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Outline

• Disaggregating student data for assessment

• Curricular Assessment

• Co-Curricular Assessment



Overview

• 40,087 enrollment in Fall 2021

• WSCUC granted reaffirmation for a full and 
maximum 10 year period in Feb. 2020

• Commended on the assessment infrastructure 
and processes and the collaborative work of 
the Office of Assessment and Institutional 
Effectiveness



Overview Contd. 

• CSUF was recommended to determine the 
differential impact of various student success 
strategies

• Strategic Goal 1: “Provide a transformative 
educational experience and environment for 
all students.”



Institutional Context: Assessment

• 6 Step Assessment 
Process

– All divisions follow 
the 6 step process

– Annual Reporting

• Assessment Liaisons

– Represent each 
college and division

– Monthly Meetings

– Support units 
assessment

Develop Student 
Learning/Program 

Performance Outcomes

Identify Methods & 
Measures

Determine Criteria for 
Success

Collect & Analyze Data

Plan & Execute 
Improvement Actions

Document Assessment 
Activities









Curricular Assessment: GE
• Cultivating a culture of assessment on campus

• GE Faculty Learning Community

Early 
Fall: 

Course 
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Nov:
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Dec: 

Rubric 
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Jan:

Course-
level 

instructor 
training

Spring: 

Data 
collection 
Faculty: 

Assignment
Student: 
Survey

Summer: 

Data 
analysis 

& 
Closing 

the loop



Curricular Assessment: Learning Goals

• Five GE Learning Goals

o Fundamental Knowledge 

o Critical Thinking 

o Teamwork 

o Diversity (Local/Global Community)

o Communication (Written/Oral)



Curricular Assessment: GE
Diversity (Local/Global Community)

• Learning Goal:

“Student will develop self-awareness, knowledge, and intercultural 
skills, and critical reflection to participate ethically and effectively in 
local communities and global context.”

• Rubric:

o Multidimensional understanding (of others)

o Self-awareness (of self)

o Perspectives or worldview

o Biases

o Knowledge Application
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Results: Differences Based on Student 
Characteristics (Diversity)

Criterion Gender UR Financial Aid (Pell)

Multidimensional 
Understanding (Of Others)

No Difference Non-UR > UR No Difference

Self-awareness (of self) No Difference Non-UR > UR No Difference

Perspectives or worldview No Difference Non-UR > UR Non-Pell > Pell 

Biases No Difference Non-UR > UR No Difference

Knowledge Application No Difference Non-UR > UR No Difference



Curricular Assessment: GE
Communication (Written)

• Learning Goal:

“Students will develop ideas and communicate them competently and 
ethically, verbally or nonverbally, both orally and in writing, in a variety 
of context.”

• Rubric:

o Source & Citation

o Focus

o Content

o Synthesis

o Style & Organization

o Technical
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Results: Differences Based on Student 
Characteristics (Communication – Written)

Criterion Gender UR Financial Aid (Pell)

Source & Citation Female > Male No Difference No Difference

Focus Female > Male No Difference No Difference

Content Female > Male Non-UR > UR No Difference

Synthesis Female > Male No Difference No Difference

Style & Organization No Difference Non-UR > UR No Difference

Technical No Difference Non-UR > UR No Difference



Curricular Assessment: GE 
Results Summary

• Diversity

• Communication (written)

• Faculty Feedback

o Closing the loop



Co-Curricular Assessment: 
Supplemental Instruction (SI)

• Piloted in 2007 in calculus and introductory biology 
courses

• Adopted after the UMKC model

• Recognized as a High Impact Program in 2013-2014

• Directly addresses CSUF Strategic Planning Goal 2: 
“Strengthen opportunities for student completion 
and graduation.”

• Has won various accolades and recognition 
nationwide



Co-Curricular Assessment: 
Supplemental Instruction (Contd.)

• Consists of the SI Program staff, SI Leaders, SI Senior 
Leaders, SI Implementation Team and the SI Faculty 
Liaisons

• Currently provides support to over 40 courses across 
5 colleges, and 15 departments

• Over 200 course sections are supported by SI

• SI Program staff consists of an Assistant Director, SI 
Program Coordinator and an Administrative Analyst

• So how does the program do assessment with such 
short staff?



Co-Curricular Assessment: SI Analysis



Co-Curricular Assessment: SI Analysis (Contd.)



Co-Curricular Assessment: SI Analysis (Contd.)



Co-Curricular Assessment: Student 
Success Centers

• These were established as part of the Student 
Success Initiative

• Each college has a student success center and 
a student success team to help the students

• Services include providing student space and 
amenities, academic advising and workshops, 
college and department scholarship 
opportunities, connection to different campus 
resources etc. 



Co-Curricular Assessment: Student 
Success Centers (contd.)

• The analysis of the student population served 
by these centers is the first step towards 
creation of a substantial database for the 
analysis of student success initiatives



Co-Curricular Assessment: Student Success Centers (contd.)



Summary

• Power of Disaggregating data

• Curricular and Co-Curricular Assessment

• Future direction
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Don’t forget to complete the session 
evaluations!


