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Report on IWSLO A: Communication 
“Coherently and persuasively share information” 

O B J E C T I V E S  

Measure the extent to which Cal Maritime Students “coherently and persuasively share information.” 

Give recommendations for improving assessment efforts. 

Give recommendations (where applicible) for improving program effectiveness. 

M E T H O D O L O G Y  

We used a rubric approved by IWAC in 2015 to assess written communication in 5 dimensions 

addressing “Content,” “Organization,” and “Mechanics.” The last dimension is broken down into 

three subcategories (see Appendix B).  The rubric was applied to 99 student papers in a variety 

of 100, 200, and 300-series courses.  All the papers came from courses in writing, literature, or 

critical thinking. 

The dimensions given above were assessed on a 6-point scale: 1-2 (poor), 3-4 (acceptable), and 

5-6 (excellent). 

The data was entered into CampusLabs.com’s “Baseline” rubric scoring platform. We discovered 

that while Baseline is useful for course-level assignment assessment and communicating feedback 

to students, it is not ideal for program or institution-level 

assessment as currently configured. However, some useful 

information can be gleaned from the data as currently 

compiled. 

R E S U L T S  

Of the 99 papers assessed, the average score was 59.2%, 

well below the 70% benchmark that IWAC hopes to see.  

Just under 35% of individuals showed competency at 

benchmark-level or above (rubric score of ≥4).   

The scores were distributed throughout the range, with large 

groups of scores of 48% (11), 60% (10), 68% (10), but another 11 at 80%.  This suggests that 

performance is widely scattered, although the majority of scores fell below the 70% benchmark. 

These papers were largely from students in introductory writing or literature courses, although 
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several were from an “upper-division” literature course. 

Since the rubric is designed to assess at “capstone” level, 

it is scored as though the student was at graduation 

without regard for position in the student’s program. Thus 

it is not surprising to find so many beginning and 

intermediate level writers performing below the 

benchmark. 

With further data analysis and with the newest 

Campuslabs.com assessment product becoming available 

in the next month or two, other trends may emerge.  

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

The communication IWAC assessment shows one major shortcoming immediately: although 

“communication” is meant by the IWSLO to include all forms of sharing information, the 

assessment method this year only sought to gather information on written artifacts.  The difficulty 

of obtaining useful verbal or oral assessment artifacts months after the fact is obvious.  

New institution-level assessment methods may alleviate this issue by making course/program-

level assessments available to institution-wide assessors.   

Another shortcoming this year, as in years before, is that all the assessment was done on artifacts 

produced in one department (C&C).  This practice does not provide a complete picture of 

institution-wide progress in teaching and encouraging communication skills.  Future assessments 

may benefit from seeking data reflecting written and oral communication practices in a variety 

of courses and programs.   

The data produced this year is still being analyzed by the committee; this report will be updated 

as necessary with those findings as well as new analysis when Campuslabs.com is fully 

operational and available. 

 

APPENDIX A: GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OF DATA BY DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP and MAJOR 

APPENDIX B: IWAC 2016 WRITTEN COMMUNICATION RUBRIC 
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