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Annual Program Review Update

Instructions

The Annual Self-Study is conducted by each unit on each campus and consists of an analysis of changes within the unit as well as significant new funding needs for staff, resources, facilities, and equipment.  It should be submitted or renewed every year by May 15th in anticipation of budget planning for the fiscal year, which begins July 1 of the following calendar year.  
Extensive data sets have been distributed to all Department Chairs and are linked to the Program Review website (password 11111).  Chairs have received training on the use of these data sets.  Please consult with your Department Chair or Raj Bajaj for assistance interpreting the data relevant to your discipline.  Note that you are only required to mention data relevant to your analysis or requests.  Should you wish assistance with research analysis please fill out the form at http://academic.rcc.edu/ir/requestform.html and you will be contacted to schedule a time to discuss analysis of your data.  You may also request a labor market analysis using this form. 
The questions on the subsequent pages are intended to assist you in planning for your unit.  If there is no change from your prior report, you may simply resubmit the information in that report (or any portion that remains constant) from the prior year.  

Please include pertinent documents such as student learning outcomes assessment reports and data analysis specifically supporting any requests for new faculty, facilities or equipment.  You are encouraged to use lists, tables, and other formatting to clarify your requests and make them easy for large committees to review quickly.   If there may be negative consequences for enrollment, safety or other important concerns if the funding is not provided please make this known in context. 

The forms that follow are separated into pages for ease of distribution to relevant subcommittees.  Please keep the pages separated if possible (though part of the same electronic file), with the headers as they appear, and be sure to include your unit, campus, contact person (this may change from topic to topic) and date on each page submitted.  Don’t let formatting concerns slow you down.  If you have difficulty with formatting, the Administrative Support Center can adjust the document for you.  Simply add responses to those questions that apply and forward the document to the Administrative Support Center with a request to format it appropriately.   

If you cannot identify in which category your request belongs,, if you have complex funding requests please schedule an appointment with your campus’ Vice President for Business Services right away.  They will assist you with estimating the cost of your requests.  For simple requests such as the cost of a staff member, please e-mail your Vice President.  It is vital to include cost estimates in your request forms.
Moreno Valley:  
Reagan Romali, 951-571-6341
Norco: 
    

Norm Godin, 951-372-7157

Riverside:  
   
Becky Elam, 951-222-8307 


Please retain this information for your discipline’s use and submit an electronic copy to the Kristina Kauffman, (Kristina.kauffman@rcc.edu) in the Office of Institutional Effectiveness.  The Office of Institutional Effectiveness will use the document to create a database of requests and will distribute the report to the relevant offices and committees. 

Annual Program Review Update

Unit: English
Campus:  Moreno Valley
Contact Person: Dan Clark
Date:  5/9/09
Trends and Relevant Data (part 1)

1. Has there been any change in the status of your unit? (if not, skip to #2)

a. Has your unit shifted departments?  

b. Have new programs been created by your unit?

c. Have activities in other units impacted your unit?  For example, a new nursing program could cause greater demand for life science courses.

--The establishment of English 1A as the AA requirement, which takes effect for new students in Fall 2009, will substantially increase the number of Eng 1A courses we will need to offer. 

--The current and projected growth of programs and offerings at Ben Clark will cause an increase in demand for English courses at that location.  
2. Have there been any significant changes in enrollment, retention, success rates, or environmental demographics that impact your discipline (See Dataset provided to all chairs)?  If there are no significant* changes in your unit’s opinion, say “None” and skip to question #3.
Enrollment:  

--9.4% increase in 2008 over 2007 (4,870 for 2008; 4451 for 2007)

--14.4% increase in fall 2008 over fall 2007 (2252 for fall 2008; 1744 for fall 2007).  

Success and Retention:  No significant change, but for our own records, here is the data: 
07

08

Success (in percents)
W
79.18

79.32

Sp
65.65

64.01

Sum
82.45

76.52

Fall
65.81

69.30

Retention (in percents)

W
91.42

91.37

Sp
83.36

84.01

Sum
92.20

90.50

Fall
85.33

88.64
3. What changes does the unit plan to make to advance enrollment management goals?  If your plan necessitates resource changes make sure those needs are reflected in the applicable resource request sections.  
1) Revised Literature and Specialty Course Rotation.  In an effort to maintain an adequate catalog of transfer course offerings as we shift to college status, we have adjusted our literature and specialty course rotation to allow more offerings.  Whereas we had been offering the British and American Lit surverys on a one year rotation, we are a going to try spreading them out over two years, thus freeing up space for courses heretofore seldom or never taught on our campus, such as Shakespeare, World Literature, Women’s literature, and Linguistics.  

We believe these literature and specialty courses should be allowed to run for two fundamental reasons:  

1.  In order to meet our transfer mission as a college, we need to have adequate course offerings, even if they appeal to the small but important and (one hopes) growing numbers of students in our community who want to attend Moreno Valley College to get a full transfer-ready experience in English.  

2.  Even with relatively low enrollments, these few courses do not significantly decrease  the overall efficiency of our discipline, owing to the very large number of high-enrolled compositions courses we offer.   That is, we believe our composition courses should be allowed to subsidize our lower enrolled transfer and specialty classes, so that we can meet all our missions.   

See Appendix A for the Moreno Valley College English Discipline Literature and Specialty Course Rotation, as approved Dec. 4, 2008

2)  We will continue with our ongoing enrollment management techniques:  
--use of district enrollment data; hybrid and online offerings; 
--low-demand courses in high-demand times, and vice-versa (including evening, Fridays, and weekends); 
--tight scheduling, following growth targets provided by the district; 
--recruitment, through course fairs and other methods; 
--paired course learning communities; 
--back-to-back 8-week courses and other fast-track options, both at the main campus and at Ben Clark.     
*Your unit may define “significant change” in this context for itself.  If your unit thinks it’s a “significant change” then for purposes of this review please note it.

Annual Program Review Update

                                      Unit:  English

                                    Campus:  All

                               Contact Person: Kathleen Sell

                                                 Date: April 30, 2009

Learning Outcomes Assessment Update
4. In order to help us complete the annual ACCJC report on our progress in assessing student learning, please provide the following information by completing the form.  Please add lines as needed:  [Units that perform these functions at a district level may use the same response for all campuses.]

	Name of Program or Course (please list programs first)
	Student learning outcomes have been identified 

(Yes = 1

No = 0)
	Outcomes assessment information or data has been generated

(Yes = 1

No = 0)
	Assessment information or data has been used to improve student learning

(Yes = 1

No = 0)

	English 60AB
	1
	1
	1

	English 50  Basic English Composition
	           1                      
	           0
	           0

	Literature courses 

(Assessment projects have not been conducted for individual literature courses but have been conducted among literature courses being offered district wide in a given timeframe and may include courses from the following list: ENG 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 18, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 35, 40, 41, 44, 45, 48)
	1
	1
	1

	English 57
	1
	In process
	

	English 1A
	1
	1
	1

	Literature Courses
	1
	1
	1


5. Fill out the chart on the next page for each assessment project your unit is engaged in (two identical charts are included for your convenience.  Copy and paste more charts as needed if your unit has more than two assessment projects.  For Steps 1 – 3, put an X on the line to indicate your answers.  For step four and five use the forms on the subsequent pages to add your brief narrative.  By 2012 our accreditation will require that you assess at least one SLO for each course in your discipline.  

	RCCD STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES COURSE-BASED ASSESSMENT PLANNING GUIDE
	
	
	
	

	
	CONTACT PERSON:                    Assessment is for multiple sections
 Brit Osgood-Treston                                                                                    
	

	
	CONTACT INFORMATION: Riverside City College, ext. 8913
	DATE SUBMITTED: 4/30/09

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Course
	Course Number and Title:  English 60 (A and B)        DATE COMPLETED & REPORTED:  In progress

	LIST SLO TO BE ASSESSED:  Write developed, unified, coherent, grammatically competent expository paragraphs with basic-level skill.



	

	Step 1: Taking Stock
	Step 2: Time & Methods of Assessment
	Step 3: Measurement Criteria
	Step 4: Summary and 
Analysis of Data
	Step 5: Use of Results and
Modifications

	WHY?
	HOW?
	WHAT?
	RESULTS
	Act, enact, and disseminate

	Provide a clear “picture” of why you selected this student learning outcome and explain the project or assignment you will be using as the assessment tool. Attach relevant documents to this sheet. 
Why? 

1. _X_improve instruction

2. _X_student success rates

3. __equity

4. __retention rates

5. __persistence rates

6. __course completion rate

7. _X_other


	How will the learning outcome be assessed?

1. ___Student self reported gains

2. ___Portfolio

3. _X__Analytic Rubric

4. ___Pre/Post Assessment

5. _X__Other

Describe how the selected tool “fits” your assessment.

· 
	What are your expectations? If this is the first assessment you have created, you may not have a specific benchmark or goal for this particular project. As you embed assessment in your teaching, you will begin to develop benchmarks. 

Examples:

1. 70 % of all 60A submissions will display competency

1. ___specific % of all performances will indicate competency

2. ___benchmark not available; assessment activity to serve as initial benchmark.

3. _X_other
	Analyze and report on the results of the assessment. Use the first 3 steps in this process..

Reporting Out:

1. Provide overview of process selecting outcome, identifying methods and criteria and results from the activity.

2. Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

3. Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate. 
	Report on how you will use the results of the assessment for improving teaching and learning.

