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Full-Scale Implementation



CHALLENGES

PART A



How many institutions in the room for 
Written Communication are using:
1) Written Communication 
2) Reading
3) Other



How many institutions in the room for 
Critical Thinking are using:
1) Critical Thinking 
2) Problem Solving
3) Creative Thinking
4) Information Literacy
5) Other



How many institutions in the room for 
Teamwork are using:
1) Teamwork 
2) Other



How many institutions in the room for 
Empirical & Quantitative Reasoning 
are using:
1) Quantitative Literacy
2) Inquiry and Analysis
3) Other



How many institutions in the room for 
Personal Responsibility are using:
1) Ethical Reasoning
2) Lifelong Learning
3) Integrative Learning
4) Other



How many institutions in the room for 
Social Responsibility are using:
1) Civic Engagement
2) Intercultural Knowledge and 

Competence
3) Global Learning
4) Integrative Learning
5) Other



How many institutions in the room for 
Visual Communication are using:

Kidding… 
There’s no rubric anywhere for this.
First Google result was, “Why are 
there so many searches on this from 
Texas?”



Challenge #1
The lack of a clear 1:1 relationship 
between the LEAP VALUE rubrics 
and EACH (ALL) of the Texas core 
objectives



How many institutions in the room . . .

Did your faculty modify, adapt, or 
otherwise tinker with the rubric before 
it was approved and implemented?



Challenge #2
The desire of faculty to make 
discipline specific adaptations to 
the VALUE rubrics



How many institutions in the room . . .

The desire by faculty to adapt was so 
overwhelming that you have discipline 
specific versions of the rubrics? 
Or perhaps, entirely different rubrics 
for the same outcome?



Challenge #3
The selection by faculty of 
multiple different rubrics to assess 
a single general education 
outcome



Outcome Selected Rubric

Critical Thinking Critical Thinking

Selected Rubrics (AY 2012, 2013)



Outcome Selected Rubric

Critical Thinking Critical Thinking
Quantitative Literacy (3)
Problem Solving (4)

Teamwork Teamwork

Empirical & Quantitative Reasoning Quantitative Literacy (3)
Problem Solving (2)

Selected Rubrics (AY 2014)



Outcome Selected Rubric

Critical Thinking Critical Thinking
Quantitative Literacy (3)
Problem Solving (4)

Teamwork Teamwork

Empirical & Quantitative Reasoning Quantitative Literacy (3)
Problem Solving (2)
Inquiry and Analysis

Communication Written Communication
(custom) Oral Communication

Social Responsibility Integrative Learning

Personal Responsibility Lifelong Learning

Selected Rubrics (AY 2015, 2016)



CHALLENGES

PART B



“Squishiness” of Rubrics



Who can definitively explain – in a 
manner so that everyone in the room 
will agree… the difference between:



Who can definitively explain – in a 
manner so that everyone in the room 
will agree… the difference between:



Who can definitively explain – in a 
manner so that everyone in the room 
will agree… the difference between:



Challenge #4
In spite of the rubric, we still did 
(or do) not have a clearly defined 
college-standard regarding each 
outcome



“Squishiness” of Rubrics

Fragments
and 

Run-ons



Challenge #5
The inter-rater reliability of the 
LEAP VALUE rubrics within the 
context of the college’s juried 
assessment process



How many institutions are using a “3 
outcomes per year” type schedule for 
general education outcomes 
assessment?



Challenge #6
The institutional continuity of 
general education outcomes 
assessment from one year to the 
next



Consistency through 
Documented Interpretation
The Institutional Interpretation documents the 
cumulative decisions our faculty have made during 
workshops and calibration sessions regarding how to 
distinguish between different levels of performance 
defined by the rubric. 



Having occasionally to read and re-read or to reinterpret a 
student’s writing (due to issues such as grammar, sentence 
structure, typos) to make meaning of it is indicative of a Level 1. 
Having to do that more frequently or being unable to determine 
meaning of a passage suggests a Level 0 assessment.  Some 
errors that do not interfere with meaning (e.g. omission of a 
comma) may be considered successful at a Level 2.

“Squishiness” of Rubrics

Fragments
and 

Run-ons



Institutional Interpretation
Having occasionally to read and re-read or to reinterpret a 
student’s writing (due to issues such as grammar, sentence 
structure, typos) to make meaning of it is indicative of a Level 1. 
Having to do that more frequently or being unable to determine 
meaning of a passage suggests a Level 0 assessment.  Some 
errors that do not interfere with meaning (e.g. omission of a 
comma) may be considered successful at a Level 2.



