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SUBJECT 
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CONTROLLING STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
BOR Policy 2:7 – Undergraduate General Education Requirements 
BOR Policy 2:11 – Assessment 
AAC Guideline 8.3 – General Education Curriculum Requirements 
AAC Guideline 8.7 – General Education Assessment Reporting 

 
BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION 

BOR Policy 2:11, Section 2.1, outlining institutional and system responsibilities regarding 
the assessment of the general education program, states that each institution shall: 

“Assess and analyze student achievement of the goals and learning outcomes of the 
established SDBOR System General Education Requirements. Each university will 
submit a report of their assessment findings annually to the Board at its December 
meeting. AAC Guidelines outline the required components of the report.” 

 
AAC Guideline 8.7 (General Education Assessment Reporting) requires the six Regental 
institutions to assess two of the six general education goals per year, on a rotating basis. In 
2020-2021 the universities assessed Goal 1: Written Communication and Goal 5: 
Quantitative Reasoning.    
 
The primary method involved in this process included randomly selecting general 
education course sections while also ensuring that modality, location, and term were 
considered (stratified sampling, defined as a type of sampling methodology in which the 
total population is divided into smaller groups or strata to complete the sampling process1). 
The universities then used rubrics generated by the respective system discipline councils 
which were aligned to the system student learning outcomes for each goal.  From this 
process then, student artifacts from each course were evaluated.  
 

 
1 What does stratified sampling mean? (definitions.net). https://www.definitions.net/definition/stratified%20sampling 
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Note, institutions that were unable to utilize this assessment method due to the abrupt 
transition to online learning in the spring of 2020 developed appropriate alternative 
processes. 
 

IMPACT AND RECOMMENDATION 
The observed proficiency rates were satisfactory across all learning outcomes. In 
aggregate, over 86% of the artifacts reviewed were evaluated to be proficient or excellent 
for each of the four student learning outcomes for Goal 1, and 80% of the artifacts reviewed 
were deemed to be proficient or excellent for the two Goal 5 student learning outcomes.  
 
One of the findings noted is the need for clear student learning outcomes and revision of 
the rubrics with respect to performance levels.  Dr. Carriveau will meet with the Social 
Science and Natural Science faculty discipline councils to discuss the findings and request 
additional feedback on student outcomes and rubrics utilized.   
 
In addition to the system’s general education recommendations, each of the institutions 
have documented their findings and steps to enact their respective plans for improvement.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment I – BHSU General Education Assessment Report 
Attachment II – DSU General Education Assessment Report 
Attachment III – NSU General Education Assessment Report 
Attachment IV – SDSMT General Education Assessment Report 
Attachment V – SDSU General Education Assessment Report 
Attachment VI – USD General Education Assessment Report 
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When analyzed, artifacts exceeding the standard (“Exemplary”) were given a 3, those meeting the 
standard (“Proficient”) were given a 2, and those not achieving the standard (“Below Proficient”) 
were given a 1. 
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: SLO1 – Mechanics, Grammar, and Syntax: 
All artifacts (N=49) – the mean score was 2.24 
Only lower-division (N=21) – the mean score was 2.29 
Only upper-division (N=28) – the mean score was 2.21 
 
Among all students, 87.8% met or exceeded the standard. 
 
Analysis of student writing artifacts indicates that students are achieving expectations in this area 
as indicated by the mean scores above 2 for the sampled artifacts. 
 
SLO2: Write logically. 
 
Methodology: Same as SLO1 
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: SLO2 – Logical Development: 
All artifacts (N=49) – the mean score was 2.06 
Only lower-division (N=21) – the mean score was 1.95 
Only upper-division (N=28) – the mean score was 2.14 
 
Among all students, 77.6% met or exceeded the standard. 
 
Analysis of student writing artifacts indicates that students are achieving expectations in this area 
as indicated by the mean scores above 2 for those artifacts sampled from upper-division courses. 
 
SLO3: Write persuasively, using a variety of rhetorical strategies (e.g., exposition, argumentation, 
description). 
 
Methodology: Same as SLO1 
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: SLO3 – Persuasion: 
All artifacts (N=49) – the mean score was 2.02 
Only lower-division (N=21) – the mean score was 1.81 
Only upper-division (N=28) – the mean score was 2.18 
 
Among all students, 71.4% met or exceeded the standard. 
 
Analysis of student writing artifacts indicates that students are achieving expectations in this area 
as indicated by the mean scores above 2 for those artifacts sampled from upper-division courses. 
 
