tremuloides) in Wild River State Park, MN

		Fall 2009		Tun Aye		M				Y (Hmong)		3.4		3.5		3.5		Tree Regeneration in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Rachel Johnson		F		2.95		N		3		3		3		Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus) Larvae Occurrence in the Southwest Minnesota State University ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Sharmila Timilshina		F		3.11		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Study of the Community Structure and Composition of Plant Species Around East and West Twin Lake, MN

				Kao Mong Kue		F		3.4		Y (Hmong)		1		1		1		Are the Bedrock Joints Controlling Canyon Formation Along Split Rock Creek in Garretson, South Dakota?

				Josh Brusven		M		3.28		N		4		4		4		History of Agricultural Land Use in the Area Surrounding East and West Twin Lakes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2010		Matt Moon		M		3.77		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Determining a Source of Fecal Coliform Bacteria (E. coli) in a Tributary of the South Branch of the Yellow Medicine River

				Tetsuro Nagase		M		3.87		Y (Japan)		4.25		4.25		4.25		A Catalog of Sedimentary Structures and Environments of the Late Proterozoic Sioux Quartzite in Southwestern Minnesota

				Shane Neperman		M				N		4		4		4		A Seasonal Change in Dissolved Oxygen and Water Temperature and its Affect on Walleye (Stizostedion vitreum) Catch in Bean Lake in Cottonwood County, Minnesota

				Logan Van DyKe		M		2.39		N		1		1		1		Soil Forming Factors in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

		Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		M		3.42		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Chemical Changes in Water Quality Due to Floating Leaved and Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

				Jake Beckstrom		M		3.83		Y (disabled)		4		4		4		Excavation and Interpretation of an Oligocene Oreodont Merycoidodon Fossil

				Crystal Boit		F		2.59		N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Habitat Change Due to Urbanization in Bloomington, Minnesota

				Chris Green		M		3.39		N		3		3		3		Quaternary Stratigraphy and Geomorphology of Glacial Units in Camden State Park, Southwest Minnesota

				Anja Hogan		F				N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Oxygen Isotope Ratios and Snowflake Crystallization in Snowfalls in Marshall, Minnesota

				Maxon Keating		M		3.11		N		2		2		2		Survey Analysis for Marshall, MN – Environmental Attitudes and Knowledge

				Amanda Meine		F		2.46		N		4		4		4		Effects of Flooding on Canola (Brassica napus) and Barley (Hordeum vulgare) Plants of Different Ages

				Leah Riley		F				N		4.5		4.5		4.5		A Comparison of Vegetation Profiles from Ecoregions along the Redwood River, Southwest Minnesota

				Tatsuro Shindoh		M		2.55		Y (Japan)		2		2		2		Characterization of Sands Along the Redwood River

				Erin Weller		F		3.09		N		1		1		1		Precipitation Changes and Lake Level Changes in Southwestern Minnesota

		Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		F		3.34		Y (Nepali)		3		3		3		Changes in Precipitation and Lake Levels in Lyon County, Southwest Minnesota

				Brooke Burmeister		F		3.82		N		5		5		5		Effects of Barley Extract on the Growth of Algae Spirogyra, Synedra, and Ankistrodesmus

				Hadiza Raji		F		2.11		Y (African)		3.75		3.75		3.75		Comparing the Metabolic Fingerprint of Bacterial Communities in Different Sites of the Redwood River in Marshall, MN

				Wokil Bam		M		3.39		Y (Nepali)		5		5		5		Sodium Analysis in Redwood River Water in Southwest Minnesota

				Levi Windingstad		M		2.87		N		4		4		4		Investigation of the Antelope Moraine in Lyon and Yellow Medicine Counties Minnesota

				Kevin Okello		M		2.58		Y (African)		3		3		3		Characterization of Quaternary Glacial Lake Marshall

				Stephanie Speer		F		3.1		N		4		4		4		Historical Population Expansion and Land Use in Lyon County and Marshall, Minnesota

				Brian Nordby		M		3.55		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Benthic Macroinvertebrates as an Indicator of Water Quality in the Redwood River Near Vesta, Minnesota

				Tony Ross		M		3.55		N		4.25		4.25		4.25		An Evaluation of the Ring-necked Pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) Population in Lyon County, Minnesota

				John Callaghan		M		3.17		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		The Effectiveness of Worm and Minnow Bait for Catching Fish at Big Creek Lake

				Rachel Graupmann		F		3.64		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Staphylococci  Occurrence and Resistance to Antibiotics on the Southwest Minnesota State University Campus

				Diana Moe		F		3.05		N		4.75		4.75		4.75		Diversity of Invertebrates in a Prairie, Tree-covered and Mowed Lawn Area of the ADM-SMSU Environmental Learning Center

				Abbey Finken		F		3.14		N		3		3		3		Evaluation of the Sand Composition of the Minnesota River

		Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		F		3.57		N		5		5		5		Evaluation of Land Snail Populations in Deciduous and Coniferous Forests in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Sharon Carlson		F		2.59		N		3.5		3.5		3.5		Investigations of Radon Levels in Southwestern Minnesota

				Jaron Christenson		M		2.79		N		3.25		3.25		3.25		River Sand Composition Compared to its Bedrock Origin:

				Greg Pavek		M		3.4		N		4		4		4		South Platte River, Big Thompson River, Cache la Poudre River in Colorado and Nebraska

				Neal Maurer		M		2.2		N		3		3		3		Classification and Abundance of Grasshoppers in the SMSU Wildlife Area

				Jared Wagner		M		3.75		N		4.5		4.5		4.5		Comparison of Macroinvertebrate and Planktonic Populations in a Newly Constructed Stormwater Holding Pond and an Existing Stormwater Holding Pond

				John Hammonds		M				N		2.75		2.75		2.75		Comparison of Endophytic PGPR Populations as a Factor for Invasiveness of Prairie Dock (Silphium sp.)

		Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		F		3.89		N		4		3.5		3.75		The Natural History of Renville County, Minnesota

				Coleton Draeger		M		2.93		N		2.5		2		2.25		Nesting Habitat Comparison of the Wood Duck (Aix sponsa) in

				Colter Forteberry		M		2.95		N		3		3		3		Migratory Waterfowl Survey of Black Rush Lake WPA in Lyon

				Samatha Ritter		F		3.88		N		5		4.5		4.75		Evaluation of the permanent structural charge of a mixed-layer soil

				Josh Hughes		M		3.75		N		5		4.5		4.75		Comparison of Macrophytes in Ponds under Agricultural, Residential, or Commercial Influences near St. Cloud, MN

				Jake Tews		M		3.09		Y (disab		3.25		3.5		3.375		A Comparison of Bacterial Communities in a Freshwater Slough

				Manisha PrajapatiF		F		2.15		Y (Nepali)		3.8		4		3.9		Comparing the density and diversity of lichens in SMSU Environmental Learning Area and Camden State Park

		Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		M		3.57		N		3.83		3.83		3.83		Seasonal survey of frog and toad species and abundance at multiple sites near Lake Sarah, Southwest Minnesota

				Travis Radke		M		2.62		N		2.75		2.67		2.71		Summer Roadside Use by White-Tailed Deer near Currie, Minnesota

				Terrance Meier		M		3.23		N		3.75		3.67		3.71		Habitat Preferences for Mule and White-Tailed Deer in South Central South Dakota

				Caci Lingen		F		3.44		N		3.75		3.83		3.79		Survey of Pollinators in the ADM-SMSU Wildlife Area Marshall MN Summer 2015

				Krishna Ghimire		F		3.03		Y (Nepali)		3.33		3.33		3.33		Effects of LED Light vs Fluorescent Light on the Growth of Radish Plants (Raphanus sativus)

		Fall 2016/Spring 2017		Nahom Tsegaye		M		2.8		Ethiopian		3.85		3.77		3.81		0.0282842712

		Fall 2017		Justin Hill				3.76				4.77		4.54		4.66										4.66						4.66

				Beau Swenson				3.22				4.2		3.69		3.95										3.95						3.95

				Brayden Anderson				3.2				3.92		3.46		3.69										3.69						3.69

				Melissa Klecker				3.33				4.4		4.3		4.35																4.35

				Garrett Wee				2.8				3.9		3.46		3.68										3.68						3.68

				Taylor Olson				2.99				3.1		2.69		2.89										2.89						2.89

				Matthew D. Steinbronn				3.41				3.46		3.46		3.46										3.46

				Aditya W. Harsono				2.8		indones/austrailian		3.46		3.46		3.46										3.46						3.46

				Matt Mattson				2.11				2.07		1.77		1.92										1.92						1.92

																										3.46375						3.575

																0.8043596487





Summary Capstone

		ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

														Number of Each Rank

		Year of Presentation		# Projects		Male		Female		Average Rank		Range		1		2		3		4		5				Year of Presentation		Average Rank		# Projects

		Fall 2006		9		3		6		2.806		1 to 4		1		4		2		2		0				Fall 2006		2.806		9

		Fall 2007		6		3		3		3.208		1.5 to 4.5		1		1		2		2		0				Fall 2007		3.208		6

		Fall 2008		11		3		8		3.227		1 to 4.75		2		0		6		3		0				Fall 2008		3.227		11

		Fall 2009		5		2		3		2.900		1 to 4		1		0		3		1		0				Fall 2009		2.900		5

		Fall 2010		4		4		0		3.438		1 to 4.5		1		0		0		3		0				Fall 2010		3.438		4

		Fall 2011		10		5		5		3.125		1 to 4.5		1		3		2		4		0				Fall 2011		3.125		10

		Fall 2012		13		6		7		3.923		3 to 5		0		0		6		5		2				Fall 2012		3.923		13

		Fall 2013		7		5		2		3.714		2.75 to 5		0		1		3		2		1				Fall 2013		3.714		7

		Fall 2014		7		4		3		3.68		2.25 to 4.75		0		1		4		2		0				Fall 2014		3.68		7

		Fall 2015		5		3		2		3.47		2.71 to 3.83		0		1		4		0		0				Fall 2015		3.47		5

		Fall 2016		1		1				3.811								1								Fall 2016		3.811		1

		Fall 2017		9		8		1		3.56		1.92 to 4.66		1		1		5		2		0				Fall 2017		3.56		9

		Year of Presentation		Minority

		Fall 2006		1 M Africa

		Fall 2007		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2008		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2009		2 F (Hmong, Nepali)          1 M (Hmong)

		Fall 2010		1 M Japan

		Fall 2011		1 M Japan; 1 disabled

		Fall 2012		2 M (African, Nepali)       2 F (African, Nepali)

		Fall 2013		0

		Fall 2014		1 F Nepali, 1 M wheelchair

		Fall 2015		1 F Nepali

		Fall 2016		1 M Ethiopian

		Fall 2017		1 M Indo/Autr





GPA vs Rank

		GPA		Rank Score						all GPA's and Ranking listed by GPA

		2.11		1.92

		2.11		3.75						Avg						Avg

		2.15		3.9				GPA 2-2.5		2.75				GPA 2-2.5		2.941

		2.2		3										GPA 2.51-3.0		2.979

		2.39		1										GPA 3.01-3.5		3.477

		2.46		4										GPA 3.51-4.0		4.18

		2.48		2

				2.9416666667		Avg s

		2.51		2.5

		2.54		1.5

		2.55		2

		2.58		3						Avg

		2.59		3.5				GPA 2.51-3.0		2.875

		2.59		2.75

		2.62		2.71

		2.73		3

		2.78		3.5

		2.79		3.5

		2.79		3.25

		2.8		3.46

		2.8		3.68

		2.8		3.81

		2.82		3.25

		2.87		4

		2.93		1

		2.93		2.25

		2.94		4

		2.95		3

		2.95		3

		2.99		2.89

				2.9795454545		Avg

		3.03		3.33

		3.04		4.25

		3.05		4.75

		3.09		1

		3.09		3.375				GPA 3.01-3.5

		3.1		4

		3.11		3

		3.11		2

		3.14		3

		3.17		3.25

		3.19		2.5

		3.2		3.69

		3.22		3.95

		3.23		3.71

		3.28		4

		3.33		4.35

		3.34		3

		3.37		3.75

		3.39		5

		3.39		3

		3.4		4.75

		3.4		4

		3.4		1

		3.41		3.46

		3.42		4.5

		3.44		3.79

				3.4771153846						Avg

		3.53		2.5

		3.55		3.5

		3.55		4.25

		3.57		5

		3.57		3.83

		3.61		4

		3.64		4.5

		3.75		4.75

		3.75		4.5

		3.76		4.5

		3.76		4.66

		3.77		4.5

		3.8		3

		3.82		5

		3.83		4

		3.87		4.25

		3.88		4.75

		3.89		3.75

				4.18		AVG





GPA vs Rank

		



