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Executive Summary 
 NMC measures student learning on the general education outcomes by assessing original 
student work.  All Group 1 courses must support at least one general education outcome.  Student 
artifacts are generated through the coursework for a specific class and so offer an authentic assessment 
mechanism.  In May 2012, 41 faculty and staff gathered to score 347 pieces of student work measuring 
communication skills.  NMC’s general education goal is that near-graduating students (those with 52 or 
more college credits) will perform at the sufficient level on the outcome rubric (Appendix A).  
 
Key findings: 

 86.8% of near-graduates performed sufficiently or above  (83.8% in 2009) 

 Strongest communication skill:  Identifies main idea for intended purpose 

 Weakest communication skill:   Supports main idea with relevant material and documented 
sources, if suitable 

 Most improved skill:  Supports main idea with relevant material and documented sources, if 
suitable 

 
Process Methodology  

In spring2012, the population of near-graduates with 52 or more college credits was 1522.  The 
artifact sample was drawn from the population in January 2012, at the end of the registration drop/add 
period.  In order to account for student attrition and the possibility of non-scorable artifacts, the original 
sample included 477 students from 47 classes, 76 different sections with 48 different instructors.  
Instructors of the selected courses were notified in writing and by email by the Office of Research, 
Planning & Effectiveness.  Each instructor was sent a copy of the Communications rubric (Appendix A), 
Artifact Guidelines (Appendix B), and a list of students for whom to submit artifacts.   

We constructed the sample to account for a possible 50% attrition rate.  In order to have a 
representative sample with a margin of error of +/- 5% we needed 307 scored artifacts.  About 77.7% 
(371) of the artifacts requested were submitted.  Twenty-four artifacts were deemed not scorable by 
the scorers (Table 1).   

 

Table 1.  Sample Attrition in Spring 2012 

Original Sample Requested  477 

Attrition Due to Students -106 (22.2%)  

Attrition Due to Non-Scorable Artifacts -24 (5%)  

Final Tally Before Reader Reliability Check 347 (72.7%) 

Overall Attrition Rate 27.3% 
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Attrition due to students this spring was close to the six-year average (22% and 23%, respectively), but 
total overall attrition was considerably less than the six-year average (27% and 36%, respectively—Table 
2).   

 

Table 2.  Artifact Attrition Trends (before Inter-
reader Reliability Test) Student 

Instructor 
or Process 

Non-
scorable Total 

Spring 2007 – Critical Thinking 20% 0% 20% 40% 

Spring 2008 – Communication 32% 0% 7% 39% 

Spring 2009 – Critical Thinking 23% 8% 2% 33% 

Fall 2009 – Communications 25% 10% 2% 37% 

Spring 2011 – Critical Thinking 21% 7% 1% 29% 

Fall 2011 – Quantitative Reasoning 17% 17% 0.4% 35% 

Spring 2012 – Communications 22% NA 5% 27% 

 
In an effort to reduce the potential of having non-scorable artifacts, the Assessment Coordinator 

reviewed assignments of instructors new to the process, those using a new or modified assignment, and 
any who requested a review or assistance in fitting the assignment to the Communication rubric. 
Instructors also received feedback on their assignments from the scorers after the scoring was 
completed.  Artifacts were due on April 30th, about a week before final grades were due for the spring 
semester.   
 
Volunteer Scorers Request 

In April 2012, the Assessment Coordinator requested volunteers from among faculty to score 
the artifacts.  Scoring day was May 10, 2012.  There were 48 people who volunteered to score artifacts 
with 41 actually showing up on Scoring Day. 
 
Process Validity and Reliability 

On scoring day, faculty readers applied the Communications rubric and assigned a score for each 
of the five capabilities for every artifact.  To optimize reliability, three scorers read each piece of student 
work and assigned a score from zero (deficient) to three (proficient).  The two scores closest to one 
another within a two-point range were used for the final score for the artifact.  In the past, at least 46% 
of communications artifacts have required a third reader.   

For assessing inter-reader reliability, if the sum of the capability scores from the first and second 
readers differed by three or more points (on a 15-point scale), the scores from the third reader would be 
used in the analysis.  A difference of three or more points represents a 20% difference in opinion 
between readers, a significant difference.  The final score for an artifact was the average score between 
the two sets of scores that were closest within a 3-point difference.  Artifacts with total scores differing 
by three or more after the third reader were dropped from the analysis. 

The scorers also took steps to ensure inter-reader reliability qualitatively as well.  Prior to 
scoring of artifacts, scorers independently read a set of student work that reflected a range of 
assignments in three norming sessions scheduled in the two weeks prior to Scoring Day, with a final 
norming session, for faculty who couldn’t attend the previous ones, given at the start of Scoring Day. 
 
Inter-Reader Reliability 

For the first and second read of the scorable artifacts (N=347), 49% were within acceptable 
reliability limits (Table 3).  Third reader scores were required for score 176 artifacts (51%).   When 
considering the scores of the third reader, the reliability rate increased to 91.4% (Table 4).  There were 
30 artifacts that were outside the acceptable reliability limits and as such were thrown out of the 
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analysis.  The final outcomes analysis included 317 artifacts.  With this sample size, the margin of error 
for the population of 1522 was +/-4.9%.  As such, results can be generalized to the near-graduate 
population.   