SLO4: Incorporate formal research and documentation into their writing, including research 
obtained through modern, technology-based research tools. 
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Methodology: Same as SLO1 
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: SLO4 – Research and Documentation:  
All artifacts (N=49) – the mean score was 2.18 
Only lower-division (N=21) – the mean score was 2.24 
Only upper-division (N=28) – the mean score was 2.14 
Among all students, 85.7% met or exceeded the standard. 
 
Analysis of student writing artifacts indicates that students are achieving expectations in this area 
as indicated by the mean scores above 2 for the sampled artifacts. 
 
Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
SLO1: Students will use mathematical symbols and mathematical structure to model and solve 
real world problems. 
 
Methodology: Problem Solving Assessment: Four faculty members from the math program met 
to read/analyze a sample (N=46) of math problems completed by students. These artifacts came 
from the MATH 103 (N=7) and MATH 114 (N=39) classes. 
 
Each artifact was analyzed using the above rubric that was developed using the SDBOR specified 
Student Learning Outcomes for General Education Goal 5: Mathematics.  This rubric was 
developed by the General Education Committee which created a special task force made up of a 
sample of faculty (largely from Mathematics) to define and specify the performance levels for the 
SLOs. 
 
When analyzed, artifacts exceeding the standard (“Exemplary”) were given a 3, those meeting the 
standard (“Proficient”) were given a 2, and those not achieving the standard (“Below Proficient”) 
were given a 1. 
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: SLO1 – Computational Skills:  
All artifacts (N=46) – the mean score was 2.48. Among all students, 89.1% met or exceeded the 
standard. 
 
Analysis of student computational artifacts indicates that students are achieving expectations in 
this area as indicated by the mean scores above 2 for the sampled artifacts. 
 
SLO2: Students will demonstrate appropriate communication skills related to mathematical terms 
and concepts. 
 
Methodology: Problem Solving Assessment, refer to Goal 5 SLO1 
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: SLO2 – Communication Skills:  
All artifacts (N=46) – the mean score was 2.48. Among all students, 89.1% met or exceeded the 
standard. 
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Analysis of student writing artifacts indicates that students are achieving expectations in this area 
as indicated by the mean scores above 2 for the sampled artifacts. 
 

Section 3.  Findings 
Goal Assessed: Goal 1 Written Communication 
Interpretation of Findings: The findings reflect a steady improvement across most of the student 
learning outcomes which show a greater emphasis placed on research and documentation 
throughout BHSU’s composition courses during that timeframe. There was also a push to 
encourage students to use the campus writing center during this period. 
 
Comparison of Findings from Prior Period: The overall mean score for SLO 1 was nearly identical 
to the mean score calculated six years ago. The mean for SLO 2 dropped slightly, while the mean 
for SLO 3 rose slightly during the same period. However, the mean for SLO 4 rose considerably 
over the past six years. 
 
Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
Interpretation of Findings: The supplied data did not report students’ computational and math 
communication skills separately. Therefore, the same results were used for each of the student 
learning outcomes above. During the next cycle, these data will need to be separated in order to test 
each of the General Education SLOs. 
 
Comparison of Findings from Prior Period: The reported results demonstrate that nearly all students 
achieved or exceeded each of student learning outcomes outlined in General Education Goal 5, 
with 89.1% of students meeting or exceeding the requirements for SLO 1 and SLO 2. These scores 
cannot be directly compared to those from six years ago. This is because the courses sampled this 
year were basic mathematics courses, whereas the previous sample was taken from algebra and 
research methods courses. 
 
 

Section 4.  Plans for Continuous Improvement 
Goal Assessed: Goal 1 Written Communication 
The overall mean score for SLO 1 was nearly identical to the mean score calculated six years ago. 
The plan should remain to continue enhancing the program while also maintaining basic standards 
of practice. 
 
SLO 2 and SLO 3: Although most students (77.6%) achieved or exceeded the requirements of 
SLO 2, the results reported here suggest that a quarter of our students have difficulty making 
logical arguments. Students might find a workshop on logic and persuasion (SLO 3) useful.  
 
Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
The results do not collect the appropriate data to show whether scores are rising or falling. They 
merely give a baseline for the next assessment cycle if the program samples data from basic 
mathematics courses rather than algebra and research methods courses. The plan for improvement 
needs to be one of consistency so that comparable and measurable artifacts can produce scores to 
properly assess a program’s successes and/or failures. 
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Section 5.  Summary 
  Goal Assessed: Goal 1 Written Communication 
The reported results demonstrate that nearly all students achieved or exceeded each of student 
learning outcomes outlined in General Education Goal 1. The range was 71.4% of students 
meeting or exceeding the requirements for SLO 3 to 87.8% of students meeting or exceeding the 
requirements for SLO 1. These percentages rose by around 10 points for SLO 1 and SLO 3, and 
by 29 points for SLO 4 (SLO 2’s percentages were nearly unchanged). The dramatic increases 
across three of the learning objectives suggest that the changes recommended in the last General 
Education Assessment are working. 

Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
The reported results prove that nearly all students achieve or exceed the student learning outcomes 
outlined in General Education Goal 5, but the data is not comparable to the scores reported six years 
ago. While the goals are clearly being met, the data is sampled from two different courses than 
years previous. Further, the computational and communication skills were not reported separately. 
It should be noted to make these changes in future evaluations and assessments. 
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In the midst of all that change, general education assessment still happened at South Dakota Mines.  
While not a perfect process, it did lead to a very positive outcome; a review and analysis of 
information, and the identification of opportunities for continuous improvement. 
 
Section 2: Goals Assessed 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 1 – Written Communication 
Methodology: 
South Dakota Mines offers a limited selection of courses that meet the Goal 1 requirement.  While 
there are few courses from which to select, each course typically has very strong enrollment.  As 
such, several sections of ENGL 101: Composition I provided adequate numbers of students and 
faculty for an effective assessment process. 
 
Two artifacts were identified in each section selected; one artifact produced early in the course 
and the second artifact was produced later in the course.   
 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: 

  Earlier artifacts Later artifacts 
Outcome 1 – Below Proficient  13  6  
Outcome 1 – Proficient   27  30  
Outcome 1 – Excellent  22  26  
  Earlier artifacts Later artifacts 
Outcome 2 – Below Proficient  22  10  
Outcome 2 – Proficient   24  31  
Outcome 2 – Excellent  16  21  
  Earlier artifacts Later artifacts 
Outcome 3 – Below Proficient  20  9  
Outcome 3 – Proficient   28  33  
Outcome 3 – Excellent  14  20  
  Earlier artifacts Later artifacts 
Outcome 4 – Below Proficient  22  9  
Outcome 4 – Proficient   26  33  
Outcome 4 – Excellent  12  20  

 

 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 5 – Mathematics 
Methodology: 
As referenced in the introduction, hiring a new Department Head, a complete overhaul of the 
Mathematics (BS) degree requirements, and the creation of program outcomes (which includes a 
consideration of general education outcomes) significantly impacted the general education 
assessment activities for mathematics. 

 
As such, for this one assessment period, the Fundamentals of Engineering (FE) exam is being 
utilized as a proxy assessment artifact.  The FE exam is a national standardized exam that is given 
to students in engineering programs that contains a specific section testing for “Mathematics and 
Statistics” knowledge.  As a national standardized exam, comparison is available between 
institutional performance and a national average, both at the overall exam score level as well as at 
the individual section level.  
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Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: 
Exam Population South Dakota Mines Average ABET Comparison Average 
Spring 2021 – Enrolled FE 9.3 9.5 

 

 
Section 3.  Findings 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 1 – Written Communication 
Interpretation of Findings: 
Overall, the analysis of the artifacts indicated that students performed better on the later artifact 
than on the earlier artifact.  This is positive and reflects that student learning was improving as 
reflected in the increased numbers of students at “Proficient” and “Excellent” levels. 
 
One important discrepancy that appeared in assessment data was the drop-out rate between the 
earlier and later sets of artifacts reported by instructors. That is due to the high levels of student 
attrition during the FA20-SP21 school year, characterized by the COVID-19 pandemic and a shift 
in instructional delivery. One instructor described a roughly one-quarter drop-off rate between the 
earlier and later forms of these artifacts. It remains impossible to provide, therefore, a detailed 
quantitative analysis with the open question of whether this drop-out rate can be factored out of 
analysis, or whether it provides an important detail for evaluating instruction. 
 
To ensure consistency in data comparison between the two artifacts, students who dropped the 
course after the earlier artifact was collected were removed from the counts. 
 
Comparison of Findings from Prior Period: 
Comparison from prior period is not possible, due to transition from CAAP.  
 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 5 – Mathematics 
Interpretation of Findings: 
South Dakota Mines students performed just slightly lower than the national average on the 
Mathematics & Statistics portion of the FE exam. 
 
Comparison of Findings from Prior Period: 
Comparison from prior period is not possible, due to transition from CAAP.  
 