Avg

GPA Range

Average Rank on Project

Average Rank on Project Compared to GPA (updated Jan 2018) N= 73



# by GPA

				GPA		option										GPA		# of Students with GPA

																GPA 2-2.5		6

				2.11												GPA 2.51-3.0		17

				2.15												GPA 3.01-3.5		19

				2.2												GPA 3.51-4.0		16

				2.39

				2.46

				2.48

				2.51

				2.54

				2.55

				2.58

				2.59

				2.59

				2.73

				2.78																						this shows that poor quality students don't succeed as ENVS majors

				2.79

				2.79

				2.82

				2.87

				2.93

				2.93												GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				2.94												GPA 2-2.5		3		3		0

				2.95												GPA 2.51-3.0		2		12		3

				2.95												GPA 3.01-3.5		3		13		2

																GPA 3.51- 4.0		8		5		2

				3.04

				3.05

				3.09

				3.09

				3.1

				3.11

				3.11

				3.14

				3.17

				3.19

				3.28						3.3-3.49		Cum Laude				GPA		Nat Science		Humanities		Geology

				3.34						3.50-3.79		Magna Cum Laude				GPA 2.0-2.5		3		3		0																						***

				3.37						3.80-4.00		Summa Cum Laude				GPA 2.5-3.29		2		21		4

				3.39												GPA 3.3 - 3.49		3		4		1

				3.39												GPA 3.50-3.79		5		3		2

				3.4												GPA 3.80-4.00		3		2		1

				3.4

				3.4

				3.42

				3.53

				3.55										GPA

				3.55										GPA below 3.3

				3.57										GPA 3.3 - 3.49				34

				3.61										GPA 3.50-3.79		Cum Laude		8

				3.64										GPA 3.80-4.00		Magna Cum Laude		10

				3.75												Summa Cum Laude		6

				3.75

				3.76

				3.77

				3.8

				3.82

				3.83

				3.87

				3.88

				3.89





# by GPA

		



# of Students with GPA

# of students with this GPA

ENVS majors by GPA  at Graduation



By Option

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with the GPA and Option

ENVS majors GPA by Option



Mean and StDev

		



# students

Students Graduating with Honors



No of each rank

		



Nat Science

Humanities

Geology

# with GPA

ENVS majors by  GPA



Male vs female

														After Graduation

		Major		Track		Avg Quality Rank		Graduat. Date		Other present at SMSU		Present off Campus		Job?		Where?		Grad School?		Where?

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-07		Botany, Wetland				N				Y		Mankato, MS in wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				Yes		MPCA, Marshall, Permit division		N

		ENVS		Hum		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Hum		2		May-07		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-08		Botany, Wetlands

		ENVS		Hum		1.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				y		Merck (Worthington)

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany								Yes		MS in GIS at St. Mary's

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2009		Botany						waitress

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2009		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany				?

		ENVS		Hum		3		May 2010		Botany								Yes		Texas- did MS, now PhD program

		ENVS		Hum		1		May 2010		Botany								Yes		MS in Educ

		ENVS		Hum		4		May 2010		Wetlands, Bot				Y		Centrol Crop Consultants

		ENVS		Hum		2.75		May 2012						?		?

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Conservation Corps, now Americorps

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Botany				Y		Veggiecation

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May 2012		Ecology, Botany										Applying to Vet school

		ENVS		Hum		2		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany										Returned to Japan- MS program

		ENVS		Hum		3		transfer to Mankato		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		5		Dec-13		Botany		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3.75		May-12		Botany										appl;ying to grad schools

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-13		Botany										moved to WI, internship

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-12		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4.25		Dec-12		Wetlands, Botany						E3 Envrionmental

		ENVS		Hum		3.25		Aug-13		Wetlands, Botany						Iowa DNR

		ENVS		Hum		4.5		May-13		Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013				Ralco Nutrition

		ENVS		Hum		4.75		Dec-13		* Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2013

		ENVS		Hum		3		Dec-12		Botany						Summit Consulting, Tok, Alaska

		ENVS		Hum		3.5		Dec-13		Botany

		ENVS		Hum		4		May-14		Wetlands, Botany concurrently

		ENVS		Hum		3		13-Dec		Botany

						3.75

						2.25

						3

						3.375

						3.2668918919		Avg

						0.889835621

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat		2.75		?		Botany, Ecology concurrently

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		May-14		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		5		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany		MnsCu URC April 2012								MS-wetlands  LSU ($22,000)

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-13		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4		May 2012		FR research; Wetlands, Botany, Ecology		MnsCu URC April 2012		Y		Harvestland Coop.  Internship

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May 2012		Wetlands, Botany, Ecology				Y		Hawk Creek watershed manager

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4		Dec-12		Wetlands, Ecology, Botany								Y		Vermont Law School

		ENVS		Nat Scie		1		May 2011		Botany, Ecology				Y		Iowa DNR		NOT graduated!

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.25		May 2009		Wetlands, Ecology				Y		Iowa Zoo- animal presenter

		ENVS		Nat. Sci		4.75		May 2009		Botany, Wetlands, Ecology								Yes		PhD in ENVS at Univ of VA

		ENVS		Nat Sci		4.5		May-08		Botany, Ecology, Wetlands

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3.25		May-08		Botany, Ecology

		ENVS		Nat Sci		2.5		May-07		Botany, Ecology				yes		MPCA, Granite Falls

		ENVS		Nat Sci		3		May-07		Botany, Ecology, Wetland				moved to Illinois				N		vet tech

						4.75

						4.75

						3.9

						3.8555555556

						1.0712676505

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-07		Botany, Wetlands				N				Y		Alaska Pacific, Enviro Ed MS

		ENVS		Geology		3.25		transfer		transfer in/out

		ENVS		Geology		4		May-13		Wetlands										MS- Geology, Univ of Washington

		ENVS		Geology		3		May 2012		Wetlands				Y		Fish & Wildlife, TN

		ENVS		Geology		4.5		May 2011		Wetlands				Y		ENTRIX, then MPCA

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2011		Wetlands,								Yes		Montana- MS in Geology

		ENVS		Geology		4.25		May 2009						moved to Sweden

		ENVS		Geology		1		May 2009										Yes		Hawaii- Env Engineering

						3.53125

						1.1451567266

		History		ENVS minor		1		May 2009		Botany				?				yes		Grad school in History

		ENVS		Minor		3.5		May 2010						?

		Educ		ENVS minor		4		May 2011		Botany				Y		School teacher

		Graphic Art		ENVS minor		1		May 2012						?		?

						2.375

						1.6007810594

		Linda's and Unknown

		ENVS				4

		ENVS				3.25		May 2009								Organic farming?

		ENVS				3.5		May-08		Botany

		ENVS				2.5		May-08		Minor?

		ENVS				1		May-07

		ENVS				4

						3.0416666667

				Avg		StdDeve

		Natural Science		3.86		1.07

		Geology		3.531		1.145

		Humanities		3.27		0.89

		Minor		2.375		1.6





Male vs female

				1.12		1.12

				1.14		1.14

				0.92		0.92

				1.6		1.6



Avg Rank +/- Std Dev

Rank by Major Option



minority

		



Average Rank

Rank by Major Option (updated May 2015)



		Year		Mean Rank				Std Deve				Year

		2006		2.8055555556				0.9982623792				2006

		2007		3.208				1.1949509603				2007

		2008		3.227				1.3462912018				2008

		2009		2.9				1.0977932626				2009

		2010		3.4375				1.4691266894				2010

		2011		3.125				1.1486707293				2011

		2012		3.923				0.6468406123				2012

		2013		3.714				1.2549101328				2013

		2014		3.6821428571				1.1290759926				2014

		2015		3.0831793321				0.8843123005				2015

		2016		3.811				0.0282				2016

		2017		3.5622				0.80436				2017

				DATA

				ENVS CAPSTONE RESEARCH STUDENTS

				Year of Presentation		Name		Avg Quality Rank				Avg minus Minority

				Fall 2006		Kathy Fenger		3				3

						Katie Elizabeth Freeman		4				4

						Amy Heiderscheidt		4				4

						Kyle Jarcho		3.75				3.75

						Oliver Kiprotich		1				2.5

						Ashley Kleven		2.5				2.5

						Kasey LaSota		2.5				2				Comments:

						Rachel Marden		2				2.5						Research methods started spring 2008 so fall 2008 1st full year

						Nick Reishus		2.5				3.03125						Tom on Sabbatical Fall '09; Linda Jones taught capstone

						Avg		2.8055555556

						Stdev		0.9982623792										Fall 2008		Kim Hoppe in capstone (ENVS minor)-  score of 1

																		Fall 2009		Tun Aye in capstone (ENS minor) -score 3.5

				Fall 2007		Greg Frank		2.5				2.5						Fall 2011		Erin Weller in capstone (ENVS minor) - score 2

						Kasey Holm		4				4						Fall 2012		Shane Neperman in captsone (ENVS minor)- score 4

						Eric Iszler		4.5				4.5

						Amy Schnoes		3.25				3.25

						Merry St. Aubin		3.5				3.5						Geology Option- no Botany or Ecology

						Amrita Tandukar		1.5				3.55						Both other options take Botany

						Avg		3.2083333333										Natural Science Option- take Botany and Ecology

						StDev		1.1949509603

				Fall 2008		Ashley Beaner		3.5				3.5

						Fred Bursack		3.5				3.5

						Rachel Chamblin		3.5				3.5

						Shradda Dhungel		4.75				3

						Nicole Gilitiuk		3				1

						Kimberley Hoppe		1				4.25

						Jeff Kelly		4.25				1

						Amanda Kiecker		1				3.5

						Brandi Pankratz		3.5				3.25

						Nic Podoll		3.25				4.25

						Megan Stegmeir		4.25

						Avg		3.2272727273				2.9444444444

						StDev		1.3462912018

				Fall 2009		Tun Aye		3.5				3

						Rachel Johnson		3				4						Mean Score

						Sharmila Timilshina		3				3.5						2.8055555556

						Kao Mong Kue		1										3.208

						Josh Brusven		4										3.227

						Avg		2.9										2.9

						StDev		1.0977932626										3.4375

				Fall 2010		Matt Moon		4.5				4.5						3.125

						Tetsuro Nagase		4.25				4						3.923

						Shane Neperman		4				1						3.714

						Logan Van DyKe		1				3.1666666667

						Avg		3.4375

						StDev		1.4691266894

				Fall 2011		Jordan Austin		4.5				4.5

						Jake Beckstrom		4				1

						Crystal Boit		2.75				2.75

						Chris Green		3				3

						Anja Hogan		3.5				3.5

						Maxon Keating		2				2

						Amanda Meine		4				4

						Leah Riley		4.5				4.5

						Tatsuro Shindoh		2				4

						Erin Weller		1				3.25

						Avg		3.125

						StDev		1.1486707293

				Fall 2012		Elina Bajracharya		3

						Brooke Burmeister		5				5

						Hadiza Raji		3.75				4

						Wokil Bam		5				4

						Levi Windingstad		4				3.5

						Kevin Okello		3				4.25

						Stephanie Speer		4				3.25

						Brian Nordby		3.5				4.5

						Tony Ross		4.25				4.75

						John Callaghan		3.25				3

						Rachel Graupmann		4.5				4.0277777778

						Diana Moe		4.75

						Abbey Finken		3

						Avg		3.9230769231

						StDev		0.6468406123

				Fall 2013		Hannah Beeler		5

						Sharon Carlson		3.5

						Jaron Christenson		3.25

						Greg Pavek		4

						Neal Maurer		3

						Jared Wagner		4.5

						John Hammonds		2.75

						Avg		3.7142857143

						StDev		1.2549101328

				Fall 2014		Jessie Fitzer		3.75

						Coleton Draeger		2.25

						Colter Forteberry		3

						Samatha Ritter		4.75

						Josh Hughes		4.75

						Jake Tews		3.375

						Manisha PrajapatiF		3.9

						AVG		3.6821428571

						StDEv		1.1290759926

				Fall 2015		Devin Ryan		3.83

						Travis Radke		2.71

						Terrance Meier		3.71

						Caci Lingen		3.79

						Krishna Ghimire		3.33

						AVG		3.0831793321

						StDEV		0.8843123005





				0.9982623792		0.9982623792

				1.1949509603		1.1949509603

				1.3462912018		1.3462912018

				1.0977932626		1.0977932626

				1.4691266894		1.4691266894

				1.1486707293		1.1486707293

				0.6468406123		0.6468406123

				1.2549101328		1.2549101328

				1.1290759926		1.1290759926

				0.8843123005		0.8843123005



'06

'07

'10

'12

Mean Rank

Year

Average Rank +/- Std Dev

Mean Project Rank by Year



		