Reporting Out (cont):

EXAMPLES:

Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment? When? Why?

As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?


Assessment Detail

Please provide narrative details for previous worksheet(s).

Unit:  English Discipline          

Campuses: Riverside, Norco, Moreno Valley
Contact Person: Brit Osgood-Treston, English 60 Course Committee Lead
Date: April 30, 2009
Course English 60 (A and B)

#5.  Step 4, 1:  Provide overview of process selecting outcome; identifying methods, criteria and results from the activity.

This particular outcome is both a 60A SLO and a prerequisite entry skill for 60B; it has not been assessed in 60A since 2005 and has never been assessed in 60B. The English 60 Course Committee has selected both an analytic rubric (for all writing samples) and a brief questionnaire (for 60B only) so that there will be discussion about pedagogy, instruction, and outcomes as well as hard data regarding the transfer of skills from 60A to 60B. Full-time and part-time instructors from all three campuses are participating in all stages of the project.   

#5, Step 4, 2: Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

English 60A instructors across the district volunteered to administer a common prompt during the final weeks of their Fall Semester 2008 classes. More than 200 writing samples were collected. English 60B instructors across the district volunteered to administer the same common prompt plus a brief survey during the first week of their Spring Semester 2009 classes. More than 400 writing samples and surveys were collected.  The survey asked English 60B students whether they took English 60A or were placed into English 60B by Accuplacer and also asked them how many times they attempted English 60A and English 60B; the results of the survey will be tabulated by the English 60 Course Committee before the end of the Spring 2009 Semester. Also by the end of Spring Semester 2009, the committee and volunteer instructors from across the district will have met to norm the analytic rubric designed by the English 60 Course Committee and score the more than 600 writing samples. Each sample will be scored by two individual instructors, and any discrepancies will be resolved by a third instructor. As the 2005 English 60A assessment project demonstrated approximately 65% paragraph-writing competency, we have set our benchmark for the English 60A samples at 70%. Since paragraph-writing competency is an entry-level skill for 60B, the assumed benchmark for the English 60B samples ought to be 100 percent, but anecdotal evidence leads us to expect a significantly lower percentage. The actual results, and any discrepancies between the English 60A and English 60B results could lead to some interesting conclusions about the preparation of 60B students who come from 60A, the effects on student performance of time off between completing English 60A and beginning English 60B, and the effectiveness of the current placement mechanisms for those students who are placed directly into English 60B. 

#5, Step 4, 3: Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate.

Obviously, the skills being assessed in English 60A articulate directly into English 60B. As stated above, the results of the English 60B writing-sample analysis combined with the results of the brief survey could also link to Assessment and even Matriculation.  

#5, Step 5, 1:  Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment?  When? Why?

As this project is presently in process, it is too early to say.

# 5, Step 5, 2:  As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?

As this project is presently in process, it is too early to say. 

	RCCD STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES COURSE-BASED ASSESSMENT PLANNING GUIDE
	
	
	
	

	
	CONTACT PERSON: Joe Anguiano                Assessment is for single  section___

                                                                                                     multiple sections_X__
	

	
	CONTACT INFORMATION: joe.anguiano@rcc.edu; 951-222-8953
	DATE SUBMITTED:  April 30, 2009

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Course  English 50
	Course Number and Title: English 50 – Basic English Composition

                        DATE COMPLETED & REPORTED:  In process as of April 30, 2009

	LIST SLO TO BE ASSESSED:    Critical Reading



	

	Step 1: Taking Stock
	Step 2: Time & Methods of Assessment
	Step 3: Measurement Criteria
	Step 4: Summary and 
Analysis of Data
	Step 5: Use of Results and
Modifications

	WHY?
	HOW?
	WHAT?
	RESULTS
	Act, enact, and disseminate

	Provide a clear “picture” of why you selected this student learning outcome and explain the project or assignment you will be using as the assessment tool. Attach relevant documents to this sheet. 
Why? 

8. _X_improve instruction

9. __student success rates

10. __equity

11. __retention rates

12. __persistence rates

13. __course completion rate

14. __other


	How will the learning outcome be assessed?

1. ___Student self reported gains

2. ___Portfolio

3. ___Analytic Rubric

4. ___Pre/Post Assessment

5. _X__Other

Describe how the selected tool “fits” your assessment.

Measures reading comprehension and its relationship to the writing process.

· 
	What are your expectations? If this is the first assessment you have created, you may not have a specific benchmark or goal for this particular project. As you embed assessment in your teaching, you will begin to develop benchmarks. 

Examples:

2. ___specific % of all submissions will display competency

4. ___specific % of all performances will indicate competency

5. ___benchmark not available; assessment activity to serve as initial benchmark.

6. _X__other
	Analyze and report on the results of the assessment. Use the first 3 steps in this process..

Reporting Out:

4. Provide overview of process selecting outcome, identifying methods and criteria and results from the activity.

5. Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

6. Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate. 
	Report on how you will use the results of the assessment for improving teaching and learning.

Reporting Out (cont):

EXAMPLES:

Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment? When? Why?

As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?


Assessment Detail

Please provide narrative details for previous

worksheet(s). 

                                          Unit:  English

                                        Campus:  Riverside, Norco, Moreno Valley

                                    Contact Person:  Joe Anguiano

                                                       Date:  April 30, 2009

Course  English 50 – Basic English Composition

#5.  Step 4, 1:  Provide overview of process selecting outcome; identifying methods, criteria and results from the activity.

Outcome was selected based on a previous SLO (Composition) assessment in which the outcome suggested more focused investigation and measurement of the relationship between reading and writing at the English 50 level.

#5, Step 4, 2: Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

In process

#5, Step 4, 3: Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate.

In process

#5,  Step 5, 1:  Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment?  When? Why?

In process.

# 5, Step 5, 2:  As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?

Not applicable until assessment is completed.

Unit:  English
Campus:  District

Contact Person: Lani Kreitner
Date:  May 1, 2009
RCCD Student Learning Outcomes Guide

Contact person: Lani Kreitner  (no chart for this one yet as the assessment project is in process)
Assessment is for multiple sections
Contact info: 222-8205

Date submitted: May 1, 2009

Course: English 57, Basic Literature and Composition

SLOs to be assessed:

1.
Recognize and use the conventions of written standard American English at the intermediate level.

2.
Write short essays that demonstrate unity, coherence, and the ability to support an argument with literary evidence at the intermediate level

Step 1

7.
We are conducting this assessment in both spring and fall 2009 semesters to learn if the way the course has been designed is the most helpful to students. Since there is only one section of English 57 taught each semester, two sections will be assessed in order to have a large enough sample to evaluate.

Step 2

1. and 5
We have created questionnaires (see appendices) to be given at the beginning and end of the semester that ask students to indicate their confidence level in the areas that SLO 1 and 2 cover.


We will also read the students’ first and last essays to assess the areas of the chosen SLOs.

Step 3



3.
Since this is the first time that English 57 has been assessed and since students enter the course with widely different skill levels, it is difficult to indicate what our expectations are at this time.

Steps 4 & 5
In progress

Last four digits of your student ID: ______

English 57 Course Student Survey

Beginning of Semester

  1.
Check the college composition courses you have taken and passed:

____60A
____ 60B
____ 50
____ 1A
____ 1B

  2.
What made you want to take English 57?

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.
What do you most want to get out of English 57?

__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

  4.
How confident are you about your understanding of punctuation?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  5.
How confident are you about your understanding of grammar concepts?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  6.
How confident are you about your ability to write a unified paragraph?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident
  7.
How confident are you about your ability to write a unified essay?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  8.
How confident are you at your ability to integrate direct quotes into your writing?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  9.
How confident are you at your ability to paraphrase?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

10.
How confident are you about your ability to analyze literature? (For example, when you  read do you like to or are you able to breakdown language, character development, and other literary elements beyond the level of plot?)

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

11.
How would you rate your knowledge of literary genres?


____ Knowledgeable
  ____ Somewhat knowledgeable  ____ Not knowledgeable

12.
When you read, are you able to relate what you read to outside circumstances of the period about which you are reading such as history, culture, and/or politics? (For example, when I read Huckleberry Finn, I think about the politics and history of race in America).

____ Always


____ Sometimes
    

____ Never

13.
When you read, are you able to relate what you read to your own personal circumstances or philosophies? (For example, when I read Romeo and Juliet, I think about my own ideas of romantic relationships.)

____ Always


____ Sometimes
    

____ Never

Last four digits of your student ID: ______

English 57 Student Survey 

End of Semester

  1.
What do you feel you got most out of this class?

_________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

  2.
How confident are you now about your understanding of punctuation?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  3.
How confident are you now about your understanding of grammar concepts?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  4.
How confident are you now about your ability to write a unified paragraph?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  5.
How confident are you now about your ability to write a unified essay?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  6.
How confident are you now at your ability to integrate direct quotes into your writing?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  7.
How confident are you now at your ability to paraphrase?

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

8.
How confident are you now about your ability to analyze literature? (For example, when you read do you like to or are you able to breakdown language, character development, and other literary elements beyond the level of plot?)

____ Confident
     
____ Somewhat confident
____ Not confident

  9.
How would you now rate your knowledge of literary genres?


____ Knowledgeable
  ____ Somewhat knowledgeable____ Not knowledgeable

10.
When you read now, are you able to relate what you read to outside circumstances of the period about which you are reading such as history, culture, and/or politics? (For example, when I read Huckleberry Finn, I think about the politics and history of race in America).

