Appendices to
Developing a Programme Leaning Outcomes Assessment Plan

PolyU’s mission and goals
(institutional and programme)
Articulating institutional
or programme ILOs
What are the intended
learning outcomes (ILOs)?

Aligning teaching,
learning and
assessment
activities with ILOs

How do we achieve
the ILOs?

Identifying appropriate learning
outcomes measures and methods

Outcomes Assessment

Outcome-Based Approach

Appendix 1: Relationship between outcomes-assessment and outcomesbased approach to teaching, learning and assessment

How do we know how well we have
achieved the ILOs we aspire to?
Collecting data or evidence of learning
outcomes actually achieved
What improvement actions are needed based on
the outcomes evidence collected?
Using the outcomes data and
evidence to improve learning
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Appendix 2

Appendix 2: A proposed LOAP template
Department/Faculty:
Name of Programme:
Programme Mission/Goals:
Part I: Programme learning outcomes assessment methods and procedures
Programme intended
learning outcomes
1.

2.

3.
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LOA methods and measures

How the data will be
collected

Criteria for success

How the data will be
disseminated and used for
improvement

Part II: Implementation schedule and responsibility
Implementation schedule
LOA methods or activities

[Please

Person(s) responsible

the academic year(s) during which the LOA activity will be conducted]

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12

[Name(s) of person(s) with primary
responsibility for implementing the activity]

1.

2.

3.

Submitted by: ____________________________
____________________________

(Name)

Date _________________________

(Post)
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Please note that this is a hypothetical example that has been prepared to help you understand more about what are expected for a Programme LOAP. To
keep it as simple as possible, we have only shown some illustrations of a mission/goals statement rather than the whole thing, and have focused on only three
intended learning outcomes. We have drawn from various sources to compile this example, so it is not meant to represent any specific programme in PolyU
or in any other institution.
Department/Faculty: Health Sciences
Name of Programme: Radiation Therapy
Programme Mission/Goals1:
Our mission is to prepare graduates for professional careers in radiation therapy… This programme aims to produce competent radiation therapists with
solid knowledge and skills about radiation therapy and therapeutic radiation treatments, who are able to apply this knowledge to practice, and have the
competency to deliver quality care…
Students should be able to master the skills of clinical reasoning, communication and interpersonal skills, problem solving and the use of information
technology… They also develop attitudes of professional ethics, lifelong learning, and the ability to work as a member of an inter-professional team with
other health care professionals…
Part I: Programme learning outcomes assessment methods and procedures
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Programme intended
learning outcomes2

LOA methods and measures3

How the data will be
collected4

Criteria for success 5

Ability to apply a
suitable problem-solving
heuristic to deal with
unfamiliar problems

1. Problem-based learning task in
R302 (Final year, Semester 1)
2. Problem question in final exam
of R303 (Final year, Semester 2)

1&2: Assessment to be done
by subject teachers using
an agreed rubric for
assessing problem
solving skills

1&2: 90% of students
being rated
“satisfactory” or
above on all
criteria

3. Alumni survey 12 months after
graduation asks if the
programme:
Item 1: Helped graduates
develop problem-solving skills
Item 10: Prepared graduates to
deal appropriately with most
situations that arise

3&4: 75% or more of the
3&4: Administration and
respondents giving
analysis to be coordinated
ratings of 4 or
by programme leader. All
above on the 5items will be rated on a 5point scale
point Likert scale
(1=strongly disagree,
5=strongly agree).

