
QL PLC Meeting 

October 21, 2016 

2-4 pm 

ITC 205 

Minutes (Notes from Melinda Shimizu) 

Present:  Breeann Flesch, Kendall Rosales, Bob Hautala, Jeff Armstrong, Vivian 
Djokotoe, John Leadley, Melinda Shimizu, Sue Monahan, Dan Clark.  Unable to attend:  
Ethan McMahan, Kristin Latham, Matt Nabity. 

We outlined a general procedure to follow for our assessment of University-wide 
demonstration of the Quantitative Literacy (QL) Undergraduate Learning Outcome 
(ULO). 

1. Instructors provide a copy of the “signature assignment” devoid of student work 
with a cover sheet that indicates which QL features are targeted and at which 
level (which boxes will “light up” on the LEAP QL rubric) 

a. This “signature assignment” could be one or a range of questions from an 
assignment, exam, lab report, etc. given in the course aligned with QL.  It 
does not have to be a complete exam or paper, just enough for the student 
to demonstrate the targeted skills. 

b. 2-4 features per “signature assignment” is the expectation. Only 1 feature 
may be too scant; hitting all 6 features too ambitious. 

c. **Key note: The unit of measure for this assessment is the curriculum; not 
the student performance. Student performance is the vehicle to show that 
not only has the opportunity to demonstrate the feature/level been 
provided, but that most students in the course do have proficiency in that 
feature at that level. 

2. QL PLC evaluates the “signature assignment” to determine if they agree the 
assignment provides students the opportunity to demonstrate proficiency of the 
instructor-identified features at the instructor-identified level. 

a. Opportunity to discuss what that would look like in student performance. 
Identifying elements to look for in student work may streamline the 
process. 

3. QL PLC evaluates student work of “signature assignment” looking at the modal 
and barely passing examples. 

a. PLC validates if students perform at the expected level 
b. Avenue for providing constructive feedback to instructors if there is 

noticeable variance in student work deemed “modal” or “barely passing.”  
c. By looking at the full sample, identify if there are any QL feature/levels 

(Boxes) that no one in the University identifies with.  

  



We discussed our December meeting being an open workshop style to further improve 
communication with faculty at large about the process and expectations. Especially 
communicating what we are looking for in a “signature assignment” so that faculty have 
the opportunity to be intentional about eliciting student work that aligns with WOU’s 
institutional expectations for Quantitative Literacy.  

We discussed the possibility of a multiple-choice survey style assessment tool being a 
valid “signature assignment” for the purposes of university-wide ULO assessment. The 
overwhelming consensus was that it is not – with one hold out: Shimizu. She will 
attempt to find concrete examples that could suffice as a “signature assignment” for 
assessment of QL and I&A to further inform the development of the PLC process model 
and the workshop planned for December. 

Follow up:  Dr. Shimizu identified a scientific thinking survey of students that has been 
validated and results of its use published in a peer reviewed journal:  Peggy Brickman,† 
and Mary Lutz‡.  2012.  Developing a Test of Scientific Literacy Skills (TOSLS): 
Measuring Undergraduates’ Evaluation of Scientific Information and Arguments Cara 
Gormally,* CBE-Life Sciences Education, Vol 11, Winter. p. 364-377.  Interesting!  The 
group will continue the discussion about if a tool with those qualities might be used in 
place of authentic student work demonstrating the use of the skill. 

 