____ Always


____ Sometimes
    

____ Never

11.
When you read now, are you able to relate what you read to your own personal 

circumstances or philosophies? (For example, when I read Romeo and Juliet, I think about my own ideas of romantic relationships.)

____ Always


____ Sometimes
    

____ Never

	RCCD STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES COURSE-BASED ASSESSMENT PLANNING GUIDE
	
	
	
	

	
	CONTACT PERSON:        Tucker Amidon     Assessment is for single  section___

                                                                                                     multiple sections__X_
	

	
	CONTACT INFORMATION: 951-328-3760
	DATE SUBMITTED:  5/1/09

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Course English 1A
	Course Number and Title:         English 1A                DATE COMPLETED & REPORTED: Report 5/1/09; the next round project is in process

	LIST SLO TO BE ASSESSED:   4b

	

	Step 1: Taking Stock
	Step 2: Time & Methods of Assessment
	Step 3: Measurement Criteria
	Step 4: Summary and 
Analysis of Data
	Step 5: Use of Results and
Modifications

	WHY?
	HOW?
	WHAT?
	RESULTS
	Act, enact, and disseminate

	Provide a clear “picture” of why you selected this student learning outcome and explain the project or assignment you will be using as the assessment tool. Attach relevant documents to this sheet. 
Why? 

1. X__improve instruction

2. __student success rates

3. __equity

4. __retention rates

5. __persistence rates

6. __course completion rate

7. __other


	How will the learning outcome be assessed?

1. ___Student self reported gains

2. ___Portfolio

3. __X_Analytic Rubric

4. ___Pre/Post Assessment

5. __X_Other (survey)
Describe how the selected tool “fits” your assessment.

· Student samples will help us determine student acquisition of selected learning outcome.
	What are your expectations? If this is the first assessment you have created, you may not have a specific benchmark or goal for this particular project. As you embed assessment in your teaching, you will begin to develop benchmarks. 

Examples:

3. __60_specific % of all submissions will display competency

7. ___specific % of all performances will indicate competency

8. ___benchmark not available; assessment activity to serve as initial benchmark.

9. ___other
	Analyze and report on the results of the assessment. Use the first 3 steps in this process..

Reporting Out:

1. Provide overview of process selecting outcome, identifying methods and criteria and results from the activity.

2. Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

3. Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate. 
	Report on how you will use the results of the assessment for improving teaching and learning.

Reporting Out (cont):

EXAMPLES:

Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment? When? Why?

As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?


Unit:  English
Campus:  District

Contact Person: Tucker Amidon
Date:  May 1, 2009
Assessment narrative for 2008-09 English Discipline Program Review:

In the 2007 1A assessment project, participation was less than we had hoped, resulting in insufficient or inconclusive data, so the subcommittee decided to require a smaller writing sample from a larger number of students.  We also wanted to look at a different SLO that was still central to what makes 1A different than either 1B or English 50.  With that in mind, the 1A subcommittee decided to focus on SLO 4b from the Course Outline of Record:

“Write essays that employ, at an advanced level, the standard methods of academic discourse (including effective thesis statements, introductions, conclusions, transitions, topic sentences, and summative sentences) for guiding readers through an analysis or argument;”

Therefore, our fall 2009 assessment project will do the following:

1. We will focus on SLO 4b;
2. It will be entirely anonymous (both student and faculty names will be withheld);
3. The assessment project will be a ninety minute in-class writing task for all students in all 1A sections across the district;
4. The subcommittee is in the process of designing a common prompt that will require students to provide an analytical or argumentative response to a given text;
5. Rather than write an entire essay, the students will focus on writing an introduction paragraph and thesis statement which demonstrate their understanding of that text and their response to it;
6. Lastly, we will provide a short, multiple choice survey to all 1A students (perhaps to determine their confidence in the course, their opinion of their placement in the class, their current grade in the course, among other concerns);
We expect to collect in excess of one thousand student responses and surveys.  We hope to have a clear and thorough understanding of our students’ abilities to read and respond to a text in an argumentative and/or analytical manner.
	RCCD STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES COURSE-BASED ASSESSMENT PLANNING GUIDE
	
	
	
	

	
	CONTACT PERSON:                                       Assessment is for single  section___

 Kathleen Sell / Kelly Douglass                                               multiple sections_X__
	

	
	CONTACT INFORMATION: Kathleen Sell  ext. 8681 / Kelly Douglass ext. 8768
	DATE SUBMITTED:

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Course: Literature Courses
	Course Number and Title:  See prev. page for list                       

DATE COMPLETED & REPORTED: Assessment complete Spring 08 and reported here, Spring 09

	LIST SLO TO BE ASSESSED:  The main SLOs are listed, but we were focusing primarily on the underlined subpoints:

4. Employ college-level methods of literary analysis to reading and interpreting _____ literature and literature in general. 

· Read literary works closely, recognize differences in language use, understand figurative language, and distinguish between literal and metaphorical meanings.

· Employ the basic language and terminology of literary analysis to the discussion and interpretation of various works of literature.

· Develop an appreciation for works of literature as unique contributions to/ reflections of culture.

5. Demonstrate critical thinking and writing skills through the process of constructing responses to, interpretations of, and arguments about literature.

· Synthesize diverse points of view in the classroom and listen to the ideas of others while taking literature as a focus for discussion and analysis.

· Defend a critical judgment against the informed opinions of others and provide valid logical premises in support of an interpretation, analysis of, or argument about literary works.

· Support premises with effectively sufficient evidence drawn (as appropriate) from literary texts and the writer’s prior experience and knowledge.

· Demonstrate an ability to apply principles of sound critical thinking to their own interpretive arguments by composing unified and coherent written analyses of literary works.  



	


	Step 1: Taking Stock
	Step 2: Time & Methods of Assessment
	Step 3: Measurement Criteria
	Step 4: Summary and 
Analysis of Data
	Step 5: Use of Results and
Modifications

	WHY?
	HOW?
	WHAT?
	RESULTS
	Act, enact, and disseminate

	Provide a clear “picture” of why you selected this student learning outcome and explain the project or assignment you will be using as the assessment tool. Attach relevant documents to this sheet. 
Why? 

8. _X_improve instruction

9. _X_student success rates

10. __equity

11. __retention rates

12. __persistence rates

13. __course completion rate

14. _X_other: to assess success in literature based writing and analysis.


	How will the learning outcome be assessed?

1. ___Student self reported gains

2. ___Portfolio

3. __X_Analytic Rubric

4. ___Pre/Post Assessment

5. ___Other

Describe how the selected tool “fits” your assessment.

· 
	What are your expectations? If this is the first assessment you have created, you may not have a specific benchmark or goal for this particular project. As you embed assessment in your teaching, you will begin to develop benchmarks. 

Examples:

4. ___specific % of all submissions will display competency

10. ___specific % of all performances will indicate competency

11. ___benchmark not available; assessment activity to serve as initial benchmark.

12. __X_other: This was our first assessment of writing over the varied literature courses – one expectation was simply to see if it could be done. Others related to instruction and learning are detailed in attached report.
	Analyze and report on the results of the assessment. Use the first 3 steps in this process..

Reporting Out:

4. Provide overview of process selecting outcome, identifying methods and criteria and results from the activity.

5. Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

6. Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate. 
	Report on how you will use the results of the assessment for improving teaching and learning.

Reporting Out (cont):

EXAMPLES:

Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment? When? Why?

As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?


Assessment Detail

Please provide narrative details for previous worksheet(s).

Unit:  English
Campus:  District

Contact Person: Kelly Douglass / Kathleen Sell

Date:  April 29, 2009

Course___Literature ____________________

#5.  Step 4, 1:  Provide overview of process selecting outcome; identifying methods, criteria and results from the activity.

The assessment of literature courses from Fall 07-Spring 08 is the second assessment project for these courses, though the first on student writing. Our first assessment project was a student survey in Spring 06. Following that student self-assessment (which yielded interesting and helpful data – that report is also attached since it has never been included in a program review instrument of this type), the Literature Courses subcommittee decided to attempt a writing-based assessment of all of the literature courses taught district wide in F07-S08
. In part, this decision was made in response to our survey study which included questions about students’ perception of their improvement in their writing skills and awareness and use of literary terms, elements, analysis, etc. One of our findings in the Spring 06 survey study was that while students seemed to have some awareness about their growth as writers, there was not a statistically significant number of students who claimed greater confidence in their writing skills. Also significant were some of the literature instructors’ responses to that survey study, which included a desire to help students “develop interpretive independence” and the awareness and confidence that they could successfully navigate texts on their own. In meetings and email discussions in May and September 2007 we narrowed down the SLO skills to be measured to SLOs 4 & 5 from general template SLOs as the best choice to assess these particular areas related to writing and analysis. See appendix, assessment directions and/or assessment rubric in attached report).
#5, Step 4, 2: Provide specific analysis of data from assessment and discuss the successes or concerns related to what the data indicates regarding student learning.

