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In June 2016, instructors from several departments participated in assessment of student learning in regards to General Education learning outcomes by evaluating student essays. Each instructor evaluated essays from a specific discipline and prepared a report on his/her findings. Following the essay evaluations, all instructors met to discuss their findings and offer recommendations for the future. This report describes the assessment project that was carried out and presents general recommendations made by the faculty during the post-assessment discussion. The specific findings and recommendations for each course are presented in separate course assessment reports.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Study parameters
The goal of this assessment was to evaluate the effectiveness of the General Education curriculum by assessing student learning within several of the City College General Education Flexible Core courses. The assessment focused on student learning in the areas of writing, critical thinking and information literacy as well as within the content area of the particular course. A total of 240 student papers from 12 different courses were assessed by 13 faculty from six departments. The essays were scored using General Education rubrics which quantified student achievement. In addition, faculty recorded their impressions regarding student performance; these qualitative findings along with recommendations for improvement are summarized in individual course assessment reports.

Findings
Overall, faculty felt that students rose to the occasion and composed appropriate responses to the assignments they were given.  Students are better in critical thinking than they are able to communicate it. Information literacy skills are difficult to assess because many assignments don’t specify the requirement/need to do research and cite sources. Student average rubric scores are slightly above 2 (developing), on a scale of 1 (beginning) to 4 (accomplished). The instructors noted that the research-driven rubrics which were used for scoring don’t accurately assess many essays; in fact, the rubrics fail to capture some important qualities of these essays. Finally, students demonstrate good understanding of discipline-specific concepts as demonstrated by average scores approaching 3 (proficient) in this category.

Recommendations
The faculty found the assessment experience very valuable for their future teaching and, in addition to the specific recommendations for each course (available in separate assessment reports), suggested the following actions for faculty support and improvement of student learning:
· faculty development on best WAC practices and composition of strong assignment prompts 
· utilization of WAC fellows to work with specific departments 
· communication across departments 
· customized assessment for different disciplines  
· sharing of assessment results with all stakeholders.

OVERVIEW

General Education Curriculum 
The 42 General Education credits are divided into:
· 12 credits Required Core where students complete 2 English composition courses, 1 Math and 1 Lab Science course
· 18 credits Flexible Core where students complete 6 courses in 5 designated categories*
· 12 credits College Option where students complete Philosophy, Foreign Language and Speech (the last one is a requirement for BS and BFA students only)

*Flexible Core categories are: Creative Expression, Scientific World, U.S. Experience in its Diversity, Individual Society and World Cultures and Global Issues (at City College there are two subgroups in this category, one focusing on history and the other focusing on literature). 
In addition to introducing students to a specific field of knowledge, each Flexible Core course also advances students’ writing, critical thinking and information literacy skills by building on the abilities students developed in the Required Core English composition courses.
Reasons for and Uses of Assessment
Information about assessment is shared with the departmental Chairs and faculty as well as the General Education Committee and is reported to the Middle States Commission in Higher Education in order to document the ongoing evaluations of student learning alongside curricular goals. The assessment of student learning is conducted by faculty. The Director of General Education, Ana Vasović, coordinates assessment activities in Gen Ed courses by working with department Chairs, course coordinators and faculty. The potential uses of assessment findings are many. In addition to tracking student learning, they are used to inform future assessments and curricular design and to aid professional development of faculty teaching Gen Ed (and other) courses.

The assessment conducted in summer 2016 focused on several Flexible Core courses across different categories and allowed participating faculty to familiarize themselves with student learning happening in courses/departments other than their own. This across-the-board assessment is also envisioned as a starting point for faculty from different departments to communicate and develop strategies for “coordinating” across the curriculum in terms of developing writing assignments which are not only in line with General Education expectations, but also designed to strengthen/complement skills introduced elsewhere in the curriculum. The ultimate goal to define learning benchmarks across the Gen Ed curriculum which can be used as assessment checkpoints.

