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Student Success across Instructional Methods
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Figure 64-3 SLO assessment results by competency and instructional method

Data Source: iRubric and IPRE

Figure 64-3(above) shows Critical Thinking results
by SLO and instructional method, while Figure 64-4
(right) features Communication SLOs, and Figure
64-5 (below) highlights Personal Responsibility. As
displayed, hybrid demonstrated the highest skillful
and emerging (S+E) results in Critical Thinking and
Communication SLOs, but no hybrid courses as-
sessed Personal Responsibility. F2F achieved the
highest S+E results for Personal Responsibility
SLOs 1 and 2, and zoom courses achieved the high-
est S+E results for SLO 3. Distance learning (DL)
courses did not achieve the target for SLOs 2 and 3.
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Figure 64-4 SLO assessment results by competency and instructional method
Data Source: iRubric and IPRE
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Figure 64-5 SLO assessment results by competency and instructional method
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