Scoring Rubric

	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	A: Read/interact with/analyze literal and metaphorical meanings


	Consistent recognition and discussion of connotative levels of meaning
	Frequent recognition and reasonable discussion of connotative levels of meaning
	Infrequent or only occasional recognition and discussion of connotative levels of meaning or illogical and disconnected discussion


	Discussion follows only a literal interpretation of text or plot



	B: Support premises and arguments and discuss language from text in support of claims
	Discussion of quoted material is a thoughtful, persuasive interpretation beyond summary

Quotation is directly connected to the claim it supports


	Discussion of quoted material is a reasonable interpretation that goes beyond summary

Quotation and analysis are loosely connected to claim, even if only by implication


	Quotation is misused or misinterpreted and/or  does not illustrate the claim being made


	Discussion is not supported by any quotations

OR

Quotes that are used are floating quotations with no interpretation OR discussion does not go beyond summary


Data:

	
	
	Competency
	Lacking competency
	

	
	Essays Read
	(4)

	(4/3 split)
	(3)
	(2)
	(2/1 split)
	(1)
	Percent demonstrating competency

	A. Read / interact with / analyze literal and metaphorical meanings
	93
	5
	10
	17
	28
	22
	11
	34%

	B. Support premises and arguments and discuss language from text in support of claims
	92
	4
	10
	21
	20
	17
	20
	38%


It seems clear from the experience of readers at the assessment and the questionnaire responses that these results are not really a completely reliable measure of competency in the skills that we had hoped to measure. Certainly at least 34 and 38% of the essays showed competency, but it also seems likely that in fact a higher number of students are demonstrating competent skills of written analysis, but that our rubric, and likely even the prompt, had too many degrees of subjectivity or vagueness in them to be a useful measurement for what we were looking for. Initial advice and commentary from participants that we should do the assessment again with a more clearly defined scoring rubric with points A and B more sharply delineated and with more specific and distinct criteria for competency vs. non-competent scoring descriptions have been and continue to be considered by the committee. For more detailed discussion on reporting on the data and the problems with this assessment see pages 4-9 of the attached report.
#5, Step 4, 3: Include all potential links to other outcomes in the course, other courses, or any other parts of the institution you deem appropriate.

Improvement in writing and analysis (a key critical thinking skill) will be beneficial to any instructional units on campus that demand analytical writing and thinking from students.

#5,  Step 5, 1:  Do the results of this assessment indicate a need for another assessment?  When? Why?

Yes. The discipline subcommittee that handles the assessment and improvement of literature course CORs, assessment, and related matters has met and discussed the assessment report and future projects and decided to begin planning a better articulated assessment of student writing. The planning will happen in Fall 2009 with artifact collection in the 2010 calendar year (two semesters) and actual assessment date in late 2010 or very early 2011. Because we have deferred planning until Fall 2009 are details so far are limited, but, so far, they are to use one of the GE SLOs that coincides with the broad range of literature courses and to not delineate a specific assignment but ask instructors to submit artifacts from their pre-existing, pre-designed personal writing assignments.

# 5, Step 5, 2:  As a result of the assessment, is the unit considering any modifications to improve the learning outcome? What are they? When will they occur? Do they involve other units?

Not at this time.

Appendix 1:  Literature Assessment Documents

Literature Courses - Writing and Analysis Assessment Report

Samples gathered Fall 07 – Spring 08

October 15, 2008 

Background:

Following our student self-assessment survey of Spring 06, the Literature Courses subcommittee decided to attempt a writing-based assessment of all of the literature courses taught district wide in F07-S08
. In part, this decision was made in response to our survey study which included questions about students’ perception of their improvement in their writing skills and awareness and use of literary terms, elements, analysis, etc. One of our findings in the Spring 06 survey study was that while students seemed to have some awareness about their growth as writers, there was not a statistically significant number of students who claimed greater confidence in their writing skills. Also significant were some of the literature instructors’ responses to that survey study, which included a desire to help students “develop interpretive independence” and the awareness and confidence that they could successfully navigate texts on their own.

In meetings and email discussions in May and September 2007 we narrowed down the SLO skills to be measured to SLOs 4 & 5 from general template SLOs. See appendix or assessment directions in next section). In late September the assessment directions were distributed to faculty and again at the beginning of the Spring term with many reminders throughout and between the semesters. Of 19 (Riv-13, MV-5, Nor-1) lit classes, we had participation from 11 courses (58%) that covered a wide range of course foci such as broad surveys, genre focused and specialty focus such as Children’s lit or single-author like Shakespeare.

Our assessment reading day was held on June 12 from 10 a.m. – 2 p.m. with participation from 17 faculty representing both full and part-time faculty and all three campuses.

Assessment:

In directions to the literature faculty
, we explained that the committee’s goal was to assess the fourth and fifth SLO generally, and the underlined portions of the two SLOs more specifically, which concentrate on written text-based literary analysis (and not general or personal response). These Student Learning Outcomes are from the literature course general template which matches the SLOs for most of the literature classes.

4. Employ college-level methods of literary analysis to reading and interpreting _____ literature and literature in general. 

· Read literary works closely, recognize differences in language use, understand figurative language, and distinguish between literal and metaphorical meanings.

· Employ the basic language and terminology of literary analysis to the discussion and interpretation of various works of literature.

· Develop an appreciation for works of literature as unique contributions to/ reflections of culture.

(more SLOs on next page)

 5. Demonstrate critical thinking and writing skills through the process of constructing responses to, interpretations of, and arguments about literature.

· Synthesize diverse points of view in the classroom and listen to the ideas of others while taking literature as a focus for discussion and analysis.

· Defend a critical judgment against the informed opinions of others and provide valid logical premises in support of an interpretation, analysis of, or argument about literary works.

· Support premises with effectively sufficient evidence drawn (as appropriate) from literary texts and the writer’s prior experience and knowledge.

· Demonstrate an ability to apply principles of sound critical thinking to their own interpretive arguments by composing unified and coherent written analyses of literary works.  

Faculty were asked to give students the prompt at some point in the last month of class and instructed that students should respond outside of class to a work that had not yet been discussed. There were no instructions or guidelines given on length or style of organization (traditional essay, paragraph, explication, etc.)

The prompt:

Write a detailed response to  ___[insert author and title here]__ in which you interpret/analyze some significant aspect of the text and support your premise with sufficient evidence drawn from the text. Be sure to comment specifically on the author’s language and figurative elements and meanings in support of your interpretation.

At the assessment reading session in June, the faculty was presented with a rubric to use for scoring four essays for the purpose of norming ourselves and refining the rubric (see Appendix for the norming essays and the original version of the rubric). Before the norming actually began, readers were presented with some of the idiosyncrasies of an assessment of different courses with different texts and different kinds of responses. The student responses were wide-ranging in style. Some were traditional style essays with a main thesis statement in the introduction, while others were passage or line-by-line explications, for example. The responses also varied in length. Despite these differences, readers were instructed that all of the responses should be able to contain the elements that we were looking for in our assessment: are claims supported? Is connotative meaning addressed? Is there analysis, as opposed to summary? We also noted that if students were succeeding in their analyses and how they were supporting and discussing the texts, then readers should not need to be familiar with or have on hand any of the primary texts.

In our norming discussion we were able to refine the rubric, in particular regarding the difference between a 2 and 3 score on point A (concentrating discussion on the first paper in the norming packet “The Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe”
) and the difference between a 2 and a 3 score on point B (using the third paper “Spring to Life” to help clarify these issues). Some discussion did erupt midway through the assessment session about what to do with essays that are “good” but don’t follow the directive of the prompt to “interpret / analyze some significant aspect of the text” with the general observation that this direction was too vague. No changes were made to the rubric following this mini-discussion; however, these issues are addressed in the reader post-assessment questionnaire and the assessment interpretation below.

The revised rubric that was used for the assessment follows below with changes in italics. (The original rubric that we started with is in the appendix.)

[Revised Rubric for F07-S08 literature courses assessment]

The assignment: Students should be responding to a work that has not yet been discussed in class, and this should be a homework or out-of-class assignment. The prompt to give to your students: Write a detailed response to  [insert selected title and author here] in which you interpret/analyze some significant aspect of the text and support your premise with sufficient evidence drawn from the text. Be sure to comment specifically on the author’s language and figurative elements and meanings in support of your interpretation.

Literature Course SLOs Being Assessed

The SLOs for our literature courses follow a general template. We are assessing common SLO #4 and #5 generally, and more specifically the two underlined sub-points:
4. Employ college-level methods of literary analysis to reading and interpreting _____ literature and literature in general. 
· Read literary works closely, recognize differences in language use, understand figurative language, and distinguish between literal and metaphorical meanings.
· Employ the basic language and terminology of literary analysis to the discussion and interpretation of various works of literature.
· Develop an appreciation for works of literature as unique contributions to/ reflections of culture. 