'0 8

Mean Score

Mean Score

Mean Rank



		Year		Number at each Rank

				1		2		3		4		5

		2006		1		4		2		2		0

		2007		1		1		2		2		0

		2008		2		0		6		3		0

		2009		1		0		3		1		0

		2010		1		0		0		3		0

		2011		1		3		2		4		0

		2012		0		0		6		5		2

		2013		0		1		3		2		1

		2014		0		1		4		2		0

		2015		0		1		5		0		0

		2016						1

		2017		1		1		6		1

		Year

		2006		11.11		44.44		22.22		22.22		0				% of each score

		2007		16.67		16.67		33.33		33.33		0

		2008		18.18		0		54.55		27.27		0

		2009		20.00		0		60.00		20.00		0

		2010		25.00		0		0		75.00		0

		2011		10.00		30.00		20.00		40.00		0

		2012		0		0		46.15		38.46		15.38

		2013		0		14.29		42.86		28.57		14.29

		2014		0		14.28		57.14		28.57		0

		2015		0		16.67		83.34		0		0

		2016		0		0		100		0		0

		2017		11.11		11.11		66.67		11.11		0



'15

Mean Rank

Mean Rank (+/- Std. Dev)

Mean Project Rank by Year

0.9982623792

0.9982623792

1.1949509603

1.1949509603

1.3462912018

1.3462912018

1.0977932626

1.0977932626

1.4691266894

1.4691266894

1.1486707293

1.1486707293

0.6468406123

0.6468406123

1.2549101328

1.2549101328

1.1290759926

1.1290759926

0.8843123005

0.8843123005

0.0282

0.0282

0.80436

0.80436



		Year		Male		Female

		2006		2.42		3

		2007		3.67		2.75

		2008		3.67		3.06

		2009		3.75		2.33

		2010		3.44		0

		2011		3.1		3.15

		2012		3.83		4

		2013		3.5		4.25

		2014		3.34		4.13

		2015		3.42		3.56

		2016		3.81

		2017		3.46375		4.35





		



Male

Female

Average Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Dec 2015)



		



Male

Female

Year

Avearage Rank

Average Project Rank by Sex (updated Dec 2017)



		year		# Minority		Avg Minority Score		Non-minority Score		# non-minority

		2006		1		1		3.03		8

		2007		1		1.5		3.55		5

		2008		1		4.75		2.94		10

		2009		3		2.5		3.5		2

		2010		1		4.25		3.167		3

		2011		1		2		3.25		9

		2012		4		3.69		4.03		9

		2013		0		0		3.714		7

		2014		1		3.9		3.65		6

		2015		1		3.33		3.51		4

		2016		1		3.81

		2017		1		3.46		3.575		8

										minority is by race (does not include disabled)

		year		Avg Minority Score		Non-Minority Score

		2006		1		3.03

		2007		1.5		3.55

		2008		4.75		2.94

		2009		2.5		3.5

		2010		4.25		3.167

		2011		2		3.25

		2012		3.69		4.03

		2013		0		3.714

		2014		3.9		3.65

		2015		3.33		3.51

		2016		3.81

		2017		3.46		3.575





		



Avg Minority Score

Non-minority Score

Average Rank

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students (updated Dec 2015)



		



Avg Minority Score

Non-Minority Score

Average Rank

Average Rank of Minority vs Non-Minority Students (updated Jan 2018)




Assessment of Capstone Research

Jeffrey W. Bell, Kris Cleveland, Mostafa Hegazy, & Brent Jeffers
Exercise Science Program

Key Findings

Overview of Exercise Science Program BioTAP Rubric Background Oral/Poster Presentation Rubric Results

. . . [ - : Rubric Component Beginning | Emerging | Proficient | Advanced Table and Graph creation needs improvement (SLO 4.1)
e Exercise Science has been a stand-alone orr_natwe and summative assessment tool | Sonresirer | Game e | Gomisy | Carasien - : P ic have b P .
or since Fall of 2010 » Designed to evaluate undergraduate theses in LayoutiNavigation of Dispiay on 0 0 3 18 asics of Data Analysis have been mastere (S'-O 41)
1! ajor SINCe a. 0 . | | hiolo Poster 0% 0% 30.8% 69.2%  Difficulties in writing Abstracts (SLO 4.1)
e |n 2013, Exercise Science differentiated two ay o Overal Visual Appealof Display on 0 2 2 1 « Some concerns with Data Interpretation (SLO 4.1)
emphasis areas: Allied Health (original major) + Three main sections: Canguage Usage on Poser & ) 3 y o * Strong ability to articulate research goals (SLO 5.1)
4C fe Well IExercise Leadershi * higher-order writing issues and fundamental Presentation 0% 11.5% 42.3% 46.2% e Strong ability to develop and explain methods (SLO 5.1)
and Lorporate WeIINESSIEXEICISE Leatership elements of academic writing A o e oo e »  Some difficulty in discussing implication of findings (SLO
* In 2015, Exercise Science added a third e Target audience, contextualizing scientific Use of Scientific Terminology on 0 2 11 13 5.2)
' ' ' i~ At - Poster & Presentation 0% 7.7% 42.3% 50.0% * Ability to present table and figure meanings needs
E me)haSIS for Coaching and Human IF|{terat_ure, cc_)lfnmluE!cipon og_lrlesearch aims T - : - - subséntiapl oot (SLg o g
erfrormance e Requires critical thinkinag skills to Poster & Presentation 0% 19.2% 23.1% 57.7% _ : |
: : : : - i Introduction on Poster & Presentation 0 5 12 9 e Did not always POSSESS a deep understandlng of the
e |In2015. E S b ff th synthesize sources, analyze data, &
n , EXEICISE SCIENCE DEgan ofiering the ’ ’  ___ i 1925 6.2 4.5 scientific literature and the implications of findings upon
Corporate Wellness/Exercise Leadership major ‘evaluate hypotheses N 0% 1150 20 806 S questioning by science faculty (SLO 5.2)
on 3 Twin Cities campuses e Mid-order and lower-order writing Results on Poster & Presentation 0 6 15 5 » Similar overall performance of students at Marshall and
. « Manuscript organization, writing mechanics, . . % 23.1% >1.1% 19.2% Normandale campuses where assessed
e Atall campuses combined. there are ~225 T ) _ Conclusions on Poster & Presentation 0 3 14 9
. ’ citations, figure and table presentation 0% 11.5% 53.8% 34.6% _
mlfljors | | | " : » This section was critical to evaluate SLO 4.1 References on Poster - - e Program Recommendations
* A Exer(_:lse Sclence majors, regar eSS 0 » Quality of scientific work Question Period on Presentation 0 KN L - e Students need greater exposure to reading and writing
emphasis area or campus are required to take « Accuracy and appropriateness of the . ° > > I abstracts
y pp p Overall Presentation 1 2 12 11
a Capstone Research course that requires the research 3.8% 7.7% 46.2% 42.3%  Students need greater experience creating and interpreting

figures and graphs

' A '  Moderate to substantial inter-rater reliabilit —— . . - -
f:ollectlon Qf original data, data analysis, Reynolds et al.. 2009) y Oral Communication Results * Aprogrammatic d|scus_s_|on about the efflcacy of preparing

Interpretation of results, and formal our students for the writing challenges in capstone research

presentation as a pOSter * BIOTAP has been determined to be appropriate for Rubric Component Beginning | Emerging | Developing | Advanced using other disciplines’ courses should occur
other diSCi Iines es eciaII STEM Competency | Competency | Competency | Competency _ _ _ _
P , €SP y Purpose of Oral Discourse 0 0 5 3 o Agreater programmatic discussion should occur regarding

Programmatic Approach to Assessment BioTAP Results Sroanzational Swategies o 2k e oL the appropriateness of Capstone Research for all emphasis

areas In the major as opposed to those that most often lead
- - PR 7.1% 14.3% 42.9% 35.7%
Exercise Science program goals that are addressed within Effective Transitions 0 5 3 6 to graduate or professional school study
the capstone reserach course include: 0.0% 35.7% 21.4% 42.9%

BIoTAP Rubric Component No Somewhat Yes
Higher-Order Writing Issues

Goal 4: Students will develop critical thinking skills and bemonstrates Vocal Variety & 0 3 8 3 Challenges
' ' ithi ' ' he writing appropriate for the target audience? 0 4 6 Appropriate Diction 0.0% 21.4% IR 21.4%
problem-solving technigques within exercise science. 'S the writing approp 9 - o 100 S Demonstrates Nonverbal Behavior that 0 3 6 5 W ativel that h dlv. Thi
. . 0 0 0
Student Learning Outcome 4.1: Demonstrate competence in fﬂupports\cfefba' 'V'?Sstff‘geA — 0-8% 21;% 421-3% 35-27% © ?gsv?hrzssl\k;ignnsg'?';og[)aThaz chSjeg'rtO(\:/\rl]r;lrlzﬁl g’ tollfee
.. . . . . . ; anages communication Anxie It | |
data analysis including preparation and interpretation of graphs Does the manuscript make a compelling argument for the 0 8 2 Effecﬁvew g 0.0% 14.3% 71 4% 14.3% Jrow J bl . 19Ing P
and tables: significance of the student’s research within the context of 0% 80% 20% Uil Piesiiaon A Eraonval N 1 - 5 up with a large number of student majors on 4 different
' the current literature? : ' :
Goal 5: Students will be able to generate, evaluate, and Does the manuscript clearly articulate the students 5 5 . a— - 0.8% 7.1% 501.2% 42.19% campuses. Having adjunct faculty deliver courses makes
ommunicate exercise science oriented information research goals? 0% 0% 20% yle/Language Use ooy T el o assessment challenging, in theory, but our colleagues on the
. U% ) A% 1% .
Student Learning Outcome 5.1: Utilize the scientific method to h killfull he results OR d 2-year campuses who teach our courses are very engaged in
L. Does the manuscript skillfully interpret the results OR does 1 8 1 ] ] ] - -
create hypotheses, experimental designs, and data the thesis provide an insightful explanation of the reasons 10% 80% 10% Written Communication Results these collao_oratlve processes. As our programmatic
o | ! _ underlying the lack of clear results? understanding of assessment has grown, we have had to
fS_tlé(_jem Legrglflg OUtfor'nebati. Colrr]mur(;u_:ate .et>.<per|mental Lisntdfﬁ;esaocsEzriﬁlelirr;gaiiﬁgﬁgﬁit?gl of tjhtehi;rrlgggzti;giuo;sion 0 S L Rubric Component Begining ' Developing [ Practcing T Accomplished refine the assessment timeline and even some of our
Indings and data analysis both or nd in writing. 0 0 0 ompetency- | Competency- | Competency- | Competency- -
J y aly a J of possible future studies or alternative approaches? 15t Year ond Yegr 3rd Year Ath Year assessment tools to ensure we are evaluatmg the SLOs
Mid- and Lower-Order Writing Issues Purpose and Audience 0 1 3 6 consistently with our goals and delivery methods. The
e Toevaluate SLOs 4.1 and 5.1, we used the The Is the manuscript clearly organized? 08/0 46‘% 655% P 0-8% 10§% 3Of% GOf% greatest challenge our program has faced regarding
Biology Thesis Assessment Protocol (BIoTAP) 0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% assessment is the time that it takes to coordinate our efforts
s the manuscript free of writing errors? 4 3 3 Development and Support 0 2 6 5 : - ST
e To evaluate SLO 5.2 we used the SMSU oral and p g . - > p pp = oo o oo and discuss the meanings of our findings.
written communication rubrics along with a self- __ . . Organization 0 2 3 5 Next Steps
d _ d b _ Are the citations presented consistently and professionally 0 2 8 0.0% 20.0% 30.0% 50.0%
throughout the text and in the list of works cited? 0% 20% 80% : _ - L
esigned rubric oRnoT e T ancin e TT oTOrs e ° ° ° S > o oo > Assessing Goal 1: Students will understand the scientific

