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 Program Learning 
Outcomes 

Curriculum 
Mapping Assessment Methods Use of Assessment Data 

 What do you expect all 
students who complete the 
program to know, or be 
able to do? 

 

Where is the outcome 
learned/assessed (courses, 
internships, student 
teaching, clinical, etc.)? 

How do students demonstrate their performance of the program 
learning outcomes?  How does the program measure student 
performance?  Distinguish your direct measures from indirect 
measures. 

* Appendix contains Rubrics or Forms  

How does the program use assessment 
results to recognize success and "close 
the loop" to inform additional program 
improvement?  How/when is this data 
shared, and with whom? 

1:  CRITICAL THINKING: 
Critically evaluate, 
integrate and 
challenge existing 
scientific knowledge. 

 

Required doctoral 
courses contribute to 
competency attainment, 
See  for 

course mapping by 
competency/domain. 

Direct :  

Courses: PHS 6050 
and PHS 6060 Rubrics 
(Appendices B & C) 

Comprehensive, 
Written Exam Rubric 
(Appendix D) 

Oral Exam Rubric 
(Appendix E) 

Dissertation Defense 
Rubric (Appendix F) 

Direct:  
• PHS 6050: Science, Theory & Public Health 

Final project presentation of literature review, 
conceptual approach, and research questions with 
rubric 
Goal: The average of the student scores will be at 
least 90% 

• PHS 6060: Applied Research Skills II: Grant writing 
Final Grant Proposal reviewed and scored by 
faculty panel with feedback/notes 
Goal:  The average of the overall impact score is 
4.0 or below for all students (on scale 1-9) 

• Comprehensiv 
• Dissertation Defense (Scored rubric by committee 

of at least 3) 
Goal:  90% score 30 points or above 

Indirect: 

PACE reporting Includes self-assessment of 
competencies survey by student; mentor feedback 
and program director feedback 

Direct: Program assessment 
results will be shared with the 
doctoral program committee, 
which consists of representatives 
from each of the PHS 
concentrations, students and 
staff.  

Written exam format and scoring 
were revised to increase 
assessment abilities before 
dissertation research stage 
begins.   

Oral Exam and Dissertation 
Defense rubrics were developed 
with scoring to increase 
assessment abilities and reduce 
demonstrated variability across 
students. 

Indirect: Individual PACE reports 
are shared with students, with 
annual plans for improvement as 
needed.  Director reviews each 
mentor/mentee assessment and 
provides additional programmatic 
comments.  
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Recommendations for improvement  
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 Rubric for Grading the Comprehensive Exam 1 

Approved by Doctoral Committee 9-7-2016 
Component Pass with distinction (2 points) Pass (1 point) Fail (0 points) SCORE 
Introduction �x Well written 

�x Brief, interesting, and compelling                                     
�x Motivates the work 
�x Has a hook 
�x Provides a clear statement of the problem 
�x Explains why the problem is important and significant 
�x Places the problem in context  
�x �>���Ç�•���}�µ�š���š�Z�����•�š�µ���Ç�[�•���]�u�‰�o�]�����š�]�}�v�• 
�x Comprehensive, thorough, complete, coherent, concise, 

and up to date 
�x Shows critical and analytical thinking about the literature 
�x Synthesizes the literature 
�x Integrates literature from other fields 
�x Displays understanding of the history and context of the 

problem 
�x Identifies problem and limitations 
�x Is selective-discriminates between important and 

unimportant works 
�x Identifies and organizes analysis around themes or 

conceptual categories 
�x Add own insights 
�x Uses literature to build an argument and advance the field 
�x Is like a good review article 
�x Makes readers look at the literature differently 

 

�x Well written but less eloquent 
�x Is less interesting; has less breadth, depth, and 

insight 
�x Motivates the work but less well 
�x Poses a good question or problem 
�x Explains why the problem is important and 

significant 
�x Comprehensive but not exhaustive 
�x Provides a thoughtful, accurate critique of the 

literature 
�x Shows understanding of and command over the 

most relevant literature 
�x Selects literature wisely and judiciously 
�x Sets the problem in context 
�x Uses literature to build a case for the research 

�x Poorly written or organized 
�x Lacks minimal motivation for the work 
�x Makes a case for a small problem or fails to make any case 
�x Does not do a good job of explaining why the problem is important 
�x Provides minimum or poor context for the problem or fails to 

present an outline of the research 
�x Presents minimal overview of the work 
�x Contains extraneous material 
�x Provides inadequate or incomplete coverage of the literature 
�x Has clearly not read enough literature nor cites enough sources 
�x Lacks critical analysis and synthesis or misinterprets the literature 
�x Is not selective-does not distinguish between more-and less-

relevant works 
�x Misses, omits, or ignores important studies, whole areas or 

literature of people who have done the same thing 
�x Cites sources student has not read or has only read the abstract 
�x Cites articles that are out of date 
�x �/�•�����v���µ�v���]�(�(���Œ���v�š�]���š�������o�]�•�š�U���^�d�Z�]�•���‰���Œ�•�}�v���•���]�����š�Z�]�•�U���š�Z�]�•���‰���Œ�•�}�v���•���]����

�š�Z���š�_ 
�x Does not put problem in context for the research 

 

Theory �x 



Component Outstanding (2 points) Very Good (1 point) Unacceptable (0 points) SCORE 
Results �x Original, insightful 

�x Is aligned with question and theory 
�x Sees complex patterns in the data





 
 

PHD ORAL COMPREHENSIVE EXAMINATION 
STUDENT OUTCOME EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

Approved by Doctoral Committee on 10-6-2016 
 

Criterion for a Failing Grade:  A student receives one or more � F̂ail�_���]�v�������š���P�}�Œ�]���•���í-7 from three or more members of the 
committee.   

�x For example, if committee members A and B felt category 4 was a fail, 

 







 

Approved by PHD PHS Doctoral Committee 10-6-2016 
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