5. Demonstrate critical thinking and writing skills through the process of constructing responses to, interpretations of, and arguments about literature.
· Synthesize diverse points of view in the classroom and listen to the ideas of others while taking literature as a focus for discussion and analysis.
· Defend a critical judgment against the informed opinions of others and provide valid logical premises in support of an interpretation, analysis of, or argument about literary works.
· Support premises with effectively sufficient evidence drawn (as appropriate) from literary texts and the writer’s prior experience and knowledge.
· Demonstrate an ability to apply principles of sound critical thinking to their own interpretive arguments by composing unified and coherent written analyses of literary works. 
Scoring Rubric

	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	A: Read/interact with/analyze literal and metaphorical meanings


	Consistent recognition and discussion of connotative levels of meaning
	Frequent recognition and reasonable discussion of connotative levels of meaning
	Infrequent or only occasional recognition and discussion of connotative levels of meaning or illogical and disconnected discussion


	Discussion follows only a literal interpretation of text or plot



	B: Support premises and arguments and discuss language from text in support of claims
	Discussion of quoted material is a thoughtful, persuasive interpretation beyond summary

Quotation is directly connected to the claim it supports


	Discussion of quoted material is a reasonable interpretation that goes beyond summary

Quotation and analysis are loosely connected to claim, even if only by implication


	Quotation is misused or misinterpreted and/or  does not illustrate the claim being made


	Discussion is not supported by any quotations

OR

Quotes that are used are floating quotations with no interpretation OR discussion does not go beyond summary


Data:

	
	
	Competency
	Lacking competency
	

	
	Essays Read
	(4)

	(4/3 split)
	(3)
	(2)
	(2/1 split)
	(1)
	Percent demonstrating competency

	A. Read / interact with / analyze literal and metaphorical meanings
	93
	5
	10
	17
	28
	22
	11
	34%

	B. Support premises and arguments and discuss language from text in support of claims
	92
	4
	10
	21
	20
	17
	20
	38%


Post-Assessment Questionnaires and Discussion:

After all of the essays had been read and scored, the participating faculty had a sort of “post-mortem” discussion about how the assessment went. Both this discussion, highlights of which are included here, as well as the responses to the post-assessment questionnaire (also completed right after the assessment and listed below), made a great impact on our interpretation of the assessment results and on plans for possible future assessment projects.

Suggestions for a future assessment of this kind included that perhaps a reading of the same genre would be helpful as students writing about poetry seemed to have an easier time demonstrating what the rubric was looking for. However, it was noted that restricting to one genre would likely exclude some literature classes just by the definition of their content. There was greater agreement in the idea that a future assessment should define better the length of the intended work for analysis (i.e. a passage vs. an entire play or novel). Also, there was discussion about needing to make the prompt itself more focused in terms of what kind of writing response we were looking for and needing to make sure it directed students to focus on the author’s language. One participant submitted the following possibility as a place to start: “Interpret ___________ by analyzing the author’s use of figurative language. Be sure to support your claims about the meaning of the text with sufficient evidence drawn from the text.” (This suggestion perhaps actually highlights some of the ways in which our prompt misfired in terms of what we were trying to analyze, by more clearly highlighting what we didn’t want to limit students to – see discussion in interpretation section for more on this.)

Some of the discussion was about rubric point A which many readers said “felt restrictive” and that the “use of language” part from SLO 4 was difficult to measure. Students often focused on key or good aspects for analysis that weren’t just analyses of language and readers felt no way to address that.

Rubric point B was difficult in that at times readers were having difficulty with the mechanics of quotation usage vs. a student’s ability to analyze with substance the meaning of the quotes. 

In general, several readers commented that the descriptions of the different score levels for rubric point A and B ultimately didn’t seem to accurately capture the SLO language and goals well enough to fairly evaluate the student achievement of those skills. In addition to the prompt itself being somewhat vague or multi-valent, the rubric had the same capacity, with one reader pointing out in particular how often the term “discussion” was used in the rubric without any clarifying adjectives. So many readers felt they saw either very fine or even quite good analysis but that didn’t match up with the scoring descriptions for rubric point A and B. In general, faculty said they felt they saw much more good writing and thinking about literature than the comprehension percentages and rubric scores would reflect. Also, readers commented that there didn’t seem to be any problems with the SLOs themselves, but rather with our rubric’s language in trying to measure some of the sub-points. Finally, one quite excellent comment that clarified a big part of the rubric problem for many readers was that our rubric did not clearly differentiate between supporting a claim and explicating an authors’ text, and that that really did appear to be the difference that we were trying to articulate in rubric point A vs. point B, but that the way our descriptions were worded, there was a lot of difficult and confusing overlap between those two skills.

A suggestion related to the norming process was that perhaps the packet could be larger than four papers and could contain more borderline essays that were more difficult to score so that faculty could do a better job of clarifying the finer points between a score that showed competency and one that did not.

Some of the teaching and classroom issue related conversations that we had included discussions and strategies about how and to what degree to teach the integration of quotes in our literature courses.

Responses to “1. What trends / tendencies did you note as you read the essays?” (loosely organized from weaknesses to strengths):

· Didn’t respond to prompt; Way too much plot summary

· A lack of discussion beyond the most basic or literal interpretation of a passage. Often there would be an assertion/opinion, but the claims/support are frequently factually incorrect.

· Lots of summarizing; the more students struggled to interpret a challenging text, the more impenetrable their writing became!

· A tendency I noted was that the prompt and established SLOs did not always mesh. This created a paper that was out of step with the prompt not coordinated for the instructor’s part, with the SLOs.

· 1.) Standards 1 & 2 coincide in most cases; 2.) Quote integration is a skill lacking

· Definitely a general tendency to repeat and summarize and very little actual analysis of meanings, particularly the connotative meanings of metaphors. Regarding item B, there seemed to be a difficulty with actually discussing quotations and explaining the connections between quotes and assertions.

· Students often utilized quotations as part of literal interpretation OR quoted in ways that did not fit their interpretation / analysis of connotative meanings.

· Inability to quote correctly. Perhaps more attention on how to set up / cite quotes is needed. However, to be fair, some students just don’t “get” this skill or don’t care about doing it correctly – no matter the amount of instruction on it.

· Often, extensive explication of thematic or even figuration without consistent use of direct quotes; confusion caused by use of bombastic language; over-reaching for elevated diction when more simple, direct language works

· Some assignments, particularly poetry analysis, were easier for students as far as language and figurative elements.

· Students include quoted material, but do an insufficient job of “unpacking” it. There seems to be a misunderstanding of what constitutes “literary analysis.”

· Essays did not always follow the prompt to discuss figurative elements. Some of this may have resulted from choice of texts by students. Some of them may not have lent themselves to much discussion of figurative elements. *At the same time, I saw evidence of great analysis of texts in some papers but had to give a “2” on rubric SLO “A” because that analysis was not always about figurative or even connotative elements. *As a result, a student might show this ability on another text.

· Nice historical context in some essays; lots of similarities among essays in a particular set; lots of summary

· Assignments varied as did student attention to “the author’s language and figurative elements and meanings.” Some essays succeeded in addressing the first part of the prompt, but failed to address the second part. These essays typically scored well (or better) on (SLO) B, and scored poorly (or worse) on (SLO) A.

Responses to “2. Do you have any comments about issues not captured in the rubric?”

· No [twice]

· None beyond our discussions

· Only that maybe [point] B should read “cited” instead of “quoted” throughout because evidence from text could be indirectly quoted / paraphrased (although there is the danger of summary.)

· Could clarify extent to which direct quotation is crucial rather than engagement w/theme and figuration w/o it

· I guess it would be the last comment – as it pertains to the rubric – what do we do when the student formalistically follows the rubric but bases their assignment on wrong information / fallacies?

· Some minor mention or recognition of grammar factors and the like should be considered and/or integrated into a future assessment project of this nature.

· I wonder why organization and coherence are not mentioned. Maybe it goes without saying that any effective discussion should be well organized and coherent? I can certainly see that. Good rubric, the two points are concise.

· Multiple readings of single lines would be nice

· [Two responses:]

· The discussions of form were often conveyed and sometimes emphasized in the essays/responses more so than analysis

· Instructors could all be encouraged to submit essays in the future b/c some of the very short write-ups didn’t provide enough info. / analysis for me to significantly assess the SLOs.

· [Two responses:]

· Well – what working w/ the rubric (and our SLOs) demonstrated is that we could certainly be sharper in languaging what we’re looking for – revisit CORs – 

· More specifically about the rubric – maybe we could have looked at interpretation more broadly (unpacking quotations) instead of focusing just on analyzing an authors use of figurative language? I thought the (2nd) SLO was easier to address.

· Quotations were not always necessary to support analysis of figurative language (e.g. symbols).

· I think the rubric worked well for those SLOs we chose to address.

Responses to “3. What have you learned today that might affect your teaching of a literature course?”