Assessment Plan and Tlmetable Are the tables and figures clear, effective, and informative? 2 4 4 Sentence Structure 0 1 5 A Orincip|es governing human movement anc Student
20% 40% 40% 0.0% 10.0% 50.0% 40.0% :

_earning Outcome 1.1 anatomical principles of movement,

e Inthe first round of programmatic assessment since Ay of Seientific ork Mechanics and Presentation oo oy " oby Hvsiological adantat . f
the program inception, we have put our courses on Ve e L 0 '7 3 b physiological adaptations o exercise, components ot
5 - Does the manuscript represent the student's significant 0 0 10 0.0% 70.0% 30.0% 0.0% movement patterns and nutritional/ energy needs during
d 'year rotation scientific research? 0% 0% 100% Citing Sources 1 1 3 5 normal dally activities and exercise
 \We chose to assess several SLOs in some courses . _ 100% 10.2% 0% 0%
s the literature review accurate and complete? 1 7 2 R ef erences
and several COUrSes for other SLOs i o % Notes: ~ 25% of all students in Capstone Research were
* The plan was designed to capture student Are the methods appropriate given the student's research 0 0 10 assessed via BioTAP or via the Written Communication Rubric Reynolds, J., Smith, R., Moskovitz, C., & Sayle, A. (2009). BioTAP:
performance on Knowledge as well as Questions? % e 100% regardless of campus. ~50% of Marshall campus students were A systematic approach to teaching scientific writing and evaluating
Sk|||3/Apt|tudeS related to broad areas of Exercise Is the data analysis appropriate, accurate, and unbiased? 0 1 9 assessed via the Oral Communication Rubric during Celebrate undergraduate theses. Bioscience, 59(10), 896-903.

: : T : 0% 10% 90% '
Science as an interdisciplinary field Science Week 2017.




Buffalo, Salmon & Pandas...Oh My!

An Interdisciplinary Approach to LEP Assessment
By: Cindy Aamlid, Anita Gaul, & Rick Herder

Overview The Process: Interdisciplinary Approach Assessment Findings

We teach courses that fulfill the LEP Diversity Goal: e Students in these three lower-level Diversity

Table 2. Intercultural Knowledge Results

o HUM 230 World Religions courses are starting to see themselves as part of

O COMM 230 Interpersonal & Cross-Cultural AAC&U VALUE Assessment Process | | a larger global community and are developing a
Communicatioﬁ | (Rhodes & Finley, 2013) Dimension Percentof  Percent of set of skills needed for appropriate cross-cultural
0 50CI211 Marriage and Family Work Work interactions. These students have a solid base
Collected le of 5 f Products Products from which to continue developing these skills
® Lollected a sdampile o apers 1rom one

Problem: How do we demonstrate that students _ P Pap Scored 2 or Scored 3 or h £ their coll

. assignment per course Higher Higher OVET The COUTse OT thelr COTIEEE Careet.
are meeting the LEP goal? Can faculty across
disciplines come together to assess an LEP goal IK1 Cultural Selt- 7% 03% L -

P | | 5 | 5 e Participated in a 3-hour “scoring workshop” AWArENESS e This is just a snapshot of our students in lower
area, using different assignments from each o : . - level courses. There is a continued need for
course? ¢ Discussed assumptions of the rubric and IK2 Cultural Worldview 87% 37% ,

4 rules IK3 Empathy 03%, 50%, students to be exposed to multiple cultural
_ | | grour;z e b , IK4 Communication 57% 704 practices, beliefs, values, etc., to increase
Sol.utlon. Use a common rubric to assess a single Le\(/je or 32\;ng/1 le expectations for Skills knowledge and understanding of cultural
assignment that is a regular part of each course stu ents. in -level courses | K5 Curiosity 979% 5704 worldviews.
Start .Wll'h 4 (JI:)d work to the right IK6 Openness 97% 63%

What we hope to accomplish... " Zeroisan op:on S e |IK4 Communication Skills: A lower score was due
* Learn to conduct assessment as a group: We are not changing the rubric toaay For work scored a 2 or higher: to the assighment not asking for this directly

Don’t be a silo " ook for concrete statements T |
* Determine if one assignment can be used to 0 students scored consistently high on > of

assess LEP SLOs for Diversity % Scored a sample paper for norming, in the 6 dimensions of the rubric:
e Will this be like herding cats? order to ensure some sort of interrater O Students scored the lowest on dimension ** ldentify rubric before semester begins: rework

agreement of communication skills (IK4), with 57% assignments to align with rubric

Common Rubric: VALUE Rubric scoring a 2 or higher. .

. Have conversations: can one assignment cover
** Double scored student papers

all six of the sub-outcomes

Why the AAC&U VALUE Rubric

| o = Assigned each paper an “animal name” (a tip Strengths and weaknesses show up more
. DeS'gneq to be used across d'SC'Ff"”e?r .across from English...Thank you!!) clearly for the work scored at 3 or above: % Collaborate: there is value in sharing across
preparation .Ievels, and across universities = Faculty member could not score own class 0 Almost two-thirds of students (63%) disciplines
(Rhodes & Finley, 2013) = Reconciled scoring differences if more than 1 demonstrated an openness toward
* We didn’t want to reinvent the wheel value apart culturally different others (IK6). «» Discuss appropriate sampling plan: we scored
. 0 57% of students exhibited a curious 30 papers since that was doable
Table 1. Alignment of LEP SLOs with Intercultural +* Reflected on outcomes

attitude (IK5) by asking deeper questions
%* Share rubric with students: make them active
about other cultures.

" How we can revise our assignments so participants in assessment

Knowledge and Competence VALUE Rubric s What we have learned

_EP Sub-outcomes VALUE Rubric Criteria
O Half of the student work (50%) showed
Demonstrate awareness of Knowledge: Cultural self- students can demonstrate what they know _ ( )
versonal identity areness « Tips for using this process empathy towards differences (IK3) and Final thoughts:
Engage in cross-cultural  Attitudes: Openness about half (53%) exhibited a cultural self- .
interactions Skills: Communication You do not have to reinvent the wheel,
awareness (IK1). R I
View other cultures from Knowledge: Cultural - we can break down silos,
multiple perspectives orldviewrs O Students had the most difficulty e wee ot ke herding cate!
Explore own bias Knowledge: Cultural self- demonstrating a sophisticated worldview g '

awareness (37% on IK2) and demonstrating

ntegrate and apply diverse Attitudes: Curiosity _ . . o
nerspectives communication skills (7% on 1K4). Rhodes, Terry & Ashley Finley. 2013. Using the VALUE Rubrics for

Improvement of Learning and Authentic Assessment. Association of
American Colleges and Universities: Washington, DC.

Develop an informed Skills: Empathy
concern for greater good

www.Poster Presentations.com




Source Evaluation Assessment:

Annotated Bibliographies in First Year Seminar

Pam Gladis, Mara Wiggins, Chelsea Wyman
McFarland Library

Assessment Project Overview

Since the 2013-14 academic year, librarians have
introduced a source evaluation tool (CRAAP) as part of the
information literacy component of First Year Seminar (LEP
100). This tool has students look critically at sources for

= Currency
= Relevance
= Authority
= Accuracy
= Purpose

While group active learning tasks were taking place
during the library instruction sessions as a way to gauge
learning, we wanted to see how well individual students
could apply the CRAAP test. With that goal in mind, we
developed an Annotated Bibliography assignment for faculty
to use in their LEP 100 classes. The assignment idea was
introduced during regularly scheduled meetings about LEP
100. Many faculty agreed to give the assignment a try and
for many classes this replaced a research paper
assignment.

Since LEP 100 wasn’t designed as a writing course but
Includes an information literacy component, the annotated
bibliography assignment moves emphasis to gathering and
evaluating sources Vvs. writing a paper.

Many of the faculty who incorporated this into this course
also agreed to provide the bibliographies to the librarians for
scoring.

Ll v fe|rlAalChY,

S INLFlolrImialT I lO|N

Assessment Project Data

2016-2017 Academic Year

= 12 LEP 100 sections participated
= Nine Fall 2016
= Frankie Albitz
= Mary Ellen Daniloff-Merrill (2 sections)
= Emily Deaver
= Brett Gaul
= Lisa Lucas (2 sections)
= Sheila Tabaka (2 sections)
= Three Spring 2017
= Frankie Albitz
= Emily Deaver
= Sheila Tabaka

= 229 Student Annotated Bibliographies

= 3 Librarians Scoring
= Pam Gladis
= Mara Wiggins
= Chelsea Wyman

OSTER TEMPLATEBY
www.PosterPresentations.com

LEP Outcome: Critical Thinking
Be critical thinkers who evaluate information wisely and examine
how assumptions and positions are shaped.

FYS Library Instruction
Goal 4: To introduce the CRAAP tool for evaluating sources
Student Learning Outcome 4.1: Students will be able to apply
the five criteria of the CRAAP test to evaluate sources

Learning Outcomes

Original Scoring Rubric - 2016-17

Exemplary

Acceptable

Quantity Cites the number  Cites one source

of sources
outlined in the
assignment.

of
Sources

Writing is well-
organized and is
clearly written
without spelling
or grammar
errors.

Grammar

Citations are
formatted
correctly.

Citations

Key findings are
summarized
clearly and
thoroughly for all
sources.

Summary

Annotations
identify when the
item was
published and
indicates impact
for topic.

Currency
of Source

Relationship of
ideas in sources
to paper topic or

project clearly

described.

Relevance
of Source

Annotations
largely, or fully,
characterize

Authority

of Source author, audience,

and publisher of
sources.

Each annotation
addresses the

Accurac
y verifiability of the

of SoUrce iyiormation in the

source.

Each annotation
clearly identifies

PUrpose the reason the

of Source information exists

and identifies
potential biases.

All annotations
Source explain and

Reflection/ Justify potential

Justification ~ Use of each
resource.

under the required
number of sources.

Writing is well-
organized and is
clearly written with
fewer than three

spelling or grammar reasonably organized.

errors.

There are a few
formatting errors in
the citations.