The institutional interpretation is an integral part 
of the assessment process. It always accompanies 
the rubric; they are maintained together as a single 
document.



Institutional Interpretation



Goal: Institutional Interpretation



A fully mature institutional interpretation
that includes clarifications for each “Level x 
Criteria”
represents a faculty-developed, comprehensive 
definition of the college’s standard for student 
attainment regarding the general education 
outcome.

Goal: Institutional Interpretation



becomes the clearly defined standard for 
each outcome.
creates year-over-year continuity in 
calibration.
supports improvements of inter-rater 
reliability.

Consistency through Documented 
Interpretation . . .



Adaptation through 
Interpretation

The institutional interpretation allows college 
faculty to flexibly adapt a LEAP VALUE rubric to 
specific disciplines without modifying the 
original rubric.



Written Communication, Science 
& Math



Critical Thinking, Science



Critical Thinking, Science



Outcome Selected Rubric

Critical Thinking Critical Thinking

Teamwork Teamwork

Empirical & Quantitative Reasoning Quantitative Literacy (adapted)

Communication Written Communication
Oral Communication

Social Responsibility VALUE-based custom rubric

Personal Responsibility VALUE-based custom rubric

Selected Rubrics (AY 2017, 2018)



becomes the method for adapting the 
rubrics rather than revising the rubrics.

Consistency through Documented 
Interpretation . . .



Developing an Institutional 
Interpretation

The development of institutional interpretations for 
LEAP VALUE rubrics by multiple institutions presents a 
significant opportunity for inter-institutional 
collaboration. 



If have identified a benchmark for success on 
the rubric, begin with an initial description of 
successful vs. unsuccessful based on the rubric.

Written Communication, Content Development
Successful students use relevant content (examples, evidence, 
etc.) to develop and explore ideas through most of their work. 
Unsuccessful students may have well-developed, simple ideas in 
only one area, section or paragraph or may not develop any 
ideas particularly well.

“Success Brief”



Calibration Sessions



Focus on: 
• Evidence identified within student samples,

e.g. runs-ons and fragments. 
• Evaluator’s cognitive experience,

e.g. having to stop and re-read in order to 
understand meaning. 

Calibration Sessions



• Proactively engage a “Calibration Tool”
• In depth analysis of each criteria element
• Develop interpretations to be validated 

through calibration. 

Interpretation Workshops



San Jacinto College, Institutional Interpretation
Written Communication
Critical Thinking

Calibration Tool
Written Communication

Samples… 



Chris Duke, Ph.D.
Assistant Vice Chancellor for 
Accreditation and Assessment
San Jacinto College 
chris.duke@sjcd.edu 



Critical Thinking 
Institutional Interpretation  

As of February 18, 2016 

Definitions & Rubric 
 Critical Thinking Skills (SJC), “Students will develop habits of mind, allowing them to appreciate the processes by which 

scholars in various disciplines organize and evaluate data and use the methodologies of each discipline to understand the 
human experience.” 

 Critical Thinking Skills (THECB), “to include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, and analysis, evaluation, and synthesis of 
information.” 

General Issues & Discussion 
 Persuasive vs. Informative Assignments. An ongoing discussion exists among evaluators regarding whether the critical 

thinking rubric requires a common assignment be persuasive in nature or if an informative assignment is sufficient. The 
difficulty seems to lie in the “Position” and “Conclusion” criteria. The college seems to be leaning toward a persuasive 
position being necessary; that suggest that purely informative assignments may not align well with the rubric and will be a 
Usability Level 3. However, the interpretation is not yet firm, so the determination of usability for an informative 
assignment remains as the discretion of the evaluator. 

 Setting a standard for our graduates and core complete students. The question addressed through this assessment 
process is, “Are we, as an institution, effective in educating our students to attain the general education outcomes?”  That 
question focuses on students that graduate (with an AA, AS, or AAT) or complete the core. As we assess, we should not 
make allowances (e.g. assess more easily) for students we believe may be earlier in their college career; we acknowledge 
that the technology does not yet support ideal sampling methods (work sampled only from recent graduates), and we 
consider that limitation when analyzing the results. Our standard for and expectations of our graduates and core complete 
students should be applied consistently.  