· That a tighter integration of an identified SLO needs to be thoroughly articulated for the student. This would allow for a more reasonable and apropos coordination of purpose between instructor and student.
· I think I would emphasize the need for multiple and layered interpretations and re-emphasize the mechanics of integration and logical progression of argument.
· Students need lots of modeling on how to unpack literary language. I’ll keep doing lots of this.
· Careful analysis of specific details rather than a more general view of the literature seems to be the focus of the department. Students need to be able to support their analysis with quotation and discussion.
· Particularly in 1A and 1B, I will be doing more to help students understand the need to analyze at the word/diction level and to then explain those analyses.
· Just continued emphasis on justifying claims and supporting interpretations.
· Students need us to model the act of analysis more often (from the generation of ideas to a fully articulated “product.”) I think too many simply remain baffled as to how to enter the critical conversation. Perhaps they think they’re unqualified or they may fear forwarding an “incorrect” argument.
· I have not taught a Literature class here; however, some of the points we went over today can apply to a 1B class, such as attention to connotative meanings and use of quotation. I find this exercise helpful. Thank you and others who organized this gathering.
· I’m always torn in these classes about how important analyzing is. There’s always a part of me that is happy with students reading and learning about texts. This may be a way of saying I’m conflicted about the SLO’s for these first / second-year level literature courses.
· [Two responses]
· would emphasize analysis that fully explicates all relevant language in a quotation and links it to one single interpretive point
· may focus on how to structure a paragraph that successfully implements point 1
· [Two responses]
· Teaching close reading in [the lit classes the instructor teaches]
· Teaching use of quotations, integration, and analysis/discussion (even a handout with models of the kind of analysis we want or “bad,” “better,” and “best” examples.
· [Two responses]
· Use more 1B techniques in my lit. classes (for sure)
· What about the advisory for ENG 1A – shouldn’t that really be a basic requirement? I know it’s not going to happen, but there it is.
· [Two responses]
· I could focus more on integration of quotes in lit. courses, which would bring about the analysis piece often lacking.
· Lit students need more guided training in MLA format/citation.
· [Two responses]
· I have a renewed appreciation for the complexities of integrating textual evidence. I plan to teach this skill in relative isolation (outside or apart from the “essay” context) so that students can practice the skill of integrating evidence prior to incorporating it into the larger argument. This should be particularly helpful for lit. students who haven’t taken ENG 1B (or aren’t transferring 1A/B skills to lit. papers.)
· The “norming session” would be a good group activity for students.
Additional commentary not linked to one of the questions on the questionnaire:

· I struggled a little w/ the rubric in the sense that some fine analysis didn’t look specifically at language and so I scored them a 1 or 2 for SLO #A even though the analysis was fine and they may well have scored a 3 on SLO #B.

· I think I struggled a bit with the rubric. I think the language in “A” needed to be more specific and more separate from the language in “B”.

Interpretation, Response, and Further Recommended Action:

It seems clear from the experience of readers at the assessment and the questionnaire responses that these results are not really a completely reliable measure of competency in the skills that we had hoped to measure. Certainly at least 34 and 38% of the essays showed competency, but it also seems likely that in fact a higher number of students are demonstrating competent skills of written analysis, but that our rubric, and likely even the prompt, had too many degrees of subjectivity or vagueness in them to be a useful measurement for what we were looking for. The advice and commentary from participants that we should do the assessment again with a more clearly defined scoring rubric with points A and B more sharply delineated and with more specific and distinct criteria for competency vs. non-competent scoring descriptions will likely be heeded by the committee. We are also likely to take the advice to put more limitations on the scope and purpose of the prompt (still making it broad enough to work with a fill-in-the-blank format for applying it to each individual and different literature course), and perhaps make clearer demands such as specifying the length of the reading and the response, and instructing students to focus on the author’s language and stylistic choices. All of these recommendations are only relevant though if we decide that in fact another broad common prompt assessment is the most effective method – and there are arguments against that as well as at least one other possible assessment methods discussed below.

Some indicators that the prompt had weaknesses that affected the outcome include commentary from the assessment readers that many of the students actually did do what the prompt asked them to do, but then when their work was matched to the rubric, the only possible conclusion was to give them non-competent scores. Also, there was a general sense that the prompt, after looking at the work that it produced, was both too vague in the way it asked students to respond to literature (what exactly were they to be responding to?) and too broad in the parameters of what (and how much) they could respond to. Ideally, the essays should have been responding to a single short work or a short passage from a longer work. Also, ideally, they should have been focusing on multiple levels of connotative meaning, whether that meant looking at imagistic language or narrative structure or form shouldn’t have mattered as long as they were finding a way to discuss the literature beyond summary and beyond personal enjoyment of a text. We were looking for the ability to analyze literature beyond the surface, really in almost any terms. But this did not come across well in either the prompt, or the rubric. Another possible improvement to the prompt that could produce writing more fitted to what we are measuring could be to include the rubric itself (or a substantive pre-norming draft of it) with the prompt. Finally, one other possibility is that this type of generic prompt is itself simply too broad. One criticism from within the committee is that the direction to simply interpret a text may be to “fuzzy” or broad for really strong student response, especially across such varied courses. One possibility for this is to go ahead and create a course specific assessment tool, and then using a common rubric, have each instructor rate his/her own students on SLO achievement. Instructors would then report back results to be aggregated anonymously.

Indicators that the rubric had weaknesses are generally the same as those listed above, but specifically, the rubric ended up constraining readers, and it is clear from many of the assessment readers verbal and written responses that they felt they had to look for specific kinds of analysis that are tied to the specific use of an author’s language and how an author used diction to present multiple layers of meaning. The suggested prompt for a future assessment which more specifically and narrowly directs students to focus on “figurative language” is one such indicator of this confusion. While this certainly was the primary way that we expected to find students showing evidence of analysis beyond summary, it should not have been the only way to find that – to that end we removed from an early draft of the rubric points about whether or not they used literary terms. But, it seems that the spirit of that “looking for literary terms” method of checking for student analysis still remained in the rubric to some degree. It seems that by trying to both replicate the language of the SLO and be broad enough to fit all comers that in fact the committee may have simply been too vague about what exactly we wanted to measure. Another possibility for improving a future rubric point B would be to avoid implying that quotes must be used to support every claim, the language could emphasize that textual support is used effectively in the paper. So less focus on quantity and “consistency” and more focus on how well used when it is called for by the claim (with the understanding that some textual evidence is required in the assignment).

When the subcommittee creates a rubric next time, it should likely be done via email, passing around the document for careful study and comparison with SLOs and thoughtfulness about what we are trying to achieve. The committee worked collaboratively face-to-face to design the first draft of the rubric and perhaps some of the more surgical precision required to have the language reflect what we wanted to measure was lost as a result. It also seems clear the committee needs to have a larger norming packet to use on the assessment day --  having only four essays that were intended to fall neatly into 1, 2, 3, and 4 levels of competency did not give us the opportunity to discuss and decide gray area issues. We could also sharpen the rubric ahead of the assessment day by seeking input from all of the instructors teaching literature.

Related perhaps to difficulties with the rubric was one suggestion that perhaps the problem didn’t lie exclusively with our tools at all, but with the SLOs. The suggestion was made that perhaps it is time to revisit the SLOs to better capture both GE and discipline-specific concerns. So, for example, Arend Flick noted that we need “the critical thinking and writing SLOs […], but not with such detailed primary traits spelled out that they give us a false report on what our students actually do achieve in our lit classes.”

Before a norming and assessment project begins, perhaps more care should be taken to address the difference between grading and assessing as some of the comments regarding issues that were not part of the assessment focus (grammar, organization) as well as the unease with giving 1s and 2s on papers that didn’t achieve the SLO with competency suggest some confusion about our purview and goals. 

The post-assessment questionnaire turned out to be quite an excellent tool for figuring out, to some degree, what worked and what went wrong with the assessment much more than with what’s happening in our classes. A curious point of disconnect though was that in the post-assessment discussion, many faculty commented on the good writing they saw and how they felt like the rubric just didn’t fit it. But then the written comments were much more negative highlighting writing problems and trends that would not seem to score a competent score on any rubric. One fix for this is perhaps to specifically prompt faculty to highlight both negative and positive “trends / tendencies” they noted while reading the essays, since most faculty wrote about mostly negative or weak trends but then verbally discussed positive or competent skills in the writing they read.

Interestingly, the discussion immediately following the session focused a lot on how participants felt badly about giving 2s to “good” papers or “good” writing. Yet, the questionnaire responses to question one above indicate that, in fact, many participants really did feel that analytical discussion and writing wasn’t happening. This raises the question of what “good” is in an intro or sophomore level survey literature course in which one of the SLOs focuses on students making arguments about literature. Arguably, good writing is not enough if this is our SLO and if we are retaining this SLO, we need to do a better job of emphasizing and teaching the skills of analysis vs. plot summary and not relying so much on presumed English 1B skills. So, while it still seems pretty clear that an accurate measure of competency with the identified skills will require another assessment with much more refined tools, in the interim, this is still enough of an indicator about areas of lack in students’ written analysis of literature that instructors teaching these courses should spend some significant efforts addressing methods and strategies for improving in skill areas such as supporting claims with textual and literary evidence, and unpacking figurative and literary language for its multiple meanings.