Method of Sample Collection
All instructors teaching the following Flexible Core courses: MUS 101, 102, 145, THTR 131, 211, 212, 213, JWST 117, SPAN 283, WHUM, ANTH 101, ASIA 101, 202, BLST 102, WCIV, HIST 204, 206, 240, 241, ANTH 201, ECO 10250, PSYCH 102, SOC 105, WS 100 during the spring 2016 semester were asked by email to submit samples  of students’ essays (7 essays from each small section or 20 samples from a large section) to be used for this assessment. In an effort to ensure the sample selection was random, instructors were asked to provide samples from the first 7 (or 20) students who appeared on course rosters. Instructors were also asked to submit their assignment prompts/descriptions, class rosters, course syllabi and to complete an online survey.

Samples Collected
Twenty four faculty teaching MUS 101, 102, THTR 131, 211, 212, 213, SPAN 283, WHUM, ANTH 101, ECO 10250, and WCIV responded and submitted materials for assessment. The Office of General Education sorted through all submissions, and, based on previous assessment experiences, decided to set up groups of 30 essays per course to be each assessed by two independent readers. A part-time assistant in the office helped number the essays, remove names of students and instructors, and inconspicuously code essays by student standing (freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior) by marking different shapes on each paper. 

Participant Recruitment and Compensation
All instructors who had indicated an interest in participating in assessment were invited to participate as readers and scorers. Participants were paid the CUNY non-teaching adjunct rate for the hours spent on this assessment.






The following chart shows the participants and courses assignments:
	Category
	Course
	#of essays
	Reader 1
	Reader 2

	World Cultures and Global Issues - History
	WCIV 101, 102
	30
	Spencer Bastedo, History
	Slobodan Mitrovic, Anthropology

	
	ANTH 101, 201
	30
	Robert Siebert, Anthropology
	Slobodan Mitrovic, Anthropology

	World Cultures and Global Issues - Literature
	WHUM 101, 102, 10312 
	30
	Adam Bubrow, English
	Benjamin Nadler, English

	
	SPAN 283
THTR 211, 212, 213
	30
	Kathleen Potts, Theater
	Brandon Judell, Theater

	Creative Expression

	MUS 101, 102
	30
	Antoni Piza, Music
	Alec Magnet, English

	
	THTR 131 
	30
	Chloe Edmondson, Theater
	Joanne Schultz, Theater

	Individual and Society
	ECO 10250
	30
	Christopher Rick, Economics
	David Plick, English

	Assignment prompts
	All
	 42
	Alec Magnet, English
	David Plick, English



Rubrics Used for Scoring
The existing rubrics for writing (developed by CCNY faculty), critical thinking (adopted from AACU) and information literacy (developed by CCNY library faculty) were used. In addition, the assessment participants were asked to pilot the use of the AACU Writing rubric in order to determine if it is more suitable than the CCNY rubric. The rubrics designate four possible scores for each category: Beginning (1), Developing (2), Proficient (3), and Accomplished (4). The scale of 1-4 on the rubrics reflects the ability range from the beginning level to the accomplished level. It is meant as a “college span” scale, and it is expected that students will be at the “proficient/accomplished” end of the scale by the time they graduate.