Key findings are
summarized clearly
and thoroughly for
most sources.

Most annotations
Identify when the
item was published.

Attempt is to relate
Ideas in sources to
paper topic or
project sometimes
fuzzy or unclear.

Annotations usually
accurately
characterize author,
audience, and
publisher of
sources.

Most annotations
address the
verifiability of the
Information in the
source.

Most annotations
clearly identify the
reason the
Information exists
and identifies
potential biases.

Most annotations
Include a
justification for
using the source.

Developing Minimal
Cites two to three
sources under the
required number of
sources.

Cites more than
three less than
required.

Writing contains three-
five errors in writing
mechanics and is

Writing contains
more than five
errors in writing
mechanics.

There are many and/or There is little or no
frequent formatting  adherence to the
errors in the citations.  citation format.

Key findings are either
unclear or limited in
Scope.

Key findings are
not clearly
Identified.

Some of the
annotations identify
when the item was

published.

Date of publication
IS not addressed
In the annotation.

Attempt to relate ideas
In sources to paper or
project topic results in
Inaccurate
representations.

No attempt is
made to relate
ideas in sources to
paper topic.

Annotations often lack Annotations do not

such information or accurately
frequently describe author,
mischaracterize audience, or

author, audience, or
publisher of sources.

publisher of most
sources.

Some annotations
address the verifiability
of the information in
the source.

No attempt to
address
verifiability is in
the annotations.

Some annotations
No attempt to

clearly identify the _—
y . ty . Identify the
reason the information
. purpose or
exists and may or may L
L . potential biases of
not identify potential
. the source.
biases.
Few or no
Some annotations annotations
Include a justification include a

for using the source.  justification for

using the source.

Aggregate Assessment Data

The following table indicates the percentage of students
from all 12 sections who scored at each level of the
rubric for the five areas of the CRAAP test.

LEP 100 Annotated Bibliography Assessment:
CRAAP Evaluation

I |
EXEMPLARY

. T
ACCEPTABLE

- 12]
DEVELOPING

22
MINIMAL |

I I ‘ ‘ ‘
10 30 40 50

m Currency  Relevance = Authority = Accuracy = Purpose

What We Learned

= Rubric needed revision

= Not all aspects of the rubric could be used to score each
bibliography
= Summary & Source Reflection/Justification weren't
required by all faculty

= Quantity of Sources was unnecessary information for an
evaluative (not grading) rubric

= Faculty had varying expectations of
= how many sources to evaluate (two to eight)
= how to do a modified annotated bibliography assignment
= citation formats (difficult for us to discern expectations)

= Realized we could use part of the SMSU Writing Rubric to
capture assessment data applicable to the Communication
LEP Outcome

= Recognized specific areas of confusion by students using
the CRAAP test

= e.g., Students could identify the date of the source, but
not articulate the impact of that date on their research

= e.g., Students confused popularity with accuracy
= e.g.. Students struggled distinguishing source types

= Scoring 229 bibliographies was a bit crazy ©; a random
sample will be considered in the future

= |t would be awesome to have every LEP 100 class
participate

Adjustments to the Rubric

Revisions made to the scoring rubric:
= Added Source Types
= Removed Quantity of Sources

= Separated Grammar into two specific areas and
used two lines from the SMSU Writing Rubric

= Sentence Structure
= Mechanics & Punctuation

= This allows for potential use of that data to
be used as a baseline for the
Communication LEP Goal

= Currency separated into two areas:
= Date
" |mpact
= Purpose separated into two areas
= Reason
= Bias
= Removed Source Reflection/Justification

(Updated rubric available for review upon request)

Adjustments to Source Evaluation Instruction Session

= Needed to change from single format examples (websites)
to evaluating multiple formats (book, journal article,
newspaper article, website)

= Decided to move to a common theme (health benefits of
chocolate) instead of tailoring examples to each LEP topic

= Revised the CRAAP evaluation handout
= Adjusted talking points
= Created an active learning handout with blank spaces

for note-taking vs. all information provided

= Provided incentives for participation

Sources

Rinto, E. (2013). Developing and Applying an Information Literacy Rubric
to Student Annotated Bibliographies. Evidence Based Library and
Information Practice, 8(3), 5-18. doi:http://dx.dol.org/10.18438/B8559F
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s There A Nurse In The House? RN to BSN Program

Assessment

Nancyruth Leibold, EdD, RN, PHN, CNE & Laurie Jo Johansen, PhD, RN
Department of Nursing, Southwest Minnesota State University

RN to BSN Program Learning Outcomes and 2017 Data Other Sources of Data

Purpose of Evaluation

> Assess the effectiveness and value of > The RN to BSN Program Learning Outcomes and Assessment Data are reported in Table 1 » Spring 2016 Attrition Rate 7%
the entire RN to BSN Program through below. » Spring 2017 Attrition Rate 5%
careful appraisal, focusing on strengths > We have revised how we do group work to promote team-focused skills in students. Faculty » 50 Graduates from program (2017)
and areas for development in the have observed more harmonious teamwork on course projects and more likelihood to work in » 100% Employment Rate after
program teams, when teamwork is made optional. Graduation
> Multifaceted data from > Students have also requested that courses are offered more frequently, so they can progress » Employer satistaction (new, so only
» Course syllabi through the program at a faster rate. two responses)
» Curricular mapping » Consistent Program Template used for
» Course evaluations Course Syllabi
» Course pass rates Table 1. Achievement of the RN to BSN Program Learning Outcomes by Graduates
g g;ttjiilfe;\;i?(l)t;mm/employer Program Learning Outcomes Average Value (1 -5
> Employment rates scale; > high) Student Qualitative Comments:
» Graduation/completion rates = _ _ _ “Quality Program! *
> Alumni progression xamine the Scope and Standards of Practice and the Standards of Professional Performance 4.92 “The (change) project was a fun assignment that
» Program and Institution Mission e el — . . - A - :
> Senior exit interviews Construct an appreciation of cultural diversity through cultural assessment (Level/Goal 1) 4.87 required P to C”“Ca_”y think through th_e_ ”
. . process of implementing change at a facility.
> _evgl Four Program Assessment Successfully complete liberal education program (Level/Goal 1) 4.68 “The online nursing conference was a great way
> In this poster, we share our |atest Integrate awareness of issues related to chronic iliness in rural settings and apply nursing 4.95 to have us present a topic.”
program assessment. process to meet diverse and unique needs of individuals and families (Level/Goal 2)
Utilize evidence based resources in the community assessment process and propose patient- 4.95 : : : ,
RN to BSN Program Courses centered health teaching interventions (LeV6|/Gan| 2) y il “Semor CXit Ir!terVI.eW Comments:
Demonstrate the ability to apply scientific method to a public health concern (Level/Goal 3) 4.87 The program itself is goo_d. Professors are there
for me. | told one of my friends — I've never been
Analyze evidence related to pathophysiology to promote patient safety and quality outcomes 4.89 able to school where you are welcomed and seem
(Leve /Go | | Sl _ | to matter. This is one of its own kind. 1do
> Transitions to Baccalaureate Nursing Evaluate evidence based practices for integration into nursing practice (Level/Goal 3) 4.95 matter.”
» Transcultural Nursing Demonstrate collaboration as a healthcare team member through the formulation of 4.97 “Student interaction with faculty — the faculty
» Chronic lliness in Rural Settings connection with community health agencies and nurse leaders (Level/Goal 4) listened and understood that the student is there
> Health Care Policy & Informatics Apply theory, res_earch findings, and evidence to address common situations in health care 4.92 to learn. Approachable. Don’t tell you what to
» Pathophysiology SySlemieadeiSIENL.evEe!S(C 9IS SN tia) _ learn — but lead you to learning. Really
> Prevention & Population Health Combine the kr_lowledge, skills, and a.tt_ltudes of the BSN nurse through community health and 4.89 developed personal relationship as colleagues.
> Practicum Seminar nurse leadership precepted opportunities (Level/Goal 4) We felt like we are all nurse colleagues.”

> Evidence Based Practice : : : : “Impressed with proagram. I'm beinqg recruited for
Jo= | Student Satisfaction P prog 9
» Organizational & System Leadership _ Student Exit Interviews employment at a public health agency because |

» Clinical Practicum am at SMSU.”
> Nursing Electives — Clinical Reasoning Program Goal is to Earn 80% or 4.0 or Higher > “My critical thinking has really developed. | now look “I'll be sending students in your direction.”
and Judgment and Comprehensive for evidence to support what | am saying and using in “| am proud to be an SMSU grad! You listened to
Health Assessment my practice. | can articulate what | need to in much what we said and made changes...it has been
Satisfaction with: Average more in depth. This helps me communicate better huge.”
_ Value (1 -5 scale) with providers and different medical disciplines.”
Assessment Plan and Timetable SMSU RN to BSN Program 4.8 What's Next?
Option of Online Course 4.89
Program Curriculum 4.39
» The Ove_rall Prog_ram Assessment Plan Quagllity of Curriculum 474 Contacts The Faculty follow the OPAP as the guide to
(OPAP) Is our guide. Quality of Facult 182 continuous quality improvement in the RN to
» We rotate a Goal Assessment for each ality |15 ' | .
b= Clinical Experiences 466 Nancyruth Leibold We do Nursing BSN Prpgram. | |
> For examble Fall 2017 is Goal 1, Spring On-Campus Experiences 4.42 Hancyruth.feibold@smsu.edy Program Assessment RPCOgERO re-evaluationygueiTy COLENES
- ’ - ’ - Would recommend the nursing program to a - - more frequently
2018 1s Goal 2, Fall 2018 I1s Goal 3, Spring - atllg ogansen Continued re-assessment of teamwork
2019 is Goal 4 and repeat iriend/colleague 2.00 Laurie.Johansen@smsu.edu  What's Your Superpowers

processes
» Overall Program Assessment completed every

two years - involving Faculty and Nurse
Review Team

» Alumni Surveys at 1 and 3 years


mailto:Nancyruth.leibold@smsu.edu
mailto:Laurie.Johansen@smsu.edu

| EP Assessment of Written Communication and Critical Thinking In the

RN to BSN Program
Nancyruth Leibold, EdD, RN, PHN, CNE & Laurie Jo Johansen, PhD, RN

Learning Outcomes and Assessment Accomplishments! Challenges

Level 4 Project to Assess

Communication and Critical Thinking In
the RN to BSN Program

** The Learning Outcomes of focus for this Assessment Project, the 2017 data, and ** Finding the time to complete the
Interventions are summarized in Table 1. Assessments Is a Challenge!
*LEP = Liberal Education Program
** Faculty have taken interventions to improve the importance of citing sources in the text of the s Starting everything from new since
<SLO = Student Learning Outcomes project and referencing full sources at the end of the project (papers, posters, and the RN to BSN Program Is new to
PowerPoint presentations). SMSU.
*The purpose of evaluating LEP SLOs is to
assess quality and effectiveness of LEP SLOs ** Faculty devised learning activities and assessment focused on being aware of assumptions * Every student has an individualized
in order to meet the needs of our students and and checking assumptions. academic plan and progresses
the people we serve. through the RN to BSN program at a
able 1. RN to BSN Learning Outcomes, Goals, LEP SLOs and Assessment Summary unigue pace. This could skew data
ozoCurren“y, the RN to BSN program IS . | R | | collected to assess interventions.
conducting a Level 4 Project CN:ursmg Nursing Program rogrammatic LEP S_tudent 2016-17 Data (Level 3 Interventions Based on | |
ourses Goals _evel _Student Ic_)ee:rnmg Data) 2016-17 Data % Less time to stress importance of
_earnin m : : -
«Communication and Critical Thinking is being Oiatlcomis SO developing habits with students who
assessed. NURS 300 | _ _ _ progress through the program at a
ntegrate nursing Examine the Communicate All students metthe  Strengthened areas rapid rate
knowledge, liberal Scope and Effectively Third Year LEP (citations/references and '
*During a 2016-17 Assessment Project, we (Level/Goal 1  arts, cultural Standards of Writing Outcomes assumptions) into
identified the RN to BSN students show Course In awareness, and caring Practice and assignment review videos 2.105
development with: Program) through collaboration the Standards and included Dr. Leibold's
#Critical Thinking with the health care of Professional Citation/Reference video L E P
X . i team to provide Performance
»Communication patient centered and Created APA resources in Liberal
holistic care D2L RN to BSN Program Education
‘*Areas identified for Iimprovement are: Information Center. Program
“*being aware of assumptions

“*challenging or checking assumptions Started need for

<citing all sources within student work awareness of ™"
(in-text) assumptions in Additional Comments
discussion assignments -
building on this

throughout course.

