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Standards/ scale / levels of
achievement

Instrument that makes explicit
the criteria  and levels of
achievement/performance  for
a given element (a task, a
learning Process, a
competence, a result, etc.).

Basically, it takes the form of a
double-entry table.

Excellent

Good

Developing

There was a strong

The structure showed
signs that efforts had

Overall, it lacked a
sense of integration,

Structure | sense of integration been made to create ;| and individual topics
and a good structure a strong sense of
: _ seemed
overall. integration overall. uncoordinated.
Overall, the teaching On the whole, it was
content was at a level that novices | Overall, the content
Level appropriate for could reach with some | was overly advanced
. novices, at a level extra effort, but some | or overly easy for
extra effort. advanced or easy.
Descriptors
Students were Although the studen
" interested and hoped listened with great inté e teaching did not
Evocation | toengage in further gggt;v&rz ::g;ftﬁ vzll;';sthe really stimulate
of learning | study of the lesson they would probebly. not interest in the lesson
motivation content engage in further study content.

Dimensions/
criteria

independently.
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Rubric

- 1. Dimensions/Criteria:
- Connected to learning outcomes.
- Selective (what matters the most, avoiding a high volume)
- Comprehensible and univocal (unambiguous)
- If summative, each criteria can have different value

- 2. Standards/scale (levels of achievement):
- In general, top — down.
- In general, four (pros & cons of uneven number)
- If summative, connect to a grading/rating scale
- Attentive language (e.g., exceeding, meeting, approaching, beginning)

- 3. Descriptors:
- Specific and explicit
- Clearly comparable (similar wording) and comprehensive levels (each level comprehends the lower)
- Different aspects of achievement to refer (quantity, frequency, intensity, quality, etc.)
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Rubric. Pros

Adjustable for different purposes (see "how" in assessment):
- Diagnostic: to diagnose or self-diagnose previous knowledge.
- Formative: to assess a moment of the learning process & provide immediate feedback.

- Summative: to grade by including a numeric and a qualitative scale.

Offers guiding principles for self-monitoring of progress.

Conveys expectations (goals) for a task.

Incorporates “automatic” feedback (descriptors) and potential grading (faster)
Sense of less “subjectivity” (arbitrariness).

Can involve students in the design.
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Rubric. Cons

- Cons? (from teachers' and students’
perspectives). After some practice,
you will determine them.
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Clear idea of task goals and learning outcomes.

Create a limit number of criteria to assess

Excellent Developing

The instructor seems to | The session lacked

The session was well

structured with | have made efforts to make | consistency as a whole, and

| e—
Structure
consistency. the session consistent. each topic seemed to be
different.
The content was | The content was mostly set | The content was too

Decide scale (number & grading if summative)

Prepare description (most comprehensive level)
Prepare description of other levels (comparatively)
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the sense that it was set at | reach” for beginners, but | beginners.

the level “within one’s | some of the content was

about the topic by myself.




A rubric including comments and grading

Capstone Milestone A Milestone B Benchmark Grade
(10to 9) CRALND (CRALE)) )]

Criteria1 ... 9 (9x3=27)
(3p out of 10p)

Comment oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
Criteria2 ... 5 (5x3=15)
(3p out of 10p)
Commenf oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
Criteria 3 ... 7 (7x3=21)
(3p out of 10p)
Commenf -------------------------------------------------
Criteria4 ... 10 (10x1=10)
(Tp out of 10p)
Commenf oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
/3
(27+15+21+10)



Rubrics

Comments, ideas, & doubts so far...

Take note of them, stop the video when needed.

Rernermber 1o take
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Web-references/documents with ideas

* Classroom Assessment Activities (CATs):
https://facultyinnovate.utexas.edu/cats

https://facultyinnovate.utexas.edu/sites/default/files/Checksforl earning-Duringlnstruction.pdf

https://vcsa.ucsd.edu/ files/assessment/resources/50 cats.pdf

https://teaching.berkeley.edu/resources/course-design-guide/design-effective-assessments/alternatives-traditional-testing

https://www.cmu.edu/teaching/assessment/assesslearning/CATs.html

https://cft.vanderbilt.edu/guides-sub-pages/cats/

* Online exams:
https://academic-senate.berkeley.edu/issues/coronavirus/best-practices-remote-examinations

» Getting feedback from students
https://bokcenter.harvard.edu/getting-feedback
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