How the data will be
disseminated and used for
improvement6
Results to be summarized in
the annual programme
outcomes assessment report,
which will be sent to the HoD
and programme team
Results to be reviewed and
discussed in the programme
committee meeting in June
each year to identify
weaknesses and plan
programme improvement
Outcomes assessment results
and improvement plan to be

Appendix 3

Appendix 3: A hypothetical example of a Programme LOAP

reported in the annual
Departmental QA Report for
Dean’s and PolyU
QAC(AD)’s endorsement
and scrutiny

4. Employer survey 6 months after
graduation asks for assessment
of our graduates on:
Item 1: Problem-solving skills
Ability to communicate
effectively with clients
and other professionals,
both orally and in
writing

Assessment to be done by 1&2: Over 95% of
students being
FYP supervisors based on
rated “satisfactory”
a rubric for assessing oral
or above on all of
presentation skills.
the rubric criteria
2:
Assessment to be done by
2. Assessment in Clinical Practice
by the FYP or
clinical supervisors based
(R305) of ability to communicate
clinical supervisors
on a rubric for assessing
with patients and other
interpersonal skills
professionals
3&4: Administration and
3&4: 75% or more of the
3. Alumni survey 12 months after
analysis to be coordinated
respondents giving
graduation asks if the
by programme leader. All
ratings of 4 or
programme:
items
will
be
rated
on
a
5above on the 5Item 2: Helped graduates
point scale
point
Likert
scale
develop my abilities to
(1=strongly
disagree,
communicate effectively with
5=strongly agree)
patients, patients’ families, other
staff members and others
Item 3: Helped graduates to
collaborate with members of the
health care team
4. Employer survey 6 months after
graduation asks for assessment
of our graduates on:
Item 13: Ability to work as part
of a team
Item 14: Ability to establish
rapport with patients
1. Oral presentation of Final Year
Project (R307)

1:
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Ability to apply
knowledge and skills
gained from the
programme to
professional practice in
the workplace.
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1:
1. Assessment of students’
professional competence by
clinical supervisors in the last
Clinical Practice (R305) before
graduation
2&3:
2. Alumni survey 12 months after
graduation asks if the
programme:
Item 6: Prepared graduates to
deliver therapeutic radiation
treatments
Item 7: Prepared graduates to
base my practice on a system
perspective and other
theories/models
Item 9: Prepared graduates to
provide radiation therapy care to
patients
3. Employer survey 6 months after
graduation asks for assessment
of our graduates on:
Item 6: Treatment delivery
performance
Item 7: Overall knowledge of
radiation therapy
Item 10: Ability to work on
treatments/ simulation equipment
Item 12: Level of patient care
provided

Assessment to be done by 1:
clinical supervisors based
on a rubric for assessing
professional competence
in the workplace
2&3:
Administration and
analysis to be coordinated
by programme leader.
All items will be rated on
a 5-point Likert scale
(1=strongly disagree,
5=strongly agree)

Over 95% of
students being
rated “satisfactory”
or above by the
clinical supervisors
75% or more of the
respondents giving
ratings of 4 or
above on the 5point scale

Part II: Implementation schedule and responsibility
Implementation schedule7
LOA methods or activities

[Please

2009-10
1. Course-embedded assessments
(a) R302 Problem-based learning task

Person(s) responsible

the academic year(s) during which the LOA activity will be conducted]

2010-11

2011-12

[Name(s) of person(s) with primary
responsibility for implementing the activity]

Subject teacher of R302 (Sabrina)

(b) R303 Problem question

Subject teacher of R303 (Thomas)

(c) R305 Assessment of students’ ability
to communicate with clients and
professional competence by clinical
supervisors

Coordinator of R305 Clinical Practice
(Louisa)

(d) R307 Assessment of students’ oral
presentation skills

Coordinator of R307 Final Year
Project (Raymond)

2. Alumni survey

Programme leader (Carol) with
support of departmental Executive
Officer (Jennifer) and Educational
Development Unit

3. Employer survey

Programme leader (Carol) with
support of departmental Executive
Officer (Jennifer) and Student Affairs
Unit

4.
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Appendix 4: How high should intended educational (student)
outcomes be set?
Source: Nichols and Nichols (2000: 21-23)