Method of Scoring, Norming, and Recording Observations
The assessment participants and the Director of General Education met to discuss plans and goals of assessment, to review their interpretations of the rubrics, and to engage in the norming process. Prior to this first meeting, the participants were given 3 samples of student writing and asked to score them using the 4 Gen Ed Rubrics. One of the participants, Prof. Richard Braverman from English, led the group in the norming session and discussion for the purposes of better aligning the raters’ interpretation and application of the rubrics. The instructors were then each assigned 30 samples to read and rate so that each sample was scored by two instructors. Essays were grouped by courses and were scored by faculty from the given discipline whenever possible. Instructors were permitted to score whole and half numbers (1, 1.5, 2, 2.5, 3, 3.5, 4) as well as to mark N/A for those outcomes not applicable for a given sample. In addition, they were asked to score each essay’s content by assigning a grade (converted to a numerical score, so that A=4 and so on) reflective of the knowledge students demonstrated in the given discipline.  Instructors evaluated their assigned essays independent of each other and at their own convenient time and pace. They were asked to complete a form where they reported their general observations. The following week, the group met to discuss findings in terms of trends observed in student writing and perceptions gleaned about the teaching of writing across disciplines. Two of the readers from the English department were asked to take on an additional project of reviewing all assignment prompts, describing their findings and providing recommendations for creating effective prompts.
Methods of Analysis
The results obtained from the readers, both quantitative and qualitative, were reviewed and processed by the Office of General Education. 
Quantitative data: scores from each pair of readers were averaged for each outcome and for each course in order to obtain average scores for writing, critical thinking and information literacy categories for each course that was assessed. In addition, scores from all courses were averaged and sorted out by student status to examine if there is any difference in performance between freshmen, sophomores, juniors and seniors. 
Qualitative data: The reports of readers’ impressions and recommendations were all read by the Gen Ed Director who created a final report for each class by combining the reports of two readers. 

In addition, the final general report (this document) includes general observations and comments from instructors made in the post assessment meeting.

Summary of Findings - Qualitative
Specific information on student learning in each of the assessed courses is available in separate course assessment reports. The following are broad statements made by instructors in the post-assessment meeting:
· In general, students rose to the occasion and composed satisfactory responses to the assignments given. 
· Assignments often don’t ask/specify that students need to use and cite sources; some assignments seem to expect that students know that they need to cite; as a result many essays don’t include citations and it is difficult to assess information literacy skills 
· Many essays don’t engage with critical analysis; some are factual, others emotional responses
· Students are better at critical thinking than they are able to express it in writing
· Thesis statements are often missing in student essays
· Rubrics, geared for a research paper, don’t capture real values of some of the assignments, especially in Music and Theater
· Students wrote best essays when the assignments were relevant to their lives
· Scaffolding and staging of the final assignment produced very strong papers

Summary of Findings - Quantitative
A total of 240 essays were scored by the readers with each essay scored by two readers. Data was sorted by student standing to examine if there was an increase of scores from freshmen to seniors.  Four of the essays were written by students whose class standing could not be determined and were excluded from calculations. It is important to note the following factors which negatively affected the reliability of the scores:
· Significant discrepancy in scores between the readers in spite of the norming session; this was especially the case when the two readers came from different disciplines.
· Significant discrepancy in assignment of the N/A scores; often one reader would assign a numerical score while the other assigned N/A. In those cases, the N/A was replaced by the lowest score – 1 resulting is lower average scores. Although the instructors were told they can use N/A if it seemed the assignment didn’t ask for a specific skill to be demonstrated, it proved very hard to tabulate final scores based on different interpretation by the readers. 
· Information literacy skills were the hardest to assess since many assignments were not research driven. The total number of essays scored by this rubric was 148.



	Writing skills CCNY rubric 
	Standing
	Thesis
	Structure and Organization
	Evidence and Development
	Mechanics and Style
	Total count

	Freshman
	2.13
	2.29
	2.16
	2.36
	76

	Sophomore
	2.27
	2.34
	2.27
	2.38
	81

	Junior
	2.04
	2.17
	2.19
	2.30
	45

	Senior
	2.07
	2.26
	2.21
	2.41
	34

	Overall
	2.15
	2.27
	2.20
	2.35
	236



	


	
Writing skills AACU rubric 
	
	
	
	

	Standing
	Context of and Purpose for Writing
	Content Development
	Sources and Evidence
	Control of Syntax & Mechanics
	Total count

	Freshman
	2.33
	2.37
	1.93
	2.29
	76

	Sophomore
	2.48
	2.40
	2.13
	2.39
	81

	Junior
	2.32
	2.23
	2.12
	2.28
	45

	Senior
	2.39
	2.38
	2.11
	2.46
	34

	Overall
	2.38
	2.34
	2.06
	2.34
	236

	
Critical Thinking skills
	
	
	
	