 Grading Perspective. The levels of the rubric do not correspond to a particular grade (e.g. Level 4 does not equate to an 
“A”) or to a particular level of academic experience (freshman, sophomore etc.). More importantly, we are not assessing 
student work for the purpose of assigning a grade; the purpose is to identify their relative level of critical thinking to 
evaluate how well San Jacinto College is helping student attain that skill. Thus, if a student only performs at a Level 1 even 
though they are addressing the assignment extremely well, it is still a Level 1 of performance.  

 Frame analytic (criterion-by-criterion) assessment within a holistic assessment framework. Once all criterion have been 
evaluated, consider the student’s performance more holistically. Is the student’s work representative of work you would be 
confident as labeling “successful critical thinking” by a San Jacinto College graduate or core complete student. Alternatively, 
is the student’s work representative of work you believe should *not* be labeled as “successful critical thinking” by a San 
Jacinto College graduate or core complete student?  Use your answers to those questions to consider your criterion-by-
criterion assessment 

 Generalize behaviors (reading holistically). It is valid to consider the examples given within the criteria or within the 
institutional interpretation to be a general description of that level of critical thinking rather than the only valid examples of 
that skill level. The work presented by the student may represent a comparable level of skill. In other words, given another 
opportunity to complete the assignment, would a student performing as they are given their response to the assignment 
perhaps exhibit the specific examples offered by the rubric or institutional interpretation? 

 Writing and composition skills. Student’s mechanical writing skills – good or bad – are independent of (though perhaps 
correlated to) their critical thinking skills; guard against exceptionally poor or exceptionally good writing unduly influencing 
your assessment of the critical thinking skills exhibited, per the rubric. Also, a student may not necessarily organize their 
response very well; they may not use conventional composition strategies and techniques. Do read across the entire 
response for evidence of individual criterion; for example, a student may have no introduction but do a reasonable job of 
identifying a problem/thesis elsewhere in their response.  

 Accuracy of content specific knowledge. The critical thinking rubric does not assess content specific knowledge. It is 
possible for a student to complete an assignment based on incorrect knowledge schema while still demonstrating adequate 
critical thinking. Certainly, very specific content errors that do not affect the meaning of the document should not unduly 
lower the assessment on the rubric. 



Institutional Interpretation of Criteria 

 
Explanation of Issues 

 Successful students state, clarify, and describe an issue or problem or topic to be critically considered, even if 
description or clarification has some gaps (e.g. terms undefined, backgrounds unknown). Unsuccessful students 
simply state the issue without any further clarification or description.  

 The explanation of issues does not necessarily have to occur in the introductory paragraph; consider the Writing and 
Composition Skills noted previously.  
 

Evidence 
 Successful students interpret, evaluate, and perhaps qualify the evidence and the source of evidence they may use. 

Unsuccessful students use evidence and accept the viewpoints of the source as fact.  

 This criterion focuses more on the student’s interpretation of the evidence and the questioning and analysis of 
experts’ viewpoints than it does simple inclusion of sources in the response.  

 “Taken from sources” suggests the use of evidence to support analysis; this may include informal references to a 
primary source. This criterion does not require or suggest any particular method for documenting references or 
sources.  

 Students may often include a source/quote and then restate, explain, or describe the source's claim; that is 
indicative of a Level 1 performance. To attain a Level 2, a student should begin to offer their own analysis or 
evaluation of the source's claim or begin to use it in a new or different manner though that analysis or 
interpretation may not be enough to be coherent. 
 

Influence of Context and Assumptions 
 Successful students identify implicit or unstated ideas, conditions, or beliefs that are taken for granted within their 

own position or a position within evidence they may be using; that may include historical, ethical, political, cultural, 
environmental, or circumstantial conditions that influence the issue. Unsuccessful students have little to no 
awareness or ability to identify assumptions implicit within a position. 

 This criterion focuses on the extent to which the student identifies, questions, and evaluates their own and others’ 
assumptions. 
 

Student’s Position (perspective, thesis) 
 Successful students acknowledge different sides, perspectives, and complexities of an issue when taking a position. 

Unsuccessful students state their position in a simplistic manner but do not express an understanding of other 
perspectives: the issue appears to be more "black and white." 

 Assignments may not require students to take a firm persuasive position or make a direct argument; evidence of 
position may be found within assignments (at a micro level) that are more informative or compare/contrast in nature.  
 