How High Should Intended Educational (Student) Outcomes Be Set?
One of the practical questions departmental administrators will face is posed
above. The relatively straightforward answer is to be realistic considering the
academic abilities of the students as they enter the program, the level of rigor
expected in the classes, and the resources available to support the instructional
process.
There is nothing to be gained by setting criteria for intended outcomes (average
scores, percentile ranks, etc.) unreasonably high. If an institution operates a virtually open door admissions program, with the result that entering students have
diagnostic test scores averaging in the 20-30 percentile range (compared with the
national population), there is little chance that its graduates will average in the 8090 percentile range on most standardized cognitive examinations. What purpose has
been served by setting intended outcomes at that level? The department has looked
foolish, the students have been driven beyond reason to attain an unrealistic
expectation, and all concerned record a frustrating experience from what may have
been a considerable accomplishment (graduation of students who clearly meet or
exceed professional standards).
On the other hand, there is also little to be gained from setting intended educational outcomes at such a modest level that any “warm, breathing body” even indirectly exposed to the instructional program can meet them. The educational
program at any institution should represent a reasonable challenge for both students
and faculty.
It has been the authors’ experience that most institutions at which “warm
breathing body” statements of intended educational (student) outcomes were
encountered have been institutions that failed to distinguish these assessment activities from the procedures that exist on all our campuses for evaluation of individual
faculty and other employees. It is absolutely imperative that in word, as well as
deed, the assessment processes initiated on the campus be held separate from necessary evaluative procedures concerning individuals. Unless this takes place, faculty, being human beings, will insure that they “look good” regarding intended
educational outcomes in order to merit increases in rank, salary, or possibly tenure.
In setting criteria for intended educational outcomes, faculty are answering the
“ought” question regarding their programming. Having answered the question
“What should students be able to think, know, or do?”, the “ought” question
focuses upon how well should they be able to perform the intended educational or
student outcomes identified. The institutions profiled in Assessment Case Studies
reported almost uniformly that the tendency for the faculty to use assessment results
to improve programming was directly linked to the extent to which they identified
the criteria for program success (answering the “ought” question) before the actual
assessment process took place. When reviewing actual assessment results, if a
discrepancy exists between what faculty had previously stated students ought to be
able to do (the ideal state) and the actual results reflecting what they can do, faculty
will in most cases take the necessary corrective action. However, without such a
criterion against which to reflect actual student performance, the tendency to use
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the data to improve the program is substantially diminished.
At what point in the process should the department establish these criteria for
program success, as part of the intended educational (student) outcome or as part of
the means of assessment? If in these early stages of identification of the statements
of intended educational outcomes faculty become too involved in identification of
the answer to the “ought” question and the specific means of assessment to be
utilized for measurement, then the focus of the process shifts naturally from student
expectations to measurement or assessment. While expression of criteria for
program success is certainly possible in the statement of intended educational or
student outcomes, “the majority of graduates will be employed upon graduation,” in
most cases, the identification of this criteria for program success is best selected in
conjunction with identification in the means of assessment to be discussed in the
next chapter, “50% or more of the students completing the Graduating Student
Questionnaire will indicate that they are currently employed or have accepted a job
offer at the close of their program.”
Criteria for success are often set at both the primary (overall) and secondary
(detailed) levels as reference points or benchmarks for program performance. Primary criteria for success establish overall targets for program performance such as
“the average score of graduates on the ETS Major Field Test in Literature will be at
or near the 50th percentile.” The potential use of results for program improvement
can be greatly enhanced by also setting more detailed criteria for success which
require secondary analysis such as “and no subscale score will be below the 30th
percentile.” While overall program performance may meet or exceed primary criteria for success, faculty are informed through consideration of this secondary
analysis of those more specific areas, scales, or individual items falling short of
their expectations. Whenever feasible, faculty should set not only primary, but secondary criteria for success and conduct detailed analysis of assessment information
to the level necessary for it to be of use.
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Appendix 5: Overview of outcomes assessment strategies or
methods
Source: http://www.provost.wisc.edu/assessment/manual/manual2.html
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