
Summary of the Process to Create Rubrics for  
TAP Framework30 SLOs Adopted Spring 2022 

 

In the Fall of 2022, the Framework Implementation and Review Committee (“FIRC”) began working in 

earnest to create rubrics intended to measure the new system-wide adopted and approved Student 

Learning Outcomes (“SLOs”). Committee members worked in subgroups organized by SLO, and 

subgroup work was guided by agreed upon principles, which you will find below as Appendix A. The 

agreed upon principles incorporated best practices for assessment rubric development. A component of 

the guiding principles was an agreed upon rubric template so that there was consistency amongst the 

rubric products of the workgroups.  

FIRC used its Dec. 2022 meeting to internally showcase and go over drafts of the rubrics. Thereafter, 

academic interest groups with faculty representation from across the colleges were provided an 

opportunity to review and provide feedback. At present, and in the spirit of shared governance, the 

rubrics are being disseminated to all of the CSCU campuses, relevant offices, and administrators to 

solicit input and feedback.  

We request that feedback be provided by March 3rd, so that we are able to leverage our March 10th 

meeting to incorporate it. To ensure all feedback can be addressed as we work on revisions, feedback 

must be received no later than March 10th. We will continue to address feedback and make revisions 

through the April 14th FIRC meeting. Shortly thereafter, we will redistribute the rubrics as revised to the 

twelve legacy Community Colleges and the CSCU four-year institutions for a vote to endorse or not 

endorse the rubrics for use at CT State Community College. The institutional votes will be due by the 

end of the Spring 2023 semester, at which time they will be tallied.  

 

APPENDIX A 
 

Guiding Principles for Rubrics to Assess     
TAP Framework30 SLOs Adopted Spring 2022 

 

To increase the likelihood that a rubric will measure the knowledge and skills it is supposed to, it must 

align to the Student Learning Outcome (SLO) it is designed to measure. Since our SLOs are unique to our 

college, we will need to design new rubrics to measure them. While we might consult existing rubrics 

such as those developed by the AAC&U for ideas, no existing rubric would provide a valid measure of 

achievement in terms of our SLOs. When creating rubrics for the Framework30 SLOs, please keep in 

mind the following guiding principles: 

a. The SLOs are designed to measure general education outcomes. As such, the learning 

level expected in a course within the general education curriculum will be different from 

that expected from a student majoring in that discipline. Rubrics should be calibrated to 
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describe knowledge skill-levels addressed in introductory-level courses (courses that 

earn college credit, but that have no college-level prerequisites).  

b. Rubrics across all SLOs will be standardized to the same 4-point scale, which will be 

decided upon by FIRC collectively as a committee.  

c. The SLOs may be mapped to different courses in different disciplines. Rubrics must be 

broad enough to accommodate potential assignments from relevant and foreseeable 

discipline areas. 

d. Rubrics must accommodate different types of assignments. 

i. Foreseeable Assignments: 

1. Papers 

2. Projects 

3. Exams (Essay/Multiple Choice) 

4. Presentations 

5. Case studies 

6. Exhibits or showcases 

ii. How will those artifacts be stored? 

1. Hard copy 

2. Digital copy 

3. LMS capture 

4. Video 

5. Audio 

6. Photo 

 

Structure of a Matrix Rubric: Scale and Dimensions1 

The scale demonstrates the levels of performance, which are represented in the column of a matrix style 

rubric. So, to create the best set of rubrics with the highest likelihood of adoption, we must agree on 

one set of performance levels. The following was agreed upon through a vote at the October 14, 2022 

FIRC meeting:  

• Exceeds Expectations (Level 4), Meets Expectations (Level 3), Meets Some Expectations (Level 

2), Does Not Meet Expectations (Level 1) 

The dimensions are represented in the rows of a matrix rubric. They are the SLOs, broken down into 

assessable units. The dimension descriptions (rubric criteria) are given in each of the remaining cells of 

the rubric. They are criteria that are stated as objectively as possible, based on evidence of learning that 

is present (or missing) in student work. 

Gen Ed Assessment vs Grading: 

These rubrics are not designed for grading student work. Instead, they are meant to assess whether a 

student has met a general education learning outcome and at what level.  

 
1 See pp. 7-14 of Stevens and Levi (2013) for more detail on this topic. 



As you Develop the SLO Rubrics:  

• Separate the SLOs into discrete dimensions.  

• The dimensions will each have criteria that represent what we would want to see 

operationalized from the SLOs at different levels of performance. I.e., the evidence you would 

look for in an artifact to support the conclusion that the outcome has been learned and at what 

level. 

• For many SLOs, each outcome will necessitate its own dimension. For some SLOs (particularly 

those that contain the word “and” to name multiple skills or knowledge sets), individual 

outcomes may need to be divided into multiple rows to account for all skills and knowledge 

covered by the outcome. The overall gist of each dimension should be identified by giving it a 

brief title of a single word or phrase (Stevens & Levi, 2013). 

• For each dimension, develop measurable performance criteria by considering what we would 

expect to see in a student artifact that would demonstrate the highest level of performance and 

an artifact demonstrating the lowest. Let those two bookend benchmarks guide your 

development of the middle two levels of performance. Remember, the rubric may be used 

across many disciplines, so descriptions that are more objective and broader in scope will create 

a more flexible rubric with wider applicability. Some aspects of the assignment may be missing 

entirely or too difficult to identify and measure at the lowest end of performance.  