	Status
	Explanation of issues
	Evidence
	Context & Assumptions
	Student's Position
	Total count

	Freshman
	2.38
	2.06
	2.01
	2.05
	76

	Sophomore
	2.35
	2.20
	2.09
	2.15
	81

	Junior
	2.36
	2.22
	2.01
	2.17
	45

	Senior
	2.37
	2.23
	2.07
	2.09
	34

	Overall
	2.36
	2.15
	2.04
	2.10
	236

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Information Literacy skills
	
	
	
	

	Status
	Understand info needs/ search efficiently
	Evaluate info sources
	Credibility of sources
	Use info ethically
	Total Count

	Freshman
	1.91
	1.55
	1.62
	1.84
	50

	Sophomore
	2.23
	1.86
	1.89
	2.16
	47

	Junior
	1.90
	1.73
	1.85
	1.99
	32

	Senior
	2.29
	1.92
	1.92
	2.12
	19

	Overall
	2.04
	1.72
	1.78
	2.00
	148

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Content 
	
	
	
	
	

	Status
	Content learning outcomes
	Total Count
	
	
	

	Freshman
	2.60
	76
	
	
	

	Sophmore
	2.80
	81
	
	
	

	Junior
	2.62
	45
	
	
	

	Senior
	2.93
	34
	
	
	

	Overall
	2.71
	236
	
	
	



Conclusions
Instructors felt that the assessment activity was productive, informative, and a valuable learning experience for them. As in the previous assessments, many expressed that they never considered Gen Ed outcomes and rubrics when assigning writing simply because they were unaware of them; their primary focus is teaching the content. Instructors felt their teaching will be improved in the future because of better understanding of General Education expectations. At the same time, they were concerned about how to balance teaching disciplinary content with writing instruction and felt they needed guidance how best to do so. Overall, the instructors felt that the writing samples they examined were satisfactory and that students “rose to the occasion.” It was also concluded that the existing rubrics don’t work well for some disciplines and/or types of assignments. Valuable skills are not being captured and the low scores don’t fairly represent student writing in these cases. It is better to develop customized measures for assessments in each discipline.

There was no clear preference for either of the writing rubrics. Average scores hovered a little above 2 (developing level) in most cases. Similar were the average scores in the critical thinking rubric. Information literacy scores were somewhat lower, just reaching or approaching 2, but it is important to note that most of the assignment either didn’t require research or were not explicit about it resulting in a lot of N/A score assignments. It was surprising, and somewhat disappointing, to discover that there was virtually no difference in scores between freshmen and seniors. It again has to be noted that the scoring is not accomplished with mathematical strictness as it is subject to the readers’ interpretation of the rubrics and how they apply it to the actual essays. Considering that there were significant differences in scores assigned by the two readers for the same assignments, it is obvious that, while useful, the averaged rubric scores don’t guarantee accuracy. It should be considered for future assessments the possibility for the readers to score the essays in the same room and in consultation with each other when necessary.

Recommendations
Specific recommendations for each of the courses assessed are included in separate course assessment reports. The following are general recommendations made by instructors in the post-assessment meeting:
· Faculty Development: The College should provide faculty development for teaching Writing Across Curriculum (WAC); many instructors feel torn between teaching content and writing during their classes, some are not sure they are skilled to teach writing. Providing training on best WAC practices for instructors is crucial
· WAC Fellows: Utilize WAC fellows allocated to college to work with specific departments 
· Communicate Across Departments: Define what writing/critical thinking/information literacy skills student need in Gen Ed courses; Composition courses (FIQWS/ENGL 110 and ENGL 210 should prepare students for that
· Instructors should pose Clear Assignment Prompts and Guidelines: 
· Assignment prompts should include specific guidelines; expectation for citations should be explicit; controlled research is encouraged (instructors can assign some of the sources and ask students to analyze them, rather than students just aiming to find a certain number of sources)
· Provide documents – “cheat sheets” (through the Writing Center?) easily available to students in all courses that address: effective theses, citations, argument writing, persuasive writing, transitions, etc.
· Provide students with examples of good essays (strong thesis, evidence, critical analysis, discussion on sources, citations…) as well as poor essays
· Staging/scaffolding papers is very important and is recommended in all courses (ex. Start with annotated bibliography)
· Customize Future Assessment: Design assessment methods (rubrics?) specific for each course/category; for example, Music and Theater papers had a lot of value that was not being captured by the current rubrics
· Share Assessment Results with all stakeholders through presentations and document sharing so that findings and recommendations can be utilized for curriculum improvement


