Program Learning Assessment Report Review Rubric
	
	Levels of Achievement


	Evaluative Criteria
	Level 0
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3

	Number of PLOs measured
	0 Points

 No PLOs measured
	2 Points

1 or 2 PLOs measured in a pilot stage1
	4 Points

Multiple PLOs measured beyond pilot stage.
	6 Points

At least half of the PLOs are measured and scheduled to be assessed in a 1- or 2-year cycle.

	Assessment Measures
	0 Points

 No measures have been selected.
	2 Points

Measures are generally not appropriate or not well suited to assess the specified outcome.
	4 Points

Majority of measures are likely to generate valid and relevant2 data for the specified outcome.
	6 Points

All measures are likely to generate valid and relevant data and have been consistently applied across assessment cycles.

	Targets and Benchmarks
	0 Points

Not all targets and benchmarks have been defined for assessments conducted. 
	2 Points

Targets3 and benchmarks4 are defined for all assessments conducted but frequently do not reflect the appropriate level of student learning or vary between modalities (OC, VC, IP).
	4 Points

Majority of targets and benchmarks effectively reflect the appropriate level of student learning and are consistent between modalities.
	6 Points

All targets and benchmarks are rigorous and leave room for improvement5 in student learning.

	Result Data
	0 Points

Missing contents. # of students assessed or # of students meeting the target are not present for assessments conducted
	2 Points

Data frequently seems to lack validity2 or may not be useful as the basis of curriculum decisions.
	4 Points

Majority of data appears to be valid and useful
	6 Points

All data appears to be valid and useful for making appropriate decisions with confidence.

	Review and Analysis
	0 Points

No review and analysis has been conducted.
	2 Points

Review and analysis is cursory6 or misapplied.
	4 Points

Review and analysis is detailed and meaningful
	6 Points

Review and analysis is done collaboratively and shared internally and/or with appropriate constituents.

	Area of Improvement
	0 Points

Missing contents Or “No/Zero changes” indicated7.
	2 Points

Areas of improvement lack significant relation to the assessment results.
	4 Points

Assessment results used to identify areas of improvement, but proposed curriculum change lacks detail.
	6 Points

Decisions for curriculum change are detailed and based on the assessment data and analysis.

	Action Plan for next year
	0 Points

 No defined action items or plan provided.
	2 Points

Action plan lacks specificity8.
	4 Points

Action plan is clearly specified.
	6 Points

Action plan is detailed and likely to be successful9.

	Closing the Loop Part I and II
	0 Points

Missing contents or no closing of the loop activities were identified, discussed, or documented10.
	2 Points

Review of results led to the identification of a gap in student learning but no clear action plan to address the gap in the next assessment cycle has been outlined.
	4 Points

Review of results led to the identification of a gap in student learning and the creation of a clear action plan to address the gap in the next assessment cycle.
	6 Points

Clear evidence of improved student learning in the current assessment cycle is documented and follows from action(s) implemented from a prior identified gap in student learning.



Footnotes:
1. Pilot stage – indicates PLOs have only been measured in the current year’s results, no previous or consistent data exists

2. Valid and Relevant – measures appear (or have been defined) to have sound basis in logic, appear to measure what it aims to measure, and are appropriate or closely connected to the outcome being considered

3. Targets – the percentage of students needing to be assessed at benchmark performance (proficient standard or above) for program faculty to agree the learning outcome is being successfully achieved (e.g. 70%, or more, of program students will achieve…) 

4. Benchmark - defined performance level of achievement on a given assessment measure that indicates a proficient demonstration of student learning (e.g. proficient performance on ‘Presentation #1’ is achievement of 70%, or more, of the points available)

5. Rigorous and leave room for improvement – rigor is determined by the program’s faculty, but context should be either defined or conveyed as to why/how the rigor is suitable, appropriate, and allows for improvement

6. Cursory - Lacks thoroughness or neglects enough detail to derive any meaning beyond high-level observations (e.g. 80% of students achieved target performance)

7. Programs indicating “no changes” or “zero changes” only fall in this evaluative area. This doesn’t indicate they are performing poorly, simply they have not highlighted any necessary areas for improvement.

8. Specificity – on an action plan, there should be an understanding of who(m) will be carrying out the action item(s), what will they be changing/doing, and some sense to the period in which the action will take place.

9. Likely to be successful – has the program outlined previous action items and followed-up on their implementation; have some of the action items already begun? These are both indicators of ‘likely to be successful’ but certainly not all

10. Just because a program has not “closed the loop” doesn’t mean they are “bad” it just means their assessment of student learning process, as indicated by their report, has not lead to its intended purpose: evidenced improvement in student learning resulting from actions implemented when assessment data indicated deficiencies.