• The rubric criteria should characterize student work expected for the score. Including 

descriptions of elements of student work expected at each performance level, based on your 

teaching experience, is a priority to increase reliability of scoring (Oosterhof 2001). The 

dimension criterion should be sufficiently distinct across the scale so that faculty are easily able 

to discern where in the scale an artifact falls for that dimension. Also, ensure there is no overlap 

between adjacent criteria, so that only one criterion of each dimension will best describe 

student work at each level of performance. Sometimes this means acknowledging that student 

performance may be characterized by the descriptors of that level or may contain some aspects 

of the next higher level, but not all. 

• Check for any responses from FIRC that specified certain faculty input would be incorporated 

into the rubric for a given set of SLOs.  

Sources and Additional Rubric Reading:  

Oosterhof, A. 2001. Classroom Applications of Educational Measurement, 3rd ed. Prentice-Hall: Upper 

Saddle River, NJ. (See, e.g., pp. 224-226 for differentiating between levels and the need to 

describe student work typically seen at each level.) 

Stevens, D.D. & Levi, A.J. 2013. Introduction to Rubrics: An Assessment Tool to Save Grading Time, 

Convey Effective Feedback, and Promote Student Learning, 2nd ed. Stylus Publishing: Sterling, 

VA. (See, e.g., for definitions of scale and dimensions, and tips on designing new rubrics.) 

Wortham, S.C. 2001. Assessment in Early Childhood Education, 3rd ed. Prentice-Hall: Upper Saddle River, 

NJ. (See, e.g., criteria for rubrics on p. 162.) 
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Stages of Developing a Rubric using Written Communication SLO as an example: 

 
Written Communication SLOs: 

 

1. Craft a thesis-driven, supported, logically organized argument that applies conventions of English appropriate to the 
audience, purpose, and context. (3 dimensions) 

2. Interpret and evaluate credible sources and integrate ideas from those sources in an ethical manner with appropriate 
documentation. (1 dimension) 

 

Example Rubric Development, Stage 1: Create Dimensions for the Rubric, Converting Key Elements of SLOs into Dimension 

Descriptions: 

 SCALE (LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE) 

  Exceeds Expectations 
(4) 

Meets Expectations 
(3) 

Meets Some 
Expectations (2) 

Does Not Meet 
Expectations (1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DIMENSIONS  
 

Craft an Argument 
 
 
 
 
 

Argument is organized 
around a controlling 
thesis, argument is 
consistently developed 
in a logically organized 
manner, and 
assertions are 
regularly supported by 
appropriate evidence. 

   

Respond to 

Rhetorical Situations 
The audience, 
purpose, and 
context of the work 
are appropriately 
addressed. 

   

Apply Conventions of 
English 

Grammar, spelling, 
and tone are 

   



 (appropriate for 
audience and 
purpose) 
 

appropriate to the 
specified audience, 
purpose, and context 
of the work. 
 

Use Sources Ethically 
(integrate into work, 
document the use) 
 

Credible, appropriate 
sources have been 
chosen to support 
ideas, methods, 
and/or evidence; 
source information is 
clearly interpreted in a 
manner that fits the 
purposes it serves in 
the argument; sources 
are treated ethically 
and documentation of 
sources are provided 
in a manner 
appropriate to the 
audience, purpose, 
and context of the 
work. 

   

 

  



Example Rubric Development, Stage 2: Identify expectations to look for in student work, defining them at the highest 

level and forecasting how the lower levels will differ .  *In this example, we still need to revisit feedback from faculty and responses 

from FIRC.  

SCALE (LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE) 

DIMENSIONS 

 Exceeds 
Expectations (4) 

Meets Expectations 
(3) 

Meets Some 
Expectations (2) 

Does Not Meet 
Expectations (1) 

Craft an Argument Student writing 
consistently crafts a 
logical argument 
that: 

• Presents a 
controlling thesis. 

• Is supported by 
evidence, and 

• Organized 
appropriately and 
uses transitions. 

Student writing 
frequently crafts a 
logical argument 
that… 

 

Student writing 
sometimes crafts a 
logical argument 
that… 

Student writing 
rarely crafts a logical 
argument that… 
[Rarely / Does not… 
N.B.: Sometimes the 
lowest scale level is 
written in terms of 
what is lacking, since 
so little of what is 
expected is present 
in student work that 
merits this 
designation.] 

Respond to 
Rhetorical Situations 

Student writing 
consistently 
responds to 
rhetorical situations: 

• Addresses the 
purpose of the 
writing task. 

• Engages a specific 
audience. 

• Adapts writing to 
the situation. 

• Uses a variety of 
appeals (e.g., 
logical, ethical, 

Frequently… Sometimes… Rarely… 
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emotional) to 
influence the 
audience. 

Apply Conventions 
of English 
(appropriate for 
audience and 
purpose)  

Student writing 
consistently 
demonstrates 
application of 
language 
conventions: 

• Appropriate 
diction, tone and 
formality. 

• Application of 
conventions of 
American English, 
including: 
mechanics, usage, 
grammar, syntax, 
and spelling. 

Frequently…. Sometimes…. Rarely… 

 
Use Sources Ethically 
(integrate into work, 
document the use) 
 
 

Student writing 
consistently 
demonstrates: 

• Inclusion of 
credible and 
appropriate 
sources. 

• Comprehension of 
main ideas and 
supporting details. 

• Analysis of and 
response to 
complex writing. 

• Summary, 
paraphrase, and 

Frequently… Sometimes… Rarely… 



quotation of 
others’ ideas 
differentiated 
from student’s 
own. 

• Appropriate 
identification of 
sources. 

 