NEXT STEPS
General Education representatives – Chair of the Committee, Prof. Josh Wilner, and the Director Ana Vasovic – will reach out to individual departments to discuss their goals/benchmarks for student learning in terms of Gen Ed outcomes to agree on most appropriate assessment methodology for their courses. They will also collaborate with the Writing Across Curriculum (WAC) Director, Prof. Tom Peele to develop Faculty development initiatives. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Ana Vasovic will ask the Writing Center Director, Svetlana Bochman, to identify/develop “cheat sheets” for student writing which will be vetted by the WAC directors and made available to students.




APPENDIX
Writing Skills Rubric CCNY

      Developed from UC Davis Writing Program rubric, located at http://writing.ucdavis.edu/programs-and-services/the-workshop-program/faculty-handouts 
	
	Beginning (1)
	Developing (2)
	Proficient (3)
	Accomplished (4)

	Thesis and Topic Sentences
	-Responds to the assigned topic but lacks a coherent thesis
-Body paragraphs lack topic sentences, or topic sentences either fail to address or only partially address the assignment

	-Has a coherent thesis, but thesis is either too vague or too self-evident to be effectively developed
-Body paragraphs have topic sentences, but they may be too general or too specific to be effective
-Some but not all topic sentences develop thesis

	-Has a thesis with sufficient focus and clarity to be effectively developed
-All body paragraphs have effective topic sentences that serve to develop thesis

	-Has a compelling thesis, and thesis may take into account competing point(s) of view
-All body paragraphs have effective topic sentences that serve to develop complexity of thesis 

	Structure and Organization
	-Lacks a coherent introduction
-Progression of thought within paragraphs is unclear or illogical
-Progression of thought from paragraph to paragraph is unclear or illogical
-Lacks a coherent conclusion
	-Has a coherent introduction, but needs greater focus to set up the thesis
-Progression of thought within paragraphs is clear and logical, but progression of thought from paragraph to paragraph is not
-Has a coherent conclusion, but needs greater focus
	-Has a focused introduction that effectively sets up the thesis
-Progression of thought both within and between paragraphs is clear and logical
-Has a clear and focused conclusion
	-Has a compelling introduction 
-Has an organizing strategy that provides coherence throughout the essay
-Has a compelling conclusion

	Evidence and Development
	-Has little supporting evidence or evidence is too general
-Has major omissions of essential evidence
-Makes limited use of specific examples
-Connections between evidence and assigned topic are weak or missing
-The paper reads more like a summary than an analysis

	-Has supporting evidence, but not enough to effectively develop thesis
-Has some omissions of essential evidence
-Some but not all body paragraphs provide specific examples that develop thesis
-Makes connections between evidence and thesis, but connections are not consistent throughout
-Some analysis, but still relies too much on summarization

	-Has sufficient supporting evidence to effectively develop thesis, and no omissions of essential evidence
-All body paragraphs provide specific examples that develop thesis
-Makes connections between evidence and thesis throughout
-Summarization is subordinate to analysis
	-Uses evidence in specific and thorough ways to develop thesis in depth
-Uses counter-evidence to demonstrate broad understanding of the topic