Conclusion and Related Outcomes 
 Successful students base conclusions on the information, evidence, and positions they present and identify related 

implications of their conclusions. Unsuccessful students draw conclusions that are not clearly or logically based on the 
evidence or arguments they presented. 



Teamwork 
Institutional Interpretation 

As of February 18, 2016 

Definitions 
 
Teamwork (SJC), “Students will consider different points of view and work interdependently to achieve a shared purpose or goal.” 

Teamwork (THECB), “to include the ability to consider different points of view and to work effectively with others to support a 
shared purpose or goal.” 

General Issues & Discussion 
 Setting a standard for our graduates and core complete students.  The question addressed through this assessment 

process is, “Are we, as an institution, effective in educating our students to attain the general education outcomes?”  
That question focuses on students that graduate (with an AA, AS, or AAT) or complete the core.  As we assess, we 
should not make allowances (e.g. assess more easily) for students we believe may be earlier in their college career; 
we acknowledge that the technology does not yet support ideal sampling methods (work sampled only from recent 
graduates), and we consider that limitation when analyzing the results.  Our standard for and expectations of our 
graduates and core complete students should be applied consistently.   

 Grading Perspective. The levels of the rubric do not correspond to a particular grade (e.g. Level 4 does not equate to 
an “A”) or to a particular level of academic experience (freshman, sophomore etc.). More importantly, we are not 
assessing student work for the purpose of assigning a grade; the purpose is to identify their relative level of teamwork 
to evaluate how well San Jacinto College is helping student attain that skill. Thus, if a student only performs at a Level 
1 even though they are addressing the assignment extremely well, it is still a Level 1 of performance.  

 Frame analytic (criterion-by-criterion) assessment within a holistic assessment framework.  Once all criterion have 
been evaluated, consider the student’s performance more holistically.  Is the student’s work representative of work 
you would be confident as labeling “successful teamwork” by a San Jacinto College graduate or core complete 
student.  Alternatively, is the student’s work representative of work you believe should *not* be labeled as 
“successful teamwork” by a San Jacinto College graduate or core complete student?  Use your answers to those 
questions to consider your criterion-by-criterion assessment 

 Generalize behaviors (reading holistically).  It is valid to consider the examples given within the criteria or within the 
institutional interpretation to be a general description of that level of teamwork rather than the only valid examples 
of that skill level.  The work presented by the student may represent a comparable level of skill.  In other words, given 
another opportunity to complete the assignment, would a student performing as they are given their response to the 
assignment perhaps exhibit the specific examples offered by the rubric or institutional interpretation? 

 Explicit Examples. This rubric seeks to observe explicit examples of behaviors relevant to teamwork skills. For that to 
happen, we rely on students to provide those examples. If a student focuses entirely on the end product for the team 
project, only provides declarative statements without examples, or does not answer a question, a lower assessment 
on the rubric may be appropriate: a “1” or a “0” on the rubric.  

 Negative Examples. A student providing negative examples of how they did not perform well against the 
question/rubric is indicative of outcome attainment. For example, a student understands teamwork if they are able to 
say, I could have done a better job of facilitating the contributions of others by inviting them to describe their ideas 
more. Specifically, I missed an opportunity in our third meeting to ask Dana more about her idea; she had mentioned 
it, and I thought it was a good idea, but when no one else asked about it, I just let it go. I should have asked her to 
share more and better supported her idea. 

 Peer Assessment. Peer assessments are not the activity we intend to assess; if a student document only includes peer 
assessment and no self-assessment, the usability should be a "1" because it's not the element of the common 
assignment expected in the sample. However, a peer evaluation may still be assessable if the student wrote enough 
and there is evidence in their assessment of peers that they have adequate understanding of the teamwork criteria. 
Assess the explicit examples about the student or their peers – positive or negative – against the criteria. 



 Team Dynamic. The rubric assesses the individual’s role in, contributions to, and understanding of the team and not 
the team dynamic. It is possible for a student to describe a poor team dynamic while still individually possessing, 
demonstrating, and describing good teamwork skills.  

 Process rather than Product. The rubric focuses on the process of teamwork rather than the end product or result of 
that teamwork. When assessing student work, the discipline specific assignment the team completed should only be 
considered as context for understanding student response to the teamwork reflection questions, as needed. The 
quality of the team’s or the student’s work on the project itself is beyond the scope of the rubric.  