 

Table 3. Difference between scorer 1 and scorer 2:  Communications 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

0 35 10.1 10.1 

1 72 20.7 30.8 

2-Acceptable Reliability 64 18.4 49.3 

3 67 19.3 68.6 

3.5 2 .6 69.2 

4 40 11.5 80.7 

5 27 7.8 88.5 

6 15 4.3 92.8 

7 10 2.9 95.7 

8 8 2.3 98.0 

9 3 .9 98.8 

11 3 .9 99.7 

12 1 .3 100.0 

Total 347 100.0  

 

 

Table 4.  Difference between reader’s scores when third reader considered 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 

0 72 20.7 20.7 20.7 

1 137 39.5 39.5 60.2 

2 – Acceptable Reliability 108 31.1 31.1 91.4 

>2 30 8.6 8.6 100.0 

Total 347 100.0 100.0  

 
NMC’s goal is to increase the reliability rate through training, reader norming sessions, and 

rubric improvements.  Our goal is to have agreement within one point a majority of the time and to have 
scores not more than two points apart 100% of the time.  Table 5 shows the trends in inter-reader 
reliability for communications artifacts over time.  Out of the requested 477 artifacts from the original 
sample, the total number of artifacts that were scorable was 347. However, the final number of artifacts 
available for the analysis was 317 (66.5%).  This number demonstrates that accounting for about a 50% 
attrition rate is still reasonable when drawing the artifact sample.   

The inter-reader reliability as measured by the Pearson’s r after throwing out the artifacts 
outside the acceptable reliability limits shows a strong and statistically significant relationship (r=0.897; 
p<=0.000). 

 

Table 5.  Inter-reader reliability history:  
Communication 2004 2005 2006 2008 2010 2012 

Number of artifacts scored 49 239 247 283 275 347 

First two reads 75.5% 52.3% 59.5% 66.4% 53.8% 49% 

Addition of third read 100% 93.7% 95.1% 93.3% 92.0% 91.4% 

Number of artifacts thrown out of analysis 0 15 12 19 22 30 
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Results:  Measuring Against General Education Goal 
 Each capability on the communication rubric was evaluated and scored separately.  The results 
indicate that, relative to the other capabilities, the near-graduates’ strengths were in identifying the 
main idea for intended purpose and demonstrating an awareness of audience (Table 6).  The weakest 
capability, as in the past, was supporting the main idea with relevant material and documented sources.  
However, this capability also shows the greatest improvement.  Future curricular improvements could 
focus on improving students’ ability to support their ideas with appropriate sources, introduce such 
sources clearly, and document them properly when necessary.  Figure 1 shows the trends for the 
capability scores.  In order to find those that scored sufficient or above on the rubric the following 
coding scheme was used: 

 Scores 0 to 1.4 were coded as deficient or developing 

 Scores 1.5 to 2.4 were coded as sufficient 

 Scores 2.5 to 3.0 were coded as proficient 
 

Table 6.  Percent Scoring Sufficient or Above by 
Capability 

2006 
(N=235) 

2008 
(N=264) 

2010 
(N=253) 

2012 
(N=317) 

C1:  Identifies main idea for intended purpose 71.1% 79.9% 91.7% 90.5% 

C2:  Uses coherent and mechanically-sound language 66.8% 78.0% 87.7% 87.4% 

C3:  Organizes ideas logically for intended purpose 67.7% 75.4% 89.3% 86.8% 

C4:  Supports main idea with relevant material and 
documented sources, if suitable 63.0% 64.0% 74.3% 83.9% 

C5:  Demonstrates an awareness of audience 74.1% 84.8% 85.8% 90.5% 
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Aggregate Scores  
 Overall the average total mean was 10.6 (std. dev. = 2.85), which is in the proficient rating (see 
rubric in Appendix A).  About 86.8% of near graduates scored at the sufficient level or above (Figure 2).   
 

 
 
Adjusting the Curriculum    
 There was a relatively large increase in the percentage of near graduates that scored sufficient 
or better on C4:  Supports main idea with relevant material and documented sources, if suitable, and C5:  
Demonstrates an awareness of audience.  The other capabilities stayed relatively flat.  Figure 2, shows 
that overall the percentage of near graduates scoring sufficient or better has increased since the last 
assessment cycle (from 83.8% to 86.8%).  Continued work on assignments in which students are 
specifically asked to demonstrate the capabilities will help create more valid assessments.      
 
Adjusting the Assessment Process 

A handful of assignments puzzled scorers enough that the artifacts were unscorable. 
More rigorous assignment review needs to be in place, rather than reviewing only new participants or 
those instructors using new or modified assignments or requesting a review voluntarily.  To facilitate 
comprehensive review of all assignments to be used for the Communication outcome, faculty in each 
discipline should take part in the review process, after being coached in the features of the 
Communication rubric and the need to connect assignments to the five capabilities described on it. 
  
Address questions or comments about this analysis to Darby Hiller or John Pahl in the Office of 
Research, Planning & Effectiveness.   
 
     

 
 
  
 

mailto:dhiller@nmc.edu
mailto:jpahl@nmc.edu