“* Now that we have a process in place to

Programmatlc Approach to NURS 435 Combine critical Apply theory,  Communicate All students metthe Produced avideo Icr)ltegrla:t?) = SLg assessmetn;IS mt.?[ Qur
Assessment of LEP SLOs thinking, health care  research Effectively Fourth Year LEP (Leibold) to clarify the vera r_ogram_ ss_es_smen an,_l LS
(Level/Goal 4 information findings, Writing Outcomes and differences between much easier to Tit this into our routine
Course in technology, and clinical Be critical Advanced LEP Critical citations and references. assessments.
* The RN to BSN Program Faculty use the Overall Program) evidence based reasoning, and thinkers who Thinking Outcomes in A S al Thank Y
Program Assessment Plan (OPAP), which findings to make evidence to evaluate NURS 435. Faculty Integrated assumption pecia al ou
includes our LEP assessment decisions that address information observed these areas awareness activities into
prorlrjtot? s_afety and c_czmrpon Wisely anr(]j \ll_verel;g)t nszt(i:n other HSSZSLO43I\5IUI§_\E43O T\ngl % A special thank you to the CIA and Academic
o guality to improve situations examine how evel/Goa ourses, . This includes : : .
X The_RN to BSN Faculty vyork together as a team batient outcomes n quality assumptions  so this is an area for . videos, on-campus Af_falrs f_or granting our mini-grants to fund
to discuss assessment findings together. improvement  and positions development. learning activities, and this project!
leadership. are shaped. assignhments.

®

»» The Focus of Faculty Discussions are on:
** What is going well and working to move
learners toward the intended outcomes

®

_ Contacts
Assessment Plan and Timetable Next Steps

Nancyruth Leibold,

| % The Overall Program Assessment Plan « In 2018, we continue with our LEP Nancyruth.leibold@smsu.edu
* Wh | Improved . . ’ . . ' '
at coUNE (OPAP) includes our timetable for Assessment to study the interventions
2 Sharing of ideas and strategies by faculty in assessme.nt of a_II items in the RN to BSN _that we |m_ple_mented In Fall of 2017 to Laur!e Johansen
. . Program, including LEP SLOs. Improve citation and reference use and Laurie.Johansen@smsu.edu
course design, resources, curriculum, and R . . . .
. . . ** Next assessment is the Spring 2018 Increase awareness and checking of
teaching/learning strategies to support .
semester. assumptions

Intended course and program outcomes


mailto:Nancyruth.leibold@smsu.edu
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Critical Thinking Gains in LEP 100: First Year Seminar and

HONR 140: Introduction to Honors
Dr. Brett Gaul, Professor of Philosophy

o

Pretest and Posttest

The Modified Moorburg Letter

The Modified Moorburg Letter Is a
critical thinking assessment developed
by Brett Gaul that Is based on the
Ennis-Weir Critical Thinking Essay
Test. After reading an eight paragraph
long letter to the editor (The Moorburg
Letter), students identify the
conclusion and evaluate the argument.

Students in all sections of LEP 100:
First Year Seminar are supposed to
take The Modified Moorburg Letter
twice—once before using Morrow and
Weston’s A Workbook for Arguments,
and once afterwards.

| have taught nine sections of LEP

100: First Year Seminat.
While the original Ennis-Weir requires

students to write nine paragraphs—
one paragraph evaluating the
reasoning in each paragraph of the
letter and then a paragraph making an
overall assessment of the reasoning—
the Modifled Moorburg Letter makes
grading easier by requiring
abbreviated assessments of the
reasoning in each paragraph and only
one written paragraph about the
overall evaluation of the argument.

Average Overall Modified Moorburg

Letter Scores for My Sections of LEP 100

Semester Pretest Posttest Gain
Fall 2010 104 18.4 8.0
Fall 2011  11.6 11.9 3
Sp. 2013 9.3 8.2 -1.1
Fall 2013-1 9.6 13.3 3.7
Fall 2013-2 8.9 11.0 2.1
Fall 2014-1 7.6 10.7 3.1
Fall 2014-2 10.1 11.2 1.1
Fall 2016  10.1 10.3 2
Fall 2017 9.4 13.3 3.9
Average 9.7 12.0 2.3

Modified Moorburg Letter Scoring

In the original Ennis-Weilr, paragraphs
1-8 are worth up to three points each,
and paragraph 9 Is worth up to five
points. Best possible score: 29.

Percentage of My LEP 100 Students Able

to Correctly Identify the Conclusion

Semester Pretest Posttest Gain
Fall 2013-1 17% 0% 53%
Fall 2013-2 21% 3% 52%
Fall 2014-1 4% 96% 92%
Fall 2014-2 11% 81% 70%
Fall 2016 32% 56% 24%
Fall 2017 21% 87/% 66%
Average 18% 1% 5%

In the Modified Moorburg Letter,
students receive up to two points for
Identifying the conclusion, up to three
points for their evaluation of each
paragraph, and up to three points for
their overall evaluation of the
argument. Best possible score: 29.

HONR 140: Introduction to Honors

Like LEP 100: First Year Seminar,
HONR 140: Introduction to Honors
also counts for MnTC Goal 2: Critical
Thinking. Since | teach the latter
course as well, | also use the
Modified Moorburg Letter in it.

| have taught two sections of HONR
140: Introduction to Honors.

Average Overall Modified Moorburg

| etter Scores for HONR 140

Semester Pretest Posttest Gain
Fall 2016  13.2 15.2 2.0
Fall 2017 114 14.9 3.5
Average 12.3 15.1 2.0

Percentage of HONR 140 Students Able

to Correctly Identify the Conclusion

Semester Pretest Posttest Gain
Fall 2016  44% 100%  56%
Fall 2017 42% 83%  41%
Average 43% 2%  49%

Although the average increases in The
Modified Moorburg Letter scores from
pretest to posttest of 2.3 points in LEP
100 and 2.8 in HONR 140 might not
seem like much, these amount to a
19.9% average Iincrease in LEP 100 and
an 18.6% average increase in HONR
140.

While these Increases represent a
modest improvement In students’
argument evaluation abilities, much
greater gains In critical thinking were
made In the students’ ability to correctly
Identify the conclusion of the argument.
In the pretest, only 18% of the LEP 100
students and 43% HONR 140 students
could correctly identify the conclusion of
The Moorburg Letter. In the posttest,
however, 77% of the LEP 100 students
and 92% of the HONR 140 students
could correctly identify the conclusion.

The takeaway: At least regarding the
critical thinking skills assessed by The
Modified Moorburg Letter, both LEP 100
and HONR 140 produced measurable
gains In critical thinking that should not
be dismissed.
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Introduction

This poster offers an assessment narrative for the
PWC major. The narrative discusses:

1.the processes we used,;
2.the data we currently have;
3.our responses to this data,;
4.and our future plans.

FIG. 1: Graduates Guide Our Processes

Assessment Processes Used

*Program review
o LEP Matrix
Prioritization Report
PWC Student Portfolios (see Fig. 1 & Fig. 2.)*
*NOTE: Two different groups of portfolios

have been read and assessed per program
goals
PWC Student Videos
*Grade data for ENG 492 cover letters and
resumes before and after ENG 289 was added
to the major (see Fig. 1)
ENG 360 final project data**

*NOTE: Two different groups of final
projects have been read and assessed per the

Assessment Narrative of
SMSU'’s Professional Writing & Communication (PWC) Major

Drs. Amanda Bemer & Teresa Henning
Professional Writing & Communication

Assessment Data

Program Review: Students are meeting
PWC goals but more emphasis is needed
on core writing courses, internships, and
promoting the major.

LEP Matrix: All LEP goals are present
across the major but assessment data all
relate to the LEP communication outcome
and/or PWC goals.

Prioritization report: Current practices
should be continued.

PWC Student Portfolios: Students are
meeting PWC goals.

PWC Student Videos: Students who
convey a clear identity as a professional
writer in their videos seem to have easier
Jjob placement.

Grade data: When PWC students take
ENG 289, their ENG 492 resumes and
cover letters are a grade-level better than
those not taking ENG 2809.

ENG 360 data: All students are
performing near level 3 of the LEP Writing
Rubric, but as has been true of English
151 and 251 writing courses, students are
underperforming in the area of citing
sources (see Fig. 3).

Program Review &
Grade Data

2. Added ENG 289
as a required
course to the
curriculum

4. Added 251 as a
hard prereq. for
ENG 360

LEP Matrix & 360
Data

2. Noticed the SMSU 3.

writing rubric does
not address PWC
major goal related
to visual design

Response to Assessment Data

1. Reduced the
number of overall
credits in major
while increasing
the number of
writing credits In
the major

. Kept most core

courses and
course sequencing
the same

. Increased visiblility

of internships to
students

. Added ENG 361 to

our regular
assessment cycle
as this is a core
skills course for
some SMSU
majors

Noticed
assessment data
best demonstrates
our major’s overlap
with the LEP
Communication
Learning Outcome

Conclusions

Program review data, grade data, and
portfolio data all have been used to
iImprove the PWC’s program’s focus on
writing. Data also suggest that students
are meeting program goals.

Data about how specific courses In the
PWC major that also serve the LEP
show that students are meeting
communication goals as expressed by
the writing rubric.

The LEP writing rubric only partially
captures PWC program goals
suggesting that LEP data from ENG 360
and 361 is not sufficient for PWC
program assessment.

The PWC program will continue to
gather data for program assessment by
following the timeline in FIG. 4.

FIG 4: Assessment Timeline

Add exit survey to
ENG 492 capstone class for

anecdotal data on videos

81L0c¢ lied

LEP Writing Rubric

Assess English 361 essays
on Assessment Day; report
data at end of semester

FIG. 3: How ENG 360 Student Writing

Meets LEP Writing Rubric . Added more . Made assessed

citation activities to project individual
rather than group

Spring 2019

English 360: Assessment Spring 2017 ENG 360

FIG. 2. One PWC Portfolio Homepage

KEVIN DANIELSON 3.5

25 PWC Portfolios & 1. Revised program
2 I I I I I I I Videos goals

Review assessment data
and revise plan accordingly

610¢ lled

Experienced, Professional Writer

Write self-study for program
review visit taking place in
Spring 2020

As a professional writing and communication major at

2. Added exit survey
to ENG 492 about

opportunities to create pieces of work in various contexts,
including writing reports, instruction sets, and news

audience.

perceived
professional

Assess PWC major
portfolios on Assessment

abilities, and includes my resume. | have gained advanced
skills and knowledge through my courses and work L
=
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L &
& N S

N & &
o g
c >
) S

e N > & &8 @ . .
o e O R identity and career N Day
& q?‘é\ @ b & C @)
S o & & SUCCesS N
& & & ®)] Assess ENG 360 final proj-
8= ects for improvement in cita-
c% tion use on Assessment Day




Assessment of Program/LEP SLO’s of Communication, Creative

and Critical Thinking: Research Poster Assessment Form
Ben Anderson, Ph.D.