Report Author: Kelly Douglass

Report Contributors: Thatcher Carter, Arend Flick, Kathleen Sell

Literature Courses Subcommittee: Su Acharya, Tom Allen, Thatcher Carter, Michael Cluff, Kelly Douglass, Susan Ingham, Arend Flick, Kathleen Sell

Assessment Reading participants: Cindy Bendshadler, Thatcher Carter, Michael Cluff, Tammy DiBenedetto, Kelly Douglass (Facilitator), Lin Howard, Rae Iwamizu, Lani Kreitner, Brit Osgood-Treston, Jeff Rhyne, Kathleen Sell, Linda Sherman-Nurick, Kendall Smith, Valerie Solar, Jason Spangler, John Sullivan, Sheryl Tschetter 

Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​English Discipline at Moreno Valley 

Annual Program Review Update

Unit:  English and Writing and Reading Center
Campus:  _Moreno Valley
Contact Person:Dan Clark and Ree Amezquita (WRC)
Date: 5/15/09
Human Resource Status

6. Complete the Faculty and Staff Employment Grid below.  Please list full and part time faculty numbers in separate rows.  Please list classified staff who are full and part time separately: 

	Faculty and Staff Employed in the Unit



	Assignment (e.g. Math, English)
	Full-time faculty or staff (give number)
	Part-time faculty or staff (give number)

	English full-time faculty
	7
	

	English part-time faculty
	
	48 

	
	
	

	Writing and Reading Center Aides*
	
	5

	English PeerTutors
	
	4

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


*Please note that the WRC serves students in several disciplines: English, Reading, and ESL.  
Unit Name:  English

7.  Staff Needs

NEW OR REPLACEMENT STAFF (Faculty or Classified)
 
	List Staff Positions Needed for Academic Year 2009-10
Please justify and explain each faculty request based on rubric criteria for your campus.  Place titles on list in order (rank) or importance.
	Indicate (N) = New or (R) = Replacement 


	Annual TCP* 

	1. Full-Time Instructional / Lab Specialist (New): Equivalent to the position at Riverside Campus.

As instructors increasingly incorporate technology (besides word-processing) in class instruction, more students come to the lab with questions and problems.  These issues are out of the scope of the other staff on duty: "how do I use my usb?" "Can you help me print?"  "How do I use weaver?" This is a programmatic problem as students are expected to meet lab requirements in English, Reading and ESL courses. Because of a shortage in lab assistant staff and insufficient coverage, the WRC has struggled to serve the technical needs of its students. Computer and technical issues are often a problem in the center, and the student lab aide schedule is insufficient in meeting the demands.  The lab aides assist an average of eighteen students per hour and this number will increase as the WRC expands its services to an on-line format. As a result of the WRC On-line pilot run during the spring 09 semester, we saw an increase in need for lab assistance in scheduling appointments, tracking usage and responding to emails.  The daily repair needs have increased from last year.  A full-time Instructional / Lab Specialist, who can oversee the daily operations of the WRC-supervising personnel, attending to student needs, and addressing technical issues--is vital to the smooth running of the WRC and to improving the effectiveness of our instructional mission.  


	New
	$67,621



	2.  English/Journalism Instructor (Fulltime)

Reason: A combined English/Journalism position will allow us to address the need of Moreno Valley College to have a strong student newspaper at the same time that we partially address the ongoing need for more fulltime English faculty.  A fulltime instructor, who can commit the time and who can work closely in coordination with colleagues,  is needed to build our journalism program and take our newspaper to a higher level.    

--The English discipline currently has 7 full-time instructors.  The data suggest the continued need for more English fulltimers:  

--73 PT/FTEF ratio. 

--76% of its sections taught by part-timers.  

--With a 30-cap on most English classes, efficiencies have nonetheless improved, to where for fall 08, English reached an efficiency of 525.51.

--FTES for fall 08 was 395.74; admittedly we don’t reach the efficiencies of math, but given our caps, we are pulling our weight. 

--FTES/FT faculty for fall 08 was 70.3, the highest in our department.  

--We offered 9 courses and 77 sections in the fall 08. 

--With the advent of English 1A as the requirement for an AA, beginning fall 2009 for new incoming students, the demand for English courses will grow faster than the increase in the student population.   Meantime, CSU and UC continue to shift developmental students in our direction.  

--We will soon have Illuminate Online Writing Center system fully in place, and all our online classes will have a fully online WRC component, which will create a demand for more online WRC instructors.


	New
	$112, 707

	3. Writing and Reading Center Lead Instructor (English):  New Position
Reason: A lead instructor would be able to create the instructional materials needed to assist students in Basic Skills classes and transfer classes.  This position leans more towards creating curriculum, facilitating workshops, evaluating student outcomes and developing materials needed for the center and focuses less on the administrative workings of the center: scheduling tutors and aids, reporting maintenance needs to the help desk and requesting copies from the copy center.  This instructor would also have a partial load of traditional classes, thus partially addressing the need for more full-time English instructors indicated above. 
	New
	$112,707

	4. Writing Tutors: 3 New Positions

Reason: The Writing and Reading Center is one of the busiest centers at the Moreno Valley Campus.  Students from Reading, ESL and English Composition courses are required to attend the center to receive supplemental instruction.  The assistance that students receive comes in many forms, and one of the most popular and useful forms of instruction in the center is Writing Tutor.  Students are able to get assistance during any stage of the writing process. The WRC needs additional funding for tutors so that the WRC is able to meet the demand.  

	New
	$25,000 for 3 positions ($8300 per position) at 15 hours/week, and $10/hr. 

	5. 

	
	

	6. 

Reason:
	
	


* TCP = “Total Cost of Position” for one year is the cost of an average salary plus benefits for an individual.  New positions (not replacement positions) also require space and equipment.  Please speak with your campus Business Officer to obtain accurate cost estimates.  Please be sure to add related office space, equipment and other needs for new positions to the appropriate form and mention the link to the position.  Please complete this form for “New” Classified Staff only.  All replacement staff must be filled per Article I, Section C of the California School Employees Association (CSEA) contract.
Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​English
8.  Equipment (excluding technology) Needs Not Covered by Current Budget

	List Equipment or Equipment Repair Needed for Academic Year 2009-10
Please list/summarize the needs of your unit on your campus below.  Please be as specific and as brief as possible.  Place items on list in order (rank) or importance.
	*Indicate whether Equipment is for (I) = Instructional  or (N) = Non-Instructional purposes             
	Annual TCO** 



	
	
	Cost per item
	Number Requested
	Total Cost of Request

	1.  Keys for all faculty, promptly available at the beginning of every semester
Reason:  Instructor access to classrooms allows all instructors to use the full amount of class time for instruction and frees up other personnel for other duties.  Instructors being able to lock rooms when they leave will increase security and probably save money in the long run.  
	Instructional
	
	
	Received some feedback but no cost estimate


	2.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	3.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	4.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	5.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	6.  

Reason:
	
	
	
	


* Instructional Equipment is defined as equipment purchased for instructional activities involving presentation and/or hands-on experience to enhance student learning and skills development (i.e. desk for student or faculty use).
Non-Instructional Equipment is defined as tangible district property of a more or less permanent nature that cannot be easily lost, stolen or destroyed; but which replaces, modernizes, or expands an existing instructional program.  Furniture and computer software, which is an integral and necessary component for the use of other specific instructional equipment, may be included (i.e. desk for office staff).

** TCO = “Total Cost of Ownership” for one year is the cost of an average cost for one year.  Please speak with your campus Business Officer to obtain accurate cost estimates.  Please be sure to check with your department chair to clarify what you current budget allotment are.  If equipment needs are linked to a position please be sure to mention that linkage. 
Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Writing and Reading Center, and English, 2009-10 

9.    Technology++ Needs Not Covered by Current Budget: 
  

 NOTE:   Technology; excludes software, network infrastructure, furniture, and consumables (toner, cartridges, etc)
	Submitted by: Anna-Marie Amezquita
	Title: Associate Instructor, English; Coordinator of the Writing and Reading Center; English Discipline Facilitator at Moreno Valley Campus.
 
	Phone: 571-6142
















Annual TCO* 
	Priority
	EQUIPMENT REQUESTED
	New (N) or Replacement (R)?
	Program: New (N) or Continuing (C) ?
	Location (i.e Office, Classroom, etc.)
	Is there existing Infrastructure?
	How many users served?
	Has it been repaired frequently?
	Cost per item
	Number Requested
	Total Cost of Request

	1.

Usage / Justification
	 

PC Web-Camera for Instructors teaching On-line, Hybrid and/or Web-enhanced courses Needed for the On-line WRC and tutoring . 

Reason: Instructors involved in distance education are able to create video lectures and presentations.  With a pc camera, instructors are able record or present information in real time. The cameras will also be used in on-line, real-time tutoring from the WRC.  

	 N
	 For our online, hybrid, and to some extent traditional classes.  On-line Writing Center and Tutoring
	 Portable; could probably be kept in the WRC or Hum 113.
	 
	 Potentially 100s
	 

  
	119
	7
	833

	2.

Usage / Justification
	Earphones

Reason: Students using the Reading and DSPS reading programs require headphones.  Many students view streamed video lectures and podcasts from the computers in the WRC.  

 
	 N
	 
	 WRC HUM 232
	 
	 Over 100
	 
	50
	10
	500


Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​English and the Writing and Reading Center 

10. Facilities Needs Not Covered by Current Building or Remodeling Projects*
  

	List Facility Needs for Academic Year 2009-10
(Remodels, Renovations or added new facilities)  Place items on list in order (rank) or importance.
	Annual TCO* 



	
	Total Cost of Request

	1. Workshop/Tutor Room: The Writing and Reading Center is in need of space to facilitate workshops in the area of basic skills, reading, ESL, composition and computer literacy. Furthermore space is needed for tutoring and testing students in the disciplines of English, Reading and ESL.  Workshops and tutoring are a significant part of the English Program and the WRC purpose.  
	

	2.  
Reason:
	

	3.

Reason:
	

	4.

Reason:
	

	5.

Reason:
	

	6.  

Reason:
	


*Please contact your  campus VP of Business or your Director of Facilities,Operations and Maintenance to obtain an accurate cost estimate and to learn if the facilities you need are already in the planning stages.  

Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​English and Writing and Reading Center 

11. Professional or Organizational Development Needs Not Covered by Current Budget*

	List Professional Development Needs for Academic Year_2009-10.  Reasons might include in response to assessment findings or the need to update skills to comply with state, federal, professional organization requirements or the need to update skills/competencies.  Please be as specific and as brief as possible.  Some items may not have a cost per se, but reflect the need to spend current staff time differently.   Place items on list in order (rank) or importance.

