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Introduction
The following outcomes were chosen for assessment:
	Locate, evaluate, use, and acknowledge sources appropriate to the communication 		purpose. (2.1)

	Choose appropriate and effective organizing methods for the message, employing 	effective transitions and signposts. (3.3)

These outcomes align with the course outcomes in that they demonstrate both a student’s mastery of common expressions and idiomatic language and their ability to present coherent, organized reports with sturdy documentation.

The rubric was developed through discussions with members of the General Education Committee and uses the committee developed outcomes.

Assessment committee members are as follows:
	Melanie Majeski, Professor of ESL
	Lay Kuan Toh, ESL Director
	Eleni Saltourides, Professor of ESL
	Amy Lenoce, Professor of Communications

Assessment Methodology

There is one section of this course and it is only offered during the spring semester.  As such, 100% of course sections and instructors participated.  Student presentations were videotaped.  The videos and the accompanying PowerPoint or Prezi were uploaded to a special assessment shell in Blackboard.  All assessors had access to this shell.

Students were required to make a five-minute oral presentation with a PowerPoint or Prezi which included 2-3 Internet sources.  In order to allow for normal variations, they were instructed to present for no shorter than 4 minutes and no longer than 6 minutes.  

Students were instructed to provide 2-3 appropriate web sources prior to their presentation for review by the instructor and changes or additions were suggested.  

Students also received instruction and practice in identifying unique, important, and engaging information for various example topics such as amusement parks, large cities, and industries.


Assessment Data

We had nine of eleven students remaining at the time of the final presentation and all samples were used and scored in the assessment.  The videotapes were reviewed and the assessment rubric completed between May 7th and May 12th.

As all of our assessors were familiar with scoring student oral presentations, we felt no training was needed.  

The largest obstacle to assessment was technology.  The Swivl we used as practice at midterms encountered microphone failures and the ACE iPad we used for the final, official assessment failed.  As a result, we needed to postpone the final presentations until the next week.  This definitely had an adverse impact on the students’ readiness levels.  The final videotaping also contained intermittent Swivl microphone stutters, but, as the gaps were fairly limited, we were able to work around it.

Findings

As the raw data indicates, one rater was consistently lower in her assessment.  

The overall mode for both outcomes is 3 (Competent) which is acceptable given the course outcome requiring a coherent, organized oral presentation.  

The average mean for outcome 2.1 (locate, evaluate, use, and acknowledge sources…) is 2.6 and the average mean of outcome 3.3 (appropriate and effective organizing methods, effective transitions and signposts) is 2.75.  Both of these results are acceptable.

The range for Outcome 2.1 was 2 at 56%, and the range for Outcome 3.3 was 1 at 67%.  




[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion

Students performed as expected relative to course level pedagogy.  Their increased understanding of what constitutes important and engaging content was evident in most of the final products.  The PowerPoints and Prezis were also indicative of their attentiveness to clear and logical organization and their acknowledgement that this is a critical aspect of successful communication.

The mean for outcome 2.1 (2.6) indicates a need for more focused attention on source references and acknowledgement.  Directed tasks specifically highlighting the process of finding and assessing relevant and engaging information is advised.

The mean for outcome 3.3 (2.75) is a bit trickier to evaluate given that student presentations were delayed and careful practice and momentum were somewhat dampened.  However, more opportunities for practice would certainly be helpful in cementing students’ knowledge of formulaic speech.

Perhaps the biggest obstacle to success was technology.  The Swivl proved to be less than ideal.

In sum, the following procedures are recommended to improve assessment outcomes.
1. As one rater was consistently and substantially lower in her assessment, it appears that rater training was indeed necessary, and it will be conducted using midterm presentations as training material during the next assessment cycle.
2. More frequent guided instruction in the form of worksheets and web quests will be developed to help students identify appropriate and engaging content, develop and acknowledge sources, and recognize the various subject-dependent organizational structures.
3. Mini-presentation scenarios will be implemented to help students develop deeper familiarity with the formulaic speech associated with transitions within a presentation.
4. Using Swivl, in its current iteration, for further assessments is not advised.  If an updated version is not accessible, a traditional video camera and wireless microphone will be used.