Psychology’s Program/LEP Student Learning

Advanced Experimental Psychology
Poster Presentation Scores

Advanced Experimental Psychology

Outcomes on Communication, Critical Thinking,

Poster Assessment Form

and Creative Thinking
Semester: Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Overall
Program Goal 2: Scientific Inquiry and Critical | Introduction 3.47 4.47 4.73 4.33 4.33 4.27
Thinking (Aligns with LEP Goals 2 and 3 on Creative Author Name(s): Statement of research purpose or problem 4.00 4.67 5.00 4.33 4.67 4.53
and Critical Thinking) Review of related research included 3.67 4.67 5.00 4.33 3.67 4.27
. _ _ _ Poster Title: Hypothesis clearly stated 3.67 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.67 4.47
1.Use scientific reasoning to interpret psychological ' . .
phenomena Overview of experiment 3.33 4.67 4.67 4.00 4.33 4.20
2.Demonstrate psychology information literacy Dlease rate each individual item on a 1 to 5 scale. usin IV(s) and DV(s) identified appropriately 2.67 3.33 4.00 5.00 4.33 3.87
3.Engage in innovative and integrative thinking and the scoring rubric ’ J Methodology 3.96 4.58 4.25 4.50 4.50 4.36
problem solving g ' . |
_ _ _ Participants clearly described 4.67 4.33 3.67 5.00 4.67 4.43
4. Interpret, design, and conduct basic psychological . . L
research Introduction IComplete list of materials included 3.67 4.67 4.33 5.00 4.67 4.43
5.Incorporate sociocultural factors in scientific inquiry ;t:\t,?em\,\?gtf ?;;etse%a:g?egggmzec I?Jijgg)mem Procedures clearly presented 4.00 4.33 4.33 4.50 4.33 4.29
Hypothesis clearly stated ppropriate methodology for research problem 3.50 5.00 4.67 3.50 4.33 4.31
Program Goal 4: Communication Overview of experiment Results 3.60 4.80 4.53 3.90 4.67 4.33
(Aligns with LEP Goal 1 on Communication) 1V (s) and DV(s) identified appropriately Complete description of results 3.33 5.00 4.33 3.50 4.33 4.14
Data presented in understandable way 4.33 4.67 5.00 4.00 4.67 4.57
1.Demonstrate effective writing for different purposes Methodology | Appropriate statistical analysis performed 3.00 5.00 4.33 4.50 4.67 4.29
2.Exhibit effective presentation skills for different Participants described clearly | | o
purposes Complete list of materials included Correct interpretation of statistical tests 3.33 4.67 4.00 3.50 4.67 4.07
3. Interact effectively with others Procedures clearly presented Good use of charts and graphs 4.00 4.67 5.00 4.00 5.00 4.57
Appropriate methodology for research problem Discussion 3.67 4.75 3.83 3.75 4.67 4.18
Results Data interpreted appropriately 4.00 4.67 4.00 3.00 4.67 4.14
: Complete description of results Hypothesis addressed 4.00 5.00 4.33 4.00 5.00 4.50
Programmatic Approach to Assessment Data presented in understandable way Relevance and implications of study 3.00 5.00 3.67 4.00 4.67 4.15
Appropr_late statlst!cal analys_ls_performed Limitations and future research 3.67 4.33 3.33 4.00 4.33 3.93
The Poster Assessment Form is being used to Correct Interpretation of statistical tests Overall Quality 358 4.67 4.67 413 4.75 4.38
assess the program/LEP SLO’s of Communication Good use of charts and graphs . : : : : : '
and Critical Thinking from our Advanced Poster well organized 3.67 5.00 5.00 4.50 4.67 4.57
Experimental Psychology courses including Discussion Attractive presentation 3.33 4.33 5.00 4.00 4.67 4.29
Sensation & Perception and Learning & Memory. Data interpreted appropriately Clarity of poster presentation 3.33 4.33 4.33 4.00 4.67 414
BO’Fh ot these cours_es require a research project in Hypothesis add_resse_d _ vailability and competence of presenters 4.00 5.00 4.33 4.00 5.00 4.50
which students design a study, collect data, analyze Relevance and implications of study
Limitations and future research Poster Average 3.66 4.65 4.40 4.12 4.58 4.30

data, and design a poster that they present during

Interpretation and Next Steps

Acknowledgements

the annual Undergraduate Research Conference.

Overall Quality

Poster well organized

Attractive presentation

Clarity of poster presentation

Avallability and competence of presenters

The Poster Assessment Form provides a quantitative measure
that allows for the assessment of Program/LEP student
learning outcomes of Critical Thinking and Communication.

Faculty from the psychology program used the
form to rate each group’s poster. The scores shown
In the table on the right include averages across the
3 raters that scored the posters from students in our
Sensation & Perception course from fall of 2017.

Thanks to my colleagues in psychology: Corey Butler,
Bill Pavot, Scott Peterson, and Christine Olson for their
assessment efforts.

The form can yield overall average scores as well as scores
for sub-sections of the poster. These scores will be tracked
across the assessment cycle.

Special thanks to Scott Peterson for developing the
poster rating form that we use for our advanced
experimental courses and for other student projects.

General Comments:
Scoring Rubric for Each Item

5 = very high quality The Poster Assessment Form can allow us to iIsolate areas that

4 = high quality students may need further assistance while developing their
3 = average quality posters. For example, “relevance and implications of study”
2 = low quality was somewhat lower for the data reported above. This could

1 = very low quality
0 = item IS relevant but not present
NA = item is not applicable

be addressed when teaching the course in the future.




Assessment of the Undergraduate Research Conference
at SMSU

Emily Deaver
Environmental Science Program, Southwest Minnesota State University

History of URC at SMSU, cont.

Assessment Data

Overview of URC Assessment Assessment Data, cont.

The SMSU Undergraduate Research Conference (URC) began # Faculty and Programs Participating in URC Presentations types consisted of . Ranked Scores for All Poster Presentations
in fall 2006 with just Science students. It has now become an B # Faculty Advisors B #Programs Bio Capstone Posters ENVS Capstone Orals Series1 MSeries2 MSeries3 M Seriesd M Series5 M Seriess
integral part of the university with an increasing number of 40 Exercise Sci Capstone Posters  History Capstone Orals 5 B M eriess M eries R
. LT _ - S 20
programs, students and faculty advisors participating each > _ R Math Capstone Posters Sociology Posters -
year = o M ] _ Theatre Posters FYE Posters s B
' 3 . - B B = 10
= i(SJ B B " I - SCc_m}petené:y. bg Ranksed. S?t’:ore fc;r AILPresegltatison N ; : I I I I II
] . - eries eries eries eries W Series eries
As part of the conference, student presenters can apply to be = 10 M mserics?  mSeriest  mSeriec T 11 § 0 - Buula i II |
judged for the Library Research Award (1 best poster & 1 best 5 Hﬂ H o = 5 Rank 0 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3
oral). During 2015, Teresa Henning, Emily Deaver and Maria L S
Kingsbury used the pool of students being judged as a %QQ% ,196\ %00“’ ,\90‘” ,\9\9 %Q»'\/ ,19'0' ,LQ'\',” ,LQ'\,"‘ %Q'\‘? %Q\f" ,19'\’,\ 2 Discussion and Evaluation
resource for gathering assessment data relative to the 10™ VN SO g 0B > Most common score was Competency Rank 2, Developing
SMSU URC. E 10
# Unique Students Participating in URC § 5 IIII IIIII > Competencies that got the lowest rankings overall are:
The LEP Oral Communication Rubric was modified and used 350 0 I I ] = Series 3: Locates and evaluates information resources
as the assessment tool. Five judges (Pam Gladis, Pat Brace, 300 Rank 0 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 effectively
| | \rd 2 5eq _ _ i AR . . L
Will Thomas, Teresa Henning & Maria Kingsbury) attended a 5 0o Series 1-3 relate to research selection & focus Sterltes 4. Utilizes suitable and effective organizational
norming session several days before the conference to ensure 2 150 Series 4-6 relate to organization SHAIEQIEs | 3
standardized use of the judging rubric. 5 100 Series 7-11 relate to delivery = Series 5: Provides effective transitions
50
_ , , 0 ﬂ Freshman Group Posters » Generally higher rankings on Poster Presentations than Oral
Sample SIZE WasS 19 presentatlons Wlth 2 or more evaluators %) A © \ Seriesl M Series2 [ Series3 Series4 M Series5 M Series6 presenta’[ions
- F PP I DN
present a.t eaCh presentatlon Da.ta presented are SCOres from %Q ’\,Q ’],Q ’],Q ’],Q ’],Q ’\9 f]/Q ’\9 f]/Q /'19 ’19 M Series/ M Series8 M Series9 M Series10 M Seriesll
all judging sheets. Year of Conference E > Senior Capstone Posters had higher rankings on all competencies
g ; compared to Freshman posters
History of URC at SMSU Evaluation Rubric Used £ N o
URC Presentation Rubric o . » Comments from evaluators indicated that the rubric did not capture
Total Presentations at URC Adapted from LEP Oral Communication Rubric % 3 all of the components they wished to evaluate (particularly for the
250 2 I I I posters)
1
0 1 ) 3 ) i il i
L 200 Series Competency Not | Emerging |Developing| Advanced Rank 0 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Student comments from 45 students who completed a written survey
ke Present within a week of the conference:
£ 150 1| determines the purpose of Senior Capstone Individual Poster > 94% cited some form of ‘personal growth’
< .
4 oral discourse Seriesl m Series2 m Series3 = Series4 M Series5 M Series6 = ‘|t took me out of my comfort zone & forced me to get more
S 100 2 chooses a topic and restricts W Series7 M Series8 M Series9 M Series10 M Series11 creative with my work”
B it according to the purpose 12 y :
t 50 and the audience 0. = “ltwas a great experience for me to help me get over my fears
H 3 locates and evaluates § . of speaking in public”
L information resources =
FHEFEFPIPIPIE PN cfectively ¢ > 94% saw value in participating in research & the conference
2 Y 2 2 2 4 utilizes suitable and effective -g 4 = “It took a lot of work & dedication”
Year of Conference organizational strategies 3 I I I
5 provides effective transitions 0 il Nl Next StepS
Type of P(r)es‘intations at URC ° xog'fsae;ffggfgs’gniggr‘jp Rank Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 > Need to design a rubric specifically for this event; possibly separate
M Oral E Poster : :
. 7| demonstrates vocal variety Series 1-3 relate to research selection & focus rubrics or poster and oral presentations
and appropriate diction Series 4-6 relate to organization | - |
. 160 — 8  |demonstrates nonverbal Series 7-11 relate to delivery » Judges noted lack of in-text citations in many projects; need to
Shes B behavior that supports the improve information literacy skills
g iég - 5 verbal message — Ranked Scores for All Oral Presentations
v o0 B ] ;nni?zgle;?eocrg\r?el:;mauon Seriesl m Series2 m Series3 i Series4 M Series5 M Series6 > Very small data set and presentati()ns were self-selected for
S B B = B 10 — —— RErics7 M3eriess M Seriesd RESIEEURESIEE evaluation. Would eventually like to see ALL presentations at the
« 60 = — utilizes presentation aids L 12
:‘2 40 el - N (— effectively < N URC evaluated
20 11 employs language ph
. HH H H H H H appropriate to the designated ] © Acknowledgements
o A A audience and purpose = 6
S O QO DN O D N> 3 . . .
KNIIRO RO SRR GRS Series 1.3 relate to research selection & focus o 4 Thanks to Teresa Henning and Maria Kingsbury for all their work
Year of Conference Series 4-6 relate to oraanization € 2 I I I I collecting and analyzing assessment data. Thanks also to all faculty
Series 7-11 relate o dgeliver Z i I 0 I research advisors who put in the time and work to supervise
y Rank 0 Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 undergraduate research at SMSU.
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		competency																												competency																								competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		2		1		2		2		3		1		3		2		2		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		0		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		3		1		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		0		0		1		1		1		1		3		2		3		2		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		provides effective transitions 		3		3		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		0		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								2		2