Institutional Interpretation of Criteria 
 

Contributes to Team Meetings 
 When working in a team meeting, successful students make suggestions and contribute ideas that help the team 

move forward on the group's work.  Unsuccessful students do not offer ideas or suggestions that contribute 
substantively to the group's work.   

 This criterion focuses specifically on the student’s contributions to team meetings and the communication within 
those meetings; it does not reference or consider the actual work a student may do as part of the project.  

Facilitates the Contribution of Team Members 
 Successful students interact with team members by clarifying or asking questions about ideas, views, or suggestions 

of other team members.  Unsuccessful students only participate reactively by taking turn speaking and listening to 
others.     

 The different levels of this criterion may need to be interpreted more conceptually as describing a general level of 
behavior that could include examples students provide but that are not listed on the rubric. See Generalize Behaviors 
above. 

Individual Contributions Outside of Meetings 
 Successful students contribute meaningfully to the quality of the group's work; they add overall value to the 

team.  Unsuccessful students meet minimal expectations and deadlines, but do not contribute beyond their assigned 
responsibilities.  

 This criterion focuses on the work a student does toward the completion of the project; this is independent of their 
contributions to team meetings as described above. The use of the phrase “outside of meetings” serves to make that 
distinction. It does not mean that the student’s work must be done – spatially, chronologically, and geographically – 
at a time other than when the team is meeting. A more accurate wording of the criterion may be, “Individual 
Contributions to Completion of Project Tasks.”  

Fosters Constructive Team Climate 

 Successful students treat team members respectfully with constructive communication and a positive attitude; they 
provide assistance and encouragement to team members.   Unsuccessful students do not positively engage team 
members and may contribute to a negative team environment.  

 The different levels of this criterion may be interpreted more conceptually; not all of the behaviors are easily 
observed or likely to be described by the student (e.g. non-verbal communication). See Generalize Behaviors above.  

Responds to Conflicts 
 Successful students should actively engage and work positively to move the group beyond conflict of any sort to 

continue making progress on the task at hand.  Unsuccessful students passively observe conflict with the team, allow 
it to be resolved by others, and/or simply accept the resolution proposed by others. 

 This criterion may require reading more laterally across the entire student document; students may not clearly 
identify conflicts, problems, or issues they encountered, so they may describe situations in other areas of their 
response (other than to question 5) that are relevant.  

 This criterion focuses on how a student reacts to a conflict, problem, or issue; to perform well does not suggest a 
particular method or approach to the problem, and it does not require, necessarily, that the issue be resolved entirely 
(e.g. students may negotiate to a certain extent before agreeing to disagree). In fact, it may be an inherent part of the 
resolution process that not all individuals will be entirely satisfied with the outcome. 



Written Communication 
Institutional Interpretation 

As of February 15, 2017 

Definitions & Rubric 
 Communication Skills (SJC), “Students will communicate ideas, express feelings, and support conclusions effectively in 

written, oral, and visual formats.” 

 Communication Skills (THECB), “to include effective development, interpretation, and expression of ideas through written, 

oral, and visual communication.” 

General Issues & Discussion 
 Setting a standard for our graduates and core complete students.  The question addressed through this assessment 

process is, “Are we, as an institution, effective in educating our students to attain the general education outcomes?”  That 
question focuses on students that graduate (with an AA, AS, or AAT) or complete the core.  As we assess, we should not 
make allowances (e.g. assess more easily) for students we believe may be earlier in their college career; we acknowledge 
that the technology does not yet support ideal sampling methods (work sampled only from recent graduates), and we 
consider that limitation when analyzing the results.  Our standard for and expectations of our graduates and core complete 
students should be applied consistently.   

 Grading Perspective. The levels of the rubric do not correspond to a particular grade (e.g. Level 4 does not equate to an 
“A”) or to a particular level of academic experience (freshman, sophomore etc.). More importantly, we are not assessing 
student work for the purpose of assigning a grade; the purpose is to identify their relative level of written communication 
to evaluate how well San Jacinto College is helping student attain that skill. Thus, if a student only performs at a Level 1 
even though they are addressing the assignment extremely well, it is still a Level 1 of performance.  