	Mechanics and Style
	-The writing is unfocused and unclear at the sentence level
-There are major problems in grammar, punctuation, and usage, some of which undermine the communication of ideas
-The paper appears to be a first draft
	-The writing is focused and clear at the sentence level but not at the paragraph level
-There are a few major problems in grammar, punctuation, and usage, but they do not undermine the communication of ideas
-Sufficient evidence of carelessness that suggests the paper was not proofread
	-The writing is focused and clear at both the sentence level and the paragraph level
-There are only minor problems in grammar, punctuation, and usage
-The paper appears to have been proofread
	-The writer uses a sophisticated vocabulary and a varied sentence structure
-There are almost no errors in grammar, punctuation, and usage







	[image: ]WRITTEN COMMUNICATION VALUE RUBRIC

	


Written communication is the development and expression of ideas in writing. Written communication involves learning to work in many genres and styles. 
It can involve working with many different writing technologies, and mixing texts, data, and images. Written communication abilities develop through iterative experiences across the curriculum.
	
	Capstone
4
	Milestones
3					2
	Benchmark
1

	Context of and Purpose for Writing
Includes considerations of audience, purpose, and the circumstances surrounding the writing task(s).
	Demonstrates a thorough understanding of context, audience, and purpose that is responsive to the assigned task(s) and focuses all elements of the work.
	Demonstrates adequate consideration of context, audience, and purpose and a clear focus on the assigned task(s) (e.g., the task aligns with audience, purpose, and context).
	Demonstrates awareness of context, audience, purpose, and to the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., begins to show awareness of audience's perceptions and assumptions).
	Demonstrates minimal attention to context, audience, purpose, and to the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., expectation of instructor or self as audience).

	Content Development
	Uses appropriate, relevant, and compelling content to illustrate mastery of the subject, conveying the writer's understanding, and shaping the whole work.
	Uses appropriate, relevant, and compelling content to explore ideas within the context of the discipline and shape the whole work.
	Uses appropriate and relevant content to develop and explore ideas through most of the work.
	Uses appropriate and relevant content to develop simple ideas in some parts of the work.

	Sources and Evidence
	Demonstrates skillful use of high-quality, credible, relevant sources to develop ideas that are appropriate for the discipline and genre of the writing
	Demonstrates consistent use of credible, relevant sources to support ideas that are situated within the discipline and genre of the writing.
	Demonstrates an attempt to use credible and/or relevant sources to support ideas that are appropriate for the discipline and genre of the writing.
	Demonstrates an attempt to use sources to support ideas in the writing.

	Control of Syntax and Mechanics
	Uses graceful language that skillfully communicates meaning to readers with clarity and fluency, and is virtually error-free.
	Uses straightforward language that generally conveys meaning to readers. The language in the portfolio has few errors.
	Uses language that generally conveys meaning to readers with clarity, although writing may include some errors.
	Uses language that sometimes impedes meaning because of errors in usage.



Critical Thinking Skills Rubric AACU
Critical thinking is a habit of mind characterized by the comprehensive exploration of issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an opinion or conclusion.

	
	Capstone

4
	Milestone                       

                          3	
	Milestone
2
	Benchmark

1

	Explanation of issues
	Issue/ problem to be considered critically is stated clearly and described comprehensively, delivering all relevant information necessary for full understanding.
	Issue/ problem to be considered critically is stated, described, and clarified so that understanding is not seriously impeded by omissions.
	Issue/ problem to be considered critically is stated but description leaves some terms undefined, ambiguities unexplored, boundaries undetermined, and/ or backgrounds unknown.
	Issue/ problem to be considered critically is stated without clarification or description.

	Evidence
Selecting and using information to investigate a
point of view or conclusion
	Information is taken from source(s) with enough interpretation/ evaluation to develop a comprehensive analysis or synthesis. Viewpoints of experts are questioned thoroughly.
	Information is taken from source(s) with enough interpretation/ evaluation to develop a coherent analysis or synthesis.
Viewpoints of experts are subject to
questioning.
	Information is taken from source(s) with some interpretation/ evaluation, but not enough to develop a coherent analysis or synthesis.
Viewpoints of experts are taken as mostly fact, with little questioning.
	Information is taken from source(s) without any interpretation/ evaluation.
Viewpoints of experts are taken as fact, without question.