	Annual TCO* 



	
	Cost per item
	 Number Requested
	Total Cost of Request

	1.  Faculty Workshops in one-on-one instruction to improve our instructional mission in the Writing and Reading Center: one a semester.  

Reason:  The Writing and Reading Center, central to the discipline’s instructional mission,  needs to expand faculty development in the area of one-on-one conferencing and on incorporating the  WRC into course curricula.  This would need to include pay for part-time instructors.  
	One WRC workshop per semester, at $750 each.  
	2 per year
	$1500

	2.  Funding for Part-time Professional Development

Reason:  Currently part-timers have no monetary incentive to engage in professional development, yet they teach 75% of the FTE load.  Fulfillment of our mission means creating incentives for faculty development among part-timers.  If you pay them they will come.  
	Two workshops/semester at, say $750 each.  
	4 per year
	$3000



	3. Distance-learning Workshops: Probably one each semester

Reason:  As we teach more distance-delivery courses, we need to train our faculty to use these modes in ways that are pedagogically sound, assuring adequate student-faculty contact, achievement of student learning outcomes, and attention to retention and success.
	Between $500 and $1000 each


	2
	$2000



	4.  Expansion of Library of Instructor Resources:  

Reason:  All instructors need to have easy access to current research and practices detailing with composition  and Writing Center pedagogy effective use of writing and reading labs.  
	$30 for books or subscriptions
	15
	$450

	5.

Reason:
	
	
	

	6.  

Reason:
	
	
	


*It is recommended that you speak with Human Resources or the Management Association to see if your request can be met with current budget.  

Unit Name: English and Writing and Reading Center, for 2009-10
12. OTHER NEEDS not covered by current budget

	List Other Needs that you are certain do not fit elsewhere.
Please be as specific and as brief as possible.  Not all needs will have a cost, but may require a reallocation of current staff time.  Place items on list in order (rank) or importance.
	Annual TCO* 



	
	Cost per item
	 Number Requested
	Total Cost of Request

	1. Adobe Creative Suite 4 Web Premium

Reason: The WRC has a working website, but to expand and continue to develop the site the advanced options offered in the Creative Suite are needed. This program will allow the WRC on-line to offer more interactive and innovative tools for writing, reading and ESL students   
	1700.00


	1
	1700.00



	2.

Reason:
	
	
	

	3.

Reason:
	
	
	

	4.

Reason:
	
	
	

	5.

Reason:
	
	
	

	6.  

Reason:
	
	
	


Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​English
13. Student Support Services (see definition below**) Needed by the Unit over and above what is currently provided.  These needs will be communicated to Student Services

	List Student Support Services Needs for Academic Year 2009-10
Please list/summarize the needs of your unit on your campus below.  Please be as specific and as brief as possible.  Not all needs will have a cost, but may require a reallocation of current staff time.  

	

	1.  Supplemental Instructional Leaders:  7

Reason:   Supplemental Instructional Leaders  (SIs) have proven to be very effective at the Riverside Campus, and no doubt will be a valuable resource at Moreno Valley as well.  In spring 2008, The Riverside Campus employed 16 Supplemental Instructional Leaders, funded by a grant administered by the Teacher Preparation Program and overseen by Lana Vizuete.  There was a waiting list at Riverside of both instructors who want SIs and students who would like to become SIs.  Supplemental Instructional Leaders are students who have already taken a particular instructor’s course and have passed the course with a 3.0 or better and are in good standing academically.  The instructors themselves recommend their own former students.  The students then go through a screening and training process before coming back to provide out-of-class study sessions that include academic strategies for mastering course content and effective study skills for appropriate application of study strategies.  They are selected and trained according to their referrals and academic standing. They function somewhat on the model of University Teaching Assistants.  They attend most classes, support the faculty if requested while in the class, but above all lead out-of-class review sessions.  Given the success and popularity of this program at Riverside, it seems natural that new grants or funding sources would seek to expand the program to Moreno Valley (and Norco, though I can’t speak for them).  


	$3840  plust partial benefits per year per Supplemental Instructor


	7
	$26,880



	2.

Reason:

	3.

Reason:

	4.

Reason:

	5.

Reason:

	6.  

Reason:


**Student Support Services include for example:  Tutoring, counseling, international students, EOPS, job placement, admissions and records, student assessment (placement), health services, student activities, college safety and police, food services, student financial aid, and matriculation.
Unit Name: English

Library Needs Not Covered by Current Library Holdings
 Needed by the Unit over and above what is currently provided.  These needs will be communicated to the Library
	List Library Needs for Academic Year2009-10
Please list/summarize the needs of your unit on your campus below.  Please be as specific and as brief as possible.  Place items on list in order (rank) or importance.

	

	1.  More current books on a variety of topics
Reason:  Although the district has excellent database resources, these do not adequately cover the many excellent current or recent books for the educated lay reader on the whole range of topics of current student and academic interest.  These books are very useful for the kind of research students in Eng 1A, especially, are expected to do.  Examples might be the works of Malcolm Gladwell (Outliers and the Tipping Point); Richard Dawkins (evolution); Michael Pollan (food and eating), John Krakauer, etc.  The District as a whole has a good number of these sorts of books, but relying on interlibrary loan is cumbersome for teachers and students.   The Moreno Valley Library continues to make progress here, but our collection is still too small. 

	2.  More primary and secondary books in the areas of literature covered by our literature and specialty classes.  
Reason:  The Moreno Valley Library’s collection is minimal in these areas, though some progress has been made.  Again, it is cumbersome to rely on interlibrary loan.  See Appendix A for a list of the literature and specialty courses we plan to offer in the coming years.  

	3.

Reason:

	4.

Reason:

	5.

Reason:

	6.  

Reason:


Unit Name:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_________________________________________ 
Learning Support Services Not Covered by Current budget*.

	List Learning Support Services Needs 

Please list funding requests related to the Writing and Reading Center, the Math Learning Center, Tutorial Services, and the Instructional Media Center.  These do not include laboratory components that are required of a course.  Place items on list in order (rank) or importance.
	Total Cost of Requests



	
	Cost per item
	Number Requested
	Total Cost
	Ongoing (O) or one-time (OT) cost

	
	
	
	
	

	2.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	3.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	4.

Reason:
	
	
	
	

	5.

Reason:
	
	
	
	


*It is recommended that you speak with your campus IMC and/or Lab Coordinators to see if your request can be met within the current budget and to get an estimated cost if new funding is needed.
Appendix A:  Moreno Valley College English Discipline Literature and Specialty Rotation, Approved Dec. 4, 2008

	Fall

1. {Brit Lit I (Eng 6):  even years  

Instructor: 

Brit Lit II (Eng 7): odd years

Instructor:                      }

2. {Intro to Shakespeare (Eng 9): odd years

Instructor: 

Intro to Language (Eng 16): even years

Instructor:                        }      

3. Intro to Film Studies (Eng/Hum 36)

            Instructor: 

4. Tutoring (Eng 4)

Instructor: 

5. {Bible as Literature (Eng/Hum 23) 

           Instructor: Humanities faculty in even years; English faculty in odd years.  Convince Humanities to switch to fall, so that our offerings will be more balanced? 

Images of Women in Lit (Eng 35): even years

Instructor:                         }

6. Research Methods (Eng 90B)

Instructor: 

7. Writing Clinic (Eng 85): 

8. Special Studies (Eng 10):  I think we could get away with keeping this in even if we don’t offer it regularly.  It’s useful for study abroad, among other things.  
	Spring

1. {Multicultural American Lit I (Eng 14): Odd years

Instructor: 

Multicultural American Lit II (Eng 15): Even years

Instructor:                  }

2. {World Lit. I (Eng 40): even years

Instructor: 

World Lit. II (Eng 41): odd years

Instructor:                    }

3. Children’s Lit (Eng 30): hybrid

Instructor: 

4. Creative Writing (Eng 11): fiction emphasis in odd years? poetry emphasis in even years? 

Instructor: 

5. {African-American Lit: even years  

Instructor: 

Latino Literature of the U.S. (Eng 25): odd years (change to fall?)

Instructor:                          }

6. Research Methods (Eng 90B) 

Instructor: 

7. Writing Clinic (Eng 85)


� The decision to include Fall was made a little later in the process and the Fall literature faculty were not notified until the semester had already begun, resulting in lower participation from Fall classes.


� In the case of essays requiring third readers, the outlying score was left out and this data reflects the remaining two scores that agreed in terms of competency, regardless of at what level. There were 30 essays (nearly a third) that required a third reader on at least one of the two rubric points.


� The decision to include Fall was made a little later in the process and the Fall literature faculty were not notified until the semester had already begun, resulting in lower participation from Fall classes.


� See appendix for original email with directions.


� The complete norming packet is in the Appendix of paper copies of the assessment report; the norming essays are not available electronically.


� In the case of essays requiring third readers, the outlying score was left out and this data reflects the remaining two scores that agreed in terms of competency, regardless of at what level. There were 30 essays (nearly a third) that required a third reader on at least one of the two rubric points.


� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 





� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 





� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “justification” section of this form. 





� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 


 





� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 


� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 


� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 





� If your SLO assessment results make clear that particular resources are needed to more effectively serve students please be sure to note that in the “reason” section of this form. 
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