 Frame analytic (criterion-by-criterion) assessment within a holistic assessment framework.  Once all criterion have been 
evaluated, consider the student’s performance more holistically.  Is the student’s work representative of work you would 
be confident as labeling “successful written communication” by a San Jacinto College graduate or core complete student.  
Alternatively, is the student’s work representative of work you believe should *not* be labeled as “successful written 
communication” by a San Jacinto College graduate or core complete student?  Use your answers to those questions to 
consider your criterion-by-criterion assessment 

 Generalize behaviors (reading holistically).  It is valid to consider the examples given within the criteria or within the 
institutional interpretation to be a general description of that level of written communication rather than the only valid 
examples of that skill level.  The work presented by the student may represent a comparable level of skill.  In other words, 
given another opportunity to complete the assignment, would a student performing as they are given their response to the 
assignment perhaps exhibit the specific examples offered by the rubric or institutional interpretation? 

 Accuracy of content specific knowledge.  The written communication rubric does not assess content specific knowledge.  It 
is possible for a student to complete an assignment based on incorrect knowledge schema while still demonstrating 
adequate written communication.  Certainly, very specific content errors that do not affect the meaning of the document 
should not unduly lower the assessment on the rubric. 

Institutional Interpretation of Criteria 

Context of and Purpose for Writing 
 Successful students exhibit awareness of audience and purpose for writing beyond the scope and purposes of the course; 

they consider an audience other than self or the instructor.  In addition, successful students are able to place an issue or 
topic within a clear context. 

 Unsuccessful students write with little attention given to context, audience, or purpose.   

 This criterion includes regulating tone, e.g. writing an argument in favor of gun control should attend to concerns of gun 
advocates. Successful students are able to weigh all relevant sides and come to an informed conclusion. 



Content Development 
 Successful students use relevant content (examples, evidence, etc.) to develop and explore ideas through most of their 

work.  Unsuccessful students may have well-developed, simple ideas in only one area, section or paragraph or may not 
develop any ideas particularly well. 

 Successful content development (Level 2) requires the student to include multiple, main supporting ideas that are 
developed with examples and details.  Ineffective content development may only include a single, main supporting idea 
developed with examples and details (Level 1), or it may rely heavily on declarative statements with circular or declarative 
supporting statements (Level 0). 

Genre and Disciplinary Conventions 
 Successful students organize, present, and write in a way that is consistent with basic, common practices of the 

discipline.  Unsuccessful students may organize and present information in a generically acceptable manner but do not 
attend to specific disciplinary expectations or may not organize their writing in any meaningful way. 

 Assessment of citation mechanics and style specific to a discipline or genre are appropriate within this criterion, e.g. 
formatting, presentation, organization, and layout. 

 A student that adheres to fundamental expectations of the genre or discipline, perhaps by meeting and fulfilling the 
requirements of the assignment, is performing at least at a Level 2.  A student that excludes key elements or features 
expected performs at a lower level (Level 1 or 0), e.g. organizational strategies for an essay or research paper do not follow 
convention; sections of a lab report are omitted or are completed with very low proficiency.  

Sources and Evidence 
 Successful students attempt to use credible, relevant sources to support their ideas in a discipline appropriate 

manner.   Unsuccessful students may not use sources or may use sources without considering the credibility or relevance 
related to the task. 

 This criterion considers the use of evidence and sources within the paper: how are they integrated into the student’s 
writing?  Some in-text work must be evident in order to receive a Level 2. This means that students are able to place 
referenced material into the context of their own work. It also considers the quality and relevance of sources given the 
context of the subject matter.  It does not consider the mechanics of citing sources; that is considered within the Genre and 
Disciplinary Conventions criterion.   

 To receive a Level 2, students must support their claims with appropriate referenced material within the text of their work. 
Inadequate or very little use of source materials and/or the use of sources with questionable credibility is indicative of a 
Level 1. 

 In more quantitatively or empirically centered disciplines, using, integrating, or referencing quantitative or empirical results 
in the written sample may be considered the use of evidence or sources in lieu of using primary or secondary sources, e.g. 
writing in Math should reference completed calculations.  

Control of Syntax and Mechanics 
 Successful students use clear language that readers are able to understand easily, even with some errors.  Unsuccessful 

students write with language that may be difficult to understand because of a lack of clarity or errors in usage or simply 
may not be able to write effective enough to convey meaning. 

 Having occasionally to read and re-read or to reinterpret a student’s writing (due to issues such as grammar, sentence 
structure, typos) to make meaning of it is indicative of a Level 1. Having to do that more frequently or being unable to 
determine meaning of a passage suggests a Level 0 assessment.  Some errors that do not interfere with meaning (e.g. 
omission of a comma) may be considered successful at a Level 2. 