Section 4.  Plans for Continuous Improvement 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 1 – Written Communication 
Written Communication instructors at SD Mines have reviewed the data from the assessment 
results. The faculty will remain in contact with their relevant disciplinary communities, both 
concerning research and pedagogy, and will follow best practices in their fields to meet the 
established student learning outcomes.  
 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 5 – Mathematics 
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The Mathematics department completed the work to establish appropriate student 
learning/program outcomes for the revamped Mathematics (BS) degree.  This work included the 
creation of an assessment plan and map, and the identification of artifacts and a schedule for 
collection and analysis.  This new assessment model will be implemented in AY23/24 when 
Mathematics is one of the General Education goals assessed. 
 

Section 5.  Summary 
South Dakota Mines has implemented several changes to strengthen general education assessment 
moving forward.  A General Education Assessment committee was established in Fall, 2021 that 
contains membership from the Provost’s Office and each academic department at the institution 
that has general education courses.  Through the work of that committee, an updated assessment 
process was created and documented, a timeline was created, a central repository for data and 
information was established, and new forms were developed and utilized.  These changes were 
developed and implemented for the AY21/22 general education assessment cycle, and they 
yielded positive results.  
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Fall 
SLO 1: 8% Below Proficient, 68 % Proficient, 24% Exemplary (92% Proficient or Above)  
SLO 2: 8% Below Proficient, 56% Proficient, 36% Exemplary (92% Proficient or Above) 
SLO 3: 9% Below Proficient, 54% Proficient, 37% Exemplary (91% Proficient or Above) 
SLO 4: 11% Below Proficient, 58% Proficient, 31% Exemplary (89% Proficient or Above) 
 
Spring 
SLO 1: 9% Below Proficient, 62 % Proficient, 29% Exemplary (91% Proficient or Above)  
SLO 2: 8% Below Proficient, 62% Proficient, 30% Exemplary (92% Proficient or Above) 
SLO 3: 8% Below Proficient, 62% Proficient, 30% Exemplary (92% Proficient or Above) 
SLO 4: 10% Below Proficient, 59% Proficient, 31% Exemplary (90% Proficient or Above) 
 

 
Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
Methodology:  In early August, a complete list of all course sections for courses that meet the 
general education goals was compiled for the 2020/21 academic year. The campus Assessment 
Committee had asked for as many sections as possible to be included in the sample for this 
academic year rather than a random sample of courses and sections so more courses and 
section types could be included in the analysis.  Faculty in Arts & Sciences sections were 
notified before the beginning of the semester and provided with the student learning outcomes 
for the goal, information on artifact selection, the approved rubrics, and the data submission 
sheet.  Results were submitted to the Assistant Provost by the end of the semester. 

 
Level of Achievement/Learning Outcome: 
Fall 
SLO 1: 14% No Valid Work, 19% Below Proficient, 67% Proficient 
SLO 2: 15% No Valid Work, 25% Below Proficient, 60% Proficient 
 
Spring 
SLO 1: 13% No Valid Work, 27% Below Proficient, 60% Proficient 
SLO 2: 14% No Valid Work, 32% Below Proficient, 54% Proficient 
 

Section 3.  Findings 
Goal Assessed: Goal 1 Communication 
Interpretation of Findings: Students are doing well meeting the learning outcomes of this goal.  No 
benchmarks were set for comparison as they were not required with either the SDBOR or campus 
level assessment process during this particular goal review year.  Provided assessment 
methodology doesn’t change for the next cycle for this goal there will be an ability to monitor 
trends in assessment results across years. 
 
Comparison of Findings from Prior Period: Direct comparison to results from 2017-18 are not 
appropriate at this time, though the percentages were similar (84% for SLO 1, 88% for SLO 2, 
for 84% SLO 3, and for 78% SLO 4).  In 2017-18, the sampling strategy was a random sample, 
with only 259 student artifacts evaluated, while the current cycle assessed all course sections, 
with 1,025 student artifacts in the fall and 467 student artifacts in the spring. 
Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
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Interpretation of Findings: Spring results are typically lower than fall and the results are not 
surprising.  Some reasons for this include the following: spring students didn’t place directly into 
these courses (rather, they started in a remedial course before MATH 114 and 103) so they started 
behind the fall cohort in ability; many spring students failed the first semester and were repeating 
the course so were likely not as strong as the fall cohort even with the extra semester; and, some 
put off math the first semester so they have less affinity for math and/or may have forgotten more 
with the extra semester away from math. 
 