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		3		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		1		1		3		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		1		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		1		2		2		2		1		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		1

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2
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		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																				URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015
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		competency																		competency																competency																				competency																		competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		1		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		1

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2		2		3		1		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		1		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		3		2		1		2		2		1		1		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		3		3		3		2		1		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		1		2		2		1		3		2		2		1		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		2		0		1		1		1		0		0		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1

		provides effective transitions 		2		1		3		3		1		2		2		2		provides effective transitions 		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		provides effective transitions 		1		0		1		1		3		1		2		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1		1		2		0		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						2		2		2		1		2		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		1		2		2		1												works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						1		1		1		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		1		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		3		3		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		1		2		1

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		1		3		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		1		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		1		1		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		3		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		3

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2
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		competency																										competency																						competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		3		1		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		3		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		1

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		2		1		3		3		2		provides effective transitions 		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		2

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		3		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		1		2		2		3		3		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		2		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		3		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		3		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		1		3		3		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		3		3		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		3		2		2
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		competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		1		1		2		1

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		1		2		2		2		3		2		2		1		1		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		0		1		1		1		3		2		2		1		0		0		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		1		1		1		1		3		1		2		1		1		1		1		1

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		1		0		1		1		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		1		1		1		1

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		1

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		1		1		2		1		2		2		3		1		1		1		2		1

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		2
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		2				3		8		1

		3		3		6		2		1

		4				10		1		1

		5		1		8		3

		6				4

		7				5		7

		8				7		4		1

		9				4		8

		10				2		8		2

		11				3		9

		Competency		Rank 0		Rank 1		Rank 2		Rank 3				POSTER

		1				1		16		8

		2				2		11		12

		3				7		13		5

		4				6		17		2

		5		1		11		10		3

		6				3		6

		7				2		16		7

		8				1		17		7

		9				1		16		8

		10				8		9		8

		11				1		19		5

		Competency		Rank 0		Rank 1		Rank 2		Rank 3				POSTER		FYE

		1				1		6		2						9 each

		2				2		4		3

		3				3		6

		4				3		6

		5		1		7		1

		6				3		6

		7				1		5		3

		8				1		8

		9				1		6		2

		10				6		3

		11						9

		Competency		Rank 0		Rank 1		Rank 2		Rank 3				POSTER		SR Capstone

		1						8		6						14 each

		2						5		9

		3				1		8		5

		4				2		10		2

		5				3		8		3

		6

		7				1		9		4

		8				1		7		6

		9						9		5

		10				1		6		7

		11				1		8		5
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Numbers with Score
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		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0		Rank 0

		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1		Rank 1

		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2		Rank 2

		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3		Rank 3



Numbers with Score

Freshman Group Posters

1

1

2

3

3

7

3

1

1

1

6

6

4

6

6

1

6

5

8

6

3

9

2

3

3

2



All

		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																												URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																								URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015

				#124		#124		#124		#18		#18		#18		#18		#118		#118		#126		#126		#12		#12				#5		#5		#27		#27		#129		#129		#129		#33		#33		#36		#36				#4		#4		#25		#25		#138		#138		#38		#38		#20		#20		#20		#116		#116

		competency																												competency																								competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		2		1		2		2		3		1		3		2		2		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		0		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		3		1		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		0		0		1		1		1		1		3		2		3		2		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		provides effective transitions 		3		3		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		0		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								2		2

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		3		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		1		1		3		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		1		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		1		2		2		2		1		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		1

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2

				Poster		Poster		Poster		Group		Group		Group		Group		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		oral		oral				poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		oral		oral				poster		poster		oral		oral		poster		poster		oral		oral		poster		poster		poster		Poster		Poster

				FYE		FYE		FYE		oral		oral		oral		oral		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		ENVS		ENVS				BIO Sr		Bio Sr		ExcSci		ExcSci		Socio		Socio		Socio		Math		Math		History		History				ExSci		ExSci		History		History		Theatre		Theatre		History		History		BIO Sr		Bio Sr		Bio Sr		FYE		FYE

										Lit		Lit		Lit		Lit										capstone		capstone				capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone				capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		class		class		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone

				Group		Group		Group		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		Group		Group		Group		Group		Single		Single				Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		single		single				Single		Single		single		single		Single		Single		single		single		Single		Single		Single		Group		Group





in order

		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																				URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015

				#4		#4		#5		#5		#20		#20		#27		#27				#33		#33		#116		#116		#118		#118		#124				#124		#124		#126		#126		#129		#129		#129		#138		#138				#12		#12		#18		#18		#18		#18		#25		#25				#36		#36		#38		#38

		competency																		competency																competency																				competency																		competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		1		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		1

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2		2		3		1		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		1		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		3		2		1		2		2		1		1		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		3		3		3		2		1		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		1		2		2		1		3		2		2		1		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		2		0		1		1		1		0		0		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1

		provides effective transitions 		2		1		3		3		1		2		2		2		provides effective transitions 		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		provides effective transitions 		1		0		1		1		3		1		2		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1		1		2		0		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						2		2		2		1		2		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		1		2		2		1												works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						1		1		1		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		1		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		3		3		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		1		2		1

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		1		3		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		1		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		1		1		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		3		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		3

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2

				poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster				poster		poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster				Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster				oral		oral		Group		Group		Group		Group		oral		oral				oral		oral		oral		oral

				ExSci		ExSci		BIO Sr		Bio Sr		BIO Sr		Bio Sr		ExcSci		ExcSci				Math		Math		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE				FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		Socio		Socio		Socio		Theatre		Theatre				ENVS		ENVS		oral		oral		oral		oral		History		History				History		History		History		History

				capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone				capstone		capstone																						capstone		capstone		capstone		class		class				capstone		capstone		Lit		Lit		Lit		Lit		capstone		capstone				capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone

				Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single				Single		Single		Group		Group		Group		Group		Group				Group		Group		Group		Group		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single				Single		Single		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		single		single				single		single		single		single





Posters

		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																										URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																						URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015

				#124		#124		#124		#118		#118		#126		#126		#116		#116		#5		#5		#27				#27		#129		#129		#129		#33		#33		#4		#4		#20		#20				#20		#38		#38

		competency																										competency																						competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		3		1		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		3		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		1

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		2		1		3		3		2		provides effective transitions 		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		2

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		3		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		1		2		2		3		3		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		2		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		3		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		3		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		1		3		3		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		3		3		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		3		2		2

				Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		Poster		poster		poster		poster				poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster		poster				poster		poster		poster

				FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		FYE		BIO Sr		Bio Sr		ExcSci				ExcSci		Socio		Socio		Socio		Math		Math		ExSci		ExSci		BIO Sr		Bio Sr				Bio Sr		Theatre		Theatre

																						capstone		capstone		capstone				capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone				capstone		class		class

				Group		Group		Group		Group		Group		Group		Group		Group		Group		Single		Single		Single				Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single		Single				Single		Single		Single





Orals

		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015

				#18		#18		#18		#18		#12		#12		#36		#36		#25		#25		#38		#38

		competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		1		1		2		1

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		1		2		2		2		3		2		2		1		1		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		0		1		1		1		3		2		2		1		0		0		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		1		1		1		1		3		1		2		1		1		1		1		1

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		1		0		1		1		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		1		1		1		1

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		1

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		1		1		2		1		2		2		3		1		1		1		2		1

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		2

				Group		Group		Group		Group		Single		Single		oral		oral		oral		oral		oral		oral

				oral		oral		oral		oral		oral		oral		History		History		History		History		History		History

				Lit		Lit		Lit		Lit		ENVS		ENVS		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone

				capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		capstone		single		single		single		single		single		single





Graph

		Competency		Rank 0		Rank 1		Rank 2		Rank 3
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		competency																												competency																								competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		2		1		2		2		3		1		3		2		2		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		0		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		3		1		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		0		0		1		1		1		1		3		2		3		2		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		provides effective transitions 		3		3		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		0		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								2		2

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		3		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		1		1		3		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		1		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		1		2		2		2		1		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		1

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2
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		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																				URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015

				#4		#4		#5		#5		#20		#20		#27		#27				#33		#33		#116		#116		#118		#118		#124				#124		#124		#126		#126		#129		#129		#129		#138		#138				#12		#12		#18		#18		#18		#18		#25		#25				#36		#36		#38		#38

		competency																		competency																competency																				competency																		competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		1		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		1

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2		2		3		1		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		1		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		3		2		1		2		2		1		1		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		3		3		3		2		1		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		1		2		2		1		3		2		2		1		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		2		0		1		1		1		0		0		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1

		provides effective transitions 		2		1		3		3		1		2		2		2		provides effective transitions 		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		provides effective transitions 		1		0		1		1		3		1		2		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1		1		2		0		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						2		2		2		1		2		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		1		2		2		1												works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						1		1		1		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		1		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		3		3		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		1		2		1

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		1		3		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		1		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		1		1		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		3		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		3

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2
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		URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																										URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015																						URC Rubric Scores- Fall 2015

				#124		#124		#124		#118		#118		#126		#126		#116		#116		#5		#5		#27				#27		#129		#129		#129		#33		#33		#4		#4		#20		#20				#20		#38		#38

		competency																										competency																						competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		3		1		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		3		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		1

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		2		1		3		3		2		provides effective transitions 		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		2

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		3		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		1		2		2		3		3		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		2		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		3		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		3		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		1		3		3		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		3		3		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		3		2		2
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		competency																												competency																								competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		2		1		2		2		3		1		3		2		2		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		0		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		3		1		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		0		0		1		1		1		1		3		2		3		2		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		provides effective transitions 		3		3		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		0		1		1		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		1		1		1		1		2		1		2		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																								2		2

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		1		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		3		2

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		1		1		3		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		1		3		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		2		1		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		1		1		1		2		1		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		1		2		2		2		1		3		3		2		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		2		2		3		2		1

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2
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		competency																		competency																competency																				competency																		competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		1		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		1

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2		2		3		1		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		1		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		3		2		1		2		2		1		1		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		2		3		3		3		2		1		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		1		2		2		1		3		2		2		1		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		2		0		1		1		1		0		0		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		1		1

		provides effective transitions 		2		1		3		3		1		2		2		2		provides effective transitions 		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		provides effective transitions 		1		0		1		1		3		1		2		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1		1		2		0		1		provides effective transitions 		2		1		1		1

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						2		2		2		1		2		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		1		2		2		1												works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 						1		1		1		1						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		1		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2		1

		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		3		3		3		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		2		2		1		1		2		1		1		1		demonstrates nonverbal behavior that supports the verbal message		3		1		2		1

		manages communication anxiety effectively 		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		1		3		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		manages communication anxiety effectively 		2		2		1		2

		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		3		3		2		2		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		3		3		2		1		1		1		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		3		2		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		utilizes presentation aids effectively		2		2		2		3

		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2		2		3		1		2		2		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		employs language appropriate to the designated audience and purpose		2		2		2		2
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		competency																										competency																						competency

		determines the purpose of oral discourse		2		1		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		2		2		determines the purpose of oral discourse		3		2		2

		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		1		2		3		1		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		2		2		3		2		3		2		3		3		3		3		chooses a topic and restricts it according to the purpose and the audience		3		2		2

		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		3		3		1		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		2		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		locates and evaluates information resources effectively		3		1		1

		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		3		3		1		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		utilizes suitable and effective organizational strategies		2		2		1

		provides effective transitions 		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		2		1		3		3		2		provides effective transitions 		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		2		provides effective transitions 		2		1		2

		works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		2								works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 																						works effectively in a group to organize a presentation 

		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		3		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		3		1		2		2		3		3		2		2		demonstrates vocal variety and appropriate diction 		2		2		2
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