Readability of Visual Elements 
 Successful students include visual elements that may be reliably interpreted by different readers. Unsuccessful students 

may not use visual elements at all, or the visual elements are difficult to read or to interpret. 

 Students that do not include a visual element should be assigned a Level 0 on this criteria. This criteria SHOULD NOT be 
considered when determining Usability of Sample. 

 Outlining or formatting of text is not currently considered to be a “Visual Element.” 

Relevance, Accuracy, and Integration of Visual Elements 
 Successful students include visual elements that are intentionally integrated into the message; the student uses the visual 

element to enhance their communication in some manner, and the visual element does not appear to include unintended 
distortions or bias. Unsuccessful students may only use a visual element decoratively in a manner that does not add specific 
value to the communication, or the element may include misleading or distorted information. 

 Students that do not include a visual element should be assigned a Level 0 on this criteria. This criteria SHOULD NOT be 
considered when determining Usability of Sample. 



Developed by Chris Duke & Larry King for LEAPTX.org Texas Assessment Collaborative February 2017 

CALIBRATION TOOL: WRITTEN COMMUNICATION VALUE RUBRIC 

Developed to be used in conjunction with the AAC&U LEAP VALUE rubric for written communication, this calibration tool separates 

the component elements of each criteria and presents them in a manner intended to expose the differences between the levels of 

performance defined by the rubric. 

Context and Purpose for Writing 
Awareness Context Tasks Examples 

1 Demonstrates 
minimal attention 

to context, audience, 
purpose,  

and to the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., expectation of instructor 
or self as audience). 

2 Demonstrates 
awareness 

of context, audience, 
purpose,  

and to the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., begins to show 
awareness of audience's 
perceptions and assumptions). 

3 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). 

4 Demonstrates a 
thorough 
understanding 

of context, audience, 
and purpose  

that is responsive to the 
assigned task(s) and focuses 
all elements of the work. 

Content Development 
Content Development Scope 

1 Uses appropriate and relevant 
content 

to develop simple ideas in some parts of the work. 

2 Uses appropriate and relevant 
content 

to develop and explore ideas through most of the work. 

3 Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content 

to explore ideas within the context of 
the discipline 

and shape the whole work. 

4 Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content 

to illustrate mastery of the subject, 
conveying the writer's understanding, 

and shaping the whole work. 

Genre and Disciplinary Conventions 
Use Convention Elements 

1 Attempts to use a consistent system for basic organization and 
presentation. 

2 Follows expectations appropriate to a specific discipline 
and/or writing task(s)  

for basic organization, content, and 
presentation 

3 Demonstrates consistent use of important conventions particular to a 
specific discipline and/or writing 
task(s),  

including organization, content, 
presentation, and stylistic choices 

4 Demonstrates detailed attention 
to and successful execution of 

a wide range of conventions 
particular to a specific discipline 
and/or writing task(s)  

including  organization, content, 
presentation, formatting, and 
stylistic choices 



Developed by Chris Duke & Larry King for LEAPTX.org Texas Assessment Collaborative February 2017 

Sources and Evidence 

 Use Source Quality Supporting Ideas 

1 Demonstrates an attempt to use sources to support ideas in the writing. 

2 Demonstrates an attempt to use credible and/or relevant sources to support ideas that are 
appropriate for the discipline and 
genre of the writing. 

3 Demonstrates consistent use of credible, relevant sources to support ideas that are situated 
within the discipline and genre of 
the writing. 

4 Demonstrates skillful use of high-quality, credible, relevant 
sources 

to develop ideas that are 
appropriate for the discipline and 
genre of the writing 

 

Control of Syntax and Grammar 

 Language Meaning Errors 

1 Uses language  that sometimes impedes meaning 
because of errors in usage. 

2 Uses language that generally conveys meaning to 
readers with clarity, 

although writing may include some 
errors. 

3 Uses straightforward language that generally conveys meaning to 
readers. 

The language in the portfolio has 
few errors. 

4 Uses graceful language that skillfully communicates meaning 
to readers with clarity and fluency, 

and is virtually error-free. 
 

 

Example of an Interpretation 

Student writing that has few, if any, noticeable errors is indicative of a Level 3 or 4. (The differentiation between Level 3 

and Level 4 likely will focus on Language and Meaning…) 

A Level 2 may include occasionally forced or awkward language (“thesaurus-ized”) and it may include some errors that 

do not interfere with meaning (e.g. omission of a comma).  