When comparing between locations and delivery, Sioux Falls had higher values in both fall and 
spring.  Typically, students at USDSF have lower success rates in individual classes.  However, 
we also teach some dual credit students in the SF public school system who have extremely high 
success rates compared to all of the other sections, as they are the highly motivated high school 
students.  It seems these two populations were combined and the high number of dual credit 
students overwhelmed the lower number of USDSF students to end up with the higher results in 
the assessment.  Results should be separated in any future reviews.   
 
Comparison of Findings from Prior Period:  Direct comparison to results from 2017-18 are not 
appropriate at this time, though the percentages were similar (63% for SLO 1, and 68% for SLO 
2).  In 2017-18, the sampling strategy was a random sample, with only 260 student artifacts 
evaluated, while the current cycle assessed all course sections with 1,045 student artifacts for the 
fall and 438 for the spring.  For this assessment cycle, the rubric had three levels of proficiency 
with only two levels of proficiency and one level for blank or unrelated work.   
 

 
Section 4.  Plans for Continuous Improvement 
Goal Assessed:  Goal 1 Written Communication 
 
Faculty mentioned the following as methods to improve success in meeting the learning 
outcomes in courses meeting this goal.   

• Better ensure that the designed an assignment and rubric more specifically aligns with 
the assessment criteria, especially in creative writing assignments that do not perfectly 
fit with rhetorical assessment goals. 

• Add additional work with research and documentation in order to more 
comprehensively assess students' research skills, which remain uneven. 

• Create more interactive assignments to encourage student engagement in the class. 
• Provide additional practice in conducting database research and greater exposure to 

subject-specific databases. 
• Suggest adjusting BOR policy to allow students to take 033 (Basic Writing) AND 101+ 

(Composition with Basic Writing) so that students who struggle with English can still 
have that extra support. 

• Provide additional opportunities to address the importance of grammar, persuasion, and 
citation. 

• Writing flourishes with one-on-one instruction and feedback, and students’ writing 
inevitably improves with this type of attention and collaboration, which is incredibly 
time consuming. Smaller class sizes for writing-intensive courses would undoubtedly 
improve the quality and aptitude of student writing. 

ATTACHMENT VI     30



 
AAC Form 8.7.A – Form 
(Last Revised 07/2022) 

 

 

Goal Assessed: Goal 5 Mathematical Process and Reasoning 
Faculty mentioned the following as methods to improve success in meeting the learning 
outcomes in courses meeting this goal. 

• Better selection of artifacts to use for the assessment process 
• Incorporate more writing activities that help students to write and communicate 

mathematically and provide more questions that require students show their work since 
the lack of showing of work affected student performance 

• Incorporate more applied problems to help make real world connections 
• Incorporate assessment to a graded assignment rather than an extra credit assignment  
• When assessing this particular SGR, it is important to examine both SLOs together.  

Students may be good at performing calculations, using mathematical symbols, and 
modeling a particular situation, but this may be because they have seen similar 
problems in the past.  These same students may not have a great understanding of the 
underlying concepts, which could be demonstrated by their lack of ability to 
communicate effectively the ideas underlying their calculations and models.  On the 
other hand, some students might understand the underlying concepts and can 
communicate those ideas, but struggle with the calculations and the manipulation of 
symbols.  For these reasons, it is important to consider both SLOs together when 
assessing this general education SGR. 

 
 
Section 5.  Summary 
Faculty teaching courses in the Writing Program are required first and foremost to follow the 
guidelines provided in the English department’s Course Instructor’s Guides established for each 
of the courses meeting SGR#1. These guidelines are based on BOR policies, System General 
Requirements, and the relevant Student Learning Outcomes. The English department’s Course 
Instructor’s Guides include a wealth of information including sections on: course materials and 
textbooks, required and suggested writing assignments, required course policies, academic 
integrity guidelines, grammar instruction, individual conferences, instructor and peer feedback, 
grading guidelines, information literacy and library instruction, and numerous other areas of 
attention. In addition to providing these materials, all Writing Program courses in the 
Department of English are overseen by the Director of Writing and the Chair of the department. 
Support for attending pedagogical training and numerous pedagogy workshops are provided 
through the department. 
 
The Department of Mathematical Sciences monitors very closely the success rates in their 
entry level math courses, especially the Math 103 and Math 114 which typically have high 
enrollments and also struggle with the DFW rates.  Course coordinators of these sections and 
the department chair meet at the end of every semester to discuss changes to the course and 
make adjustments that are needed to help students be more proactive in their learning and 
remove any unneeded obstacles for their success. 
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