	Influence of context and assumptions
	Thoroughly (systematically and methodically) analyzes own and others' assumptions and carefully evaluates the relevance of contexts when presenting a position.
	Identifies own and others' assumptions and several relevant contexts when presenting a position.
	Questions some assumptions. Identifies several relevant contexts when presenting a position. May be more aware of others' assumptions than one's own (or vice versa).
	Shows an emerging awareness of present assumptions (sometimes labels assertions as assumptions).
Begins to identify some contexts when presenting a position.

	Student's position (perspective, thesis/hypothesis)
	Specific position (perspective, thesis/ hypothesis) is imaginative, taking into account the complexities of an issue.
L imits of position (perspective, thesis/ hypothesis) are acknowledged. Others' points of view are synthesized within position (perspective,
thesis/ hypothesis).
	Specific position (perspective,
thesis/ hypothesis) takes into account the complexities of an issue. Others' points of view are acknowledged within position (perspective, thesis/ hypothesis).
	Specific position (perspective,
thesis/ hypothesis) acknowledges different sides of an issue.
	Specific position (perspective,
thesis/ hypothesis) is stated, but is simplistic and obvious.

	Conclusions and related outcomes (implications and consequences)
	Conclusions and related outcomes (consequences and implications) are logical and reflect student’s informed evaluation and ability to place evidence and perspectives discussed in priority order.
	Conclusion is logically tied to a range of information, including opposing viewpoints; related outcomes (consequences and implications) are identified clearly.
	Conclusion is logically tied to information (because information is chosen to fit the desired conclusion); some related outcomes (consequences and implications) are identified clearly.
	Conclusion is inconsistently tied to some of the information discussed; related outcomes (consequences and implications) are oversimplified.



Information Literacy Skills Rubric CCNY
	Demonstrates a clear understanding of information needs and is able to search efficiently. 
	Does not define and articulate information needs, identify appropriate keywords for retrieval, identify which sources might be useful, and/or efficiently access the necessary information
	Understands the research question but is not fully confident in identifying search term(s). Has knowledge of an information source. Needs assistance in interpreting the information collected.
	Understands the research question, demonstrates an understanding of 1 or 2 information sources and how to access them, and can interpret the collected information
	Creates original thesis statements or focused research questions appropriate to the assignment; demonstrates clear understanding of many different types of information sources and how to access them; uses appropriate information sources; and insightfully interprets the information collected

	Effectively evaluates information sources
	Does not demonstrate a clear understanding of the criteria for evaluating information sources in relevance to the research assignment. Uses unscholarly or unreliable sources.
	Some understanding of the criteria for evaluating information sources. Uses scholarly databases containing researched sources.
	Understands and reviews information sources, considers whether the amount of information is sufficient to address the issue.
	Comprehensive in the ability to evaluate information sources effectively for relevance to research assignment. Evaluates information thoroughly and effectively for reliability, validity, accuracy, authority, timeliness, and point of view or bias.

	Articulates credibility of sources
	No mention of credibility, such as authority, affiliation of author, timeliness, or bias
	Mentions one aspect of credibility, such as authority, affiliation of author, timeliness, or bias
	Mentions two aspects of credibility, such as authority, affiliation of author, timeliness, or bias
	Mentions all aspect of credibility, such as authority, affiliation of author, timeliness, and bias

	Uses information ethically
	Does not demonstrate a clear understanding of acknowledging sources. Inaccuracy of citations, footnotes, bibliographies; inappropriate citation style; does not understand plagiarism.
	Some understanding of acknowledging sources. Uses appropriate citation style; needs improvement in formatting the bibliographies and footnotes. Understands what constitutes plagiarism and does not plagiarize.   
	Acknowledges sources and uses the correct citation style for formatting footnotes and bibliographies. Understands what constitutes plagiarism and does not plagiarize. 
	Thorough acknowledgement of sources through careful incorporation of citations, footnotes, endnotes, or other widely accepted documentation style. Includes complete bibliographic information formatted with near complete accuracy. Does not plagiarize.
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