Having occasionally to read and re-read or to reinterpret a student’s writing (due to issues such as language choice, 

grammar, sentence structure, typos) to make meaning of it is likely indicative of a Level 1.  

Having to read and re-read more frequently or being unable to determine meaning of a passage suggests a Level 0.   

 

 



Title: Developing Institutional Interpretations of LEAP VALUE Rubrics 

Type: Concurrent 

Track:  
Successfully Implementing the VALUE Rubrics 
Designing Effective Assignments and Signature Work 

Abstract: 

San Jacinto College faculty have developed an Institutional Interpretation that accompanies each LEAP 
VALUE rubric the college has implemented to assess the Texas core objectives. The Institutional 
Interpretation documents the cumulative decisions our faculty have made during workshops and 
calibration sessions regarding how to distinguish between different levels of performance defined by the 
rubric. The institutional interpretation (a) allows faculty to flexibly adapt LEAP VALUE rubrics to specific 
disciplines without modifying the rubric, (b) serves as a guide for applying the rubric which supports 
training/calibration and improves inter-rater reliability, and (c) represents a faculty-developed, 
comprehensive definition of the college’s standard for student attainment regarding the general 
education outcomes. The development of institutional interpretations for LEAP VALUE rubrics by 
multiple institutions presents a significant opportunity for inter-institutional collaboration. This session 
will describe how institutional interpretations may be developed and implemented, and examples will 
be provided.  
 
Description: 

San Jacinto College has implemented LEAP VALUE rubric-based assessment of general education 
outcomes at full scale across the entire core curriculum. Given the college-wide scope of 
implementation, the college encountered several challenges in the early stages of implementing LEAP 
VALUE rubrics in the assessment process: (a) the lack of a clear 1:1 relationship between the LEAP 
VALUE rubrics and the Texas core objectives for empirical and quantitative skills, personal responsibility, 
and social responsibility, (b) the desire of faculty to make discipline specific adaptations to the VALUE 
rubrics, (c) the selection by faculty of multiple different rubrics to assess a single general education 
outcomes, (d) the absence of a clearly defined college-standard for student success regarding each 
general education outcome, (e) the institutional continuity of general education outcomes assessment 
from one year to the next, and (f) the inter-rater reliability of the LEAP VALUE rubrics within the context 
of the college’s juried assessment process. A single tool has emerged and has effectively resolved each 
of these concerns. 
 
An “Institutional Interpretation” accompanies each LEAP VALUE rubric implemented at San Jacinto 
College. The Institutional Interpretation represents and documents our faculty’s body of work and 
experience with interpreting a rubric and applying it to samples of student work. In short, faculty 
workshops and calibration sessions use examples of student work to articulate the heuristics faculty use 
to distinguish between different levels of student performance defined by the rubric. The heuristics are 
recorded in the institutional interpretation and are continuously reviewed and validated by faculty 
assessing samples of student work.  
 
The institutional interpretation allows college faculty to flexibly adapt a LEAP VALUE rubric to specific 
disciplines without modifying the original rubric; that enables the use of single, unmodified LEAP VALUE 
rubrics for the assessment of a Texas core objective across all relevant courses in the core, regardless of 



discipline. The institutional interpretation serves as a guide for applying a rubric to samples of student 
work which supports training and calibration and contributes to improving, college-wide inter-rater 
reliability. As the foundation of year-to-year continuity of the assessment process, a fully mature 
institutional interpretation will become a faculty developed comprehensive definition of the college’s 
standard for student attainment regarding the general education outcomes. 
 
Development of institutional interpretations for LEAP VALUE rubrics by multiple institutions presents a 
significant opportunity for inter-institutional collaboration.  This session will describe how institutional 
interpretations may be developed and implemented; and examples of San Jacinto College institutional 
interpretations will be provided. 
 
Brief biographical sketch(es) of the presenter(s):  

Dr. Chris Duke is the Assistant Vice Chancellor for Accreditation and Assessment at San Jacinto College; 
he currently serves as a LEAP Texas Assessment Fellow and as a member of the LEAP Texas Board of 
Directors. Chris has facilitated at San Jacinto a full-scale, core-curriculum wide implementation of the 
LEAP VALUE rubrics to assess the Texas core objectives, and he serves as a LEAP Texas Assessment 
Fellow in which he co-facilitates the first LEAP Texas inter-institutional assessment project. Chris holds a 
Ph.D. in educational psychology from Texas A&M University. 
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