English assessment/portfolio meeting
Notes and Assessment Results
May 12, 2009
With some modifications as of August 7, 2009

Present :   	 
May 2009     	Adjunct English—Lynn Colles
      	Developmental English—Richard Williams
	Biology—Tracie Morris
	Automotive—Larry Wilkes
Planning—Joan Stirling	


Present		Full-time English—Joanna Fulbright, Jeremy Nicholson, Chris Lorch 
Aug. 2009 	Developmental English—Richard Williams, Bettie Estes
Planning—Joan Stirling	
Trio—John Petersen


Folders Requested=15 Comp. One (15%) and 20 Comp. Two (15%)
Folders Submitted and Scorable=
7 Comp. One(46% of those requested) and 15 Comp. Two (75% of requested)
(Some submitted folders were non-scorable—this is a folder of student work without a reflective letter describing how the student met the objectives listed on the syllabus.)

After a thirty-minute calibration exercise, portfolios were assessed.  Several portfolios were assessed by two readers.  Several were not, probably for three reasons:
a.  The calibration exercise took longer this semester since there were two classes and two rubrics to calibrate
b.  There were more portfolios than in the fall, again, since Comp. II was added
c. Several invited guests were unable to come to the meeting, so scoring took significantly longer than expected .

After discussion, the English Department believes the results of the assessment may be slightly skewed.  

First, the rubric we selected was on a five-point scale, where to get a D, the student would need to score 20%.  However, none of us noticed that the rubric scoring didn't match the key at the bottom of the page.  The letter grades as described in the key at the bottom of the rubric were based on a ten-point scale, where a student would need  60% of the points to get a D.   The chair of the committee didn't discover this problem until data tabulation, but remembers that instructors said that during scoring, they found themselves altering the score in order to try to achieve the correct letter grade at the bottom of the page.
*In order to rescue as much useful data as possible, the chair of the portfolio assessment committee changed the grade key after discussion with the rubric developer.  The data in the rest of this report is based on the altered grade key.

Second,  the description of the scorable items was changed on the day of the portfolio assessment when the chair of the portfolio assessment committee realized that the rubric we had selected was an expanded measure of one objective, but that the other syllabus objectives would  not be measured and hadn't been since the process started.  Thus, the data would be less useful.  To remedy this, the rubric was combined with the syllabus objectives.  This should not have altered actual scoring, but because this was an unexpected change, it is possible that the results were also affected by this error as well.
*to address these issues, future portfolio assessment rubrics will measure the objectives on the syllabus.  Furthermore, full-time faculty in the department will use a rubric at least once before attempting to cross-train others or use it in the Portfolio Assessment Meeting.  

Composition One:
Final Results for portfolio letters 



Comments:  
Clearly, students struggle with understanding diversity.  One student made the comment, "We don't have much diversity at Ozarka, so I'm not sure what to put here."  We may need to make a stronger effort to educate our students regarding what diversity is and how it affects the way we write to an audience.










Composition Two:
Final Results for portfolio letters 



Comments:  
Again, for Comp. II, diversity was the lowest score, but not by as significant a difference.  Students sometimes thought, though, that diversity meant having to write two different essays.  Clearly, if this objective remains on the Comp. II list of objectives, we will all have to make a more concerted effort to explain how diversity affects writing to an audience.









Comments for preceding three charts:  
	These grades are quite close, and differences may be due to rubric difficulties; notwithstanding, instructors who submitted portfolios appear to be grading fairly closely to one another.  
Instructors who either did not submit portfolios or who submitted non-scorable portfolios were unable to be reached by email.  Full-time faculty may choose to contact each instructor by phone in August before the school year starts to ensure that we have working email addresses and that we have answered all questions that adjunct faculty may have about the portfolio system.  In addition, Computer Services has created a new Meeting Manager within My.Ozarka where meeting minutes, etc. can easily be accessed at any time by any member of the committee. 


Our first assessment, which happened at the end of the preceding semester, showed a roughly bell-shaped curve, but discussion halfway through the scoring session may have altered subsequent scoring and artificially influenced the scoring.  Interestingly, somebody at Ozarka recently sent a grade distribution for each of the colleges and universities in Arkansas.  These show that the bell-shaped curve is weighted heavily to the left (to reflect a high number of Bs), with a spike at the right for F's that is still slightly lower than the number of Cs.  Our classroom grades for the Composition One random selection appear to match that curve, while the scored portfolios do not.  This discrepancy is likely related to the portfolio selection process—D students are unlikely to submit a final portfolio, while F students are unlikely to even be attending at the end of the semester.    By the time students get to Composition Two, many weaker students have attritioned out of this course.




Observed Needs:

A.  Classroom related Needs

· Some objectives on the syllabus are difficult to measure.  As a faculty, we must decide whether the objective needs to be rewritten (remembering to ensure that new objectives meets ACTS transferability requirements) or whether assessment methods need to be reconsidered.
August 2009:  The full-time members of the portfolio assessment committee met and decided to keep the objectives as they are for now, with consideration for rewrites to take place in December.

· Portfolio evaluators focused mostly on scoring the letter.  The letter alone, however, doesn't sufficiently measure all six objectives.  Instructors discussed two possible changes:
1.  Focus on the whole portfolio instead of focusing on the letter.  This would take more time.
a. Try to find more time by reducing the number of essays scored.
i. We will collect 10% of Comp. I and Comp. II in the fall, but we will only score Comp. I.  In the Spring we will collect 10% of Comp. I and Comp. II, but we will only score the whole year of Comp. II.
b. Try to schedule a longer time block, which might also involve changing the date/time of the meeting.
i. Need to schedule.
2. Change to a capstone essay or a writing sample and then reduce the number of objectives that we try to measure with it (since a single essay cannot measure all objectives).  This would also reduce the amount of paper we would have to keep up with.
a. We will wait another year before we try this.  We haven’t collected enough data about the current assessment process to determine whether we need to change or whether we can get the process in shape well enough to draw solid conclusions about our classes based on the data we gather.

· Textbooks – when should we change them for Comp. I and Comp. II?
· Comp. I – since we re-adopted the Brief Bedford Reader in May of 2008, Career Pathways purchased several new books to loan to their students.  They did call and ask how long we would be using the book before they purchased them, and we told them we would use the book for the next three years.  We may still change, but not until May 2010.
· Comp. II – definitely want to change the text (Soles The Essentials of Academic Writing)
· The book that everyone agreed would probably work best for us was the Bedford Guide for College Writers:  Reader, Research Manual, and Handbook.  This book would take the place of all three books we currently use for Comp. I and Comp. II.  However, we hate to cause Career Pathways to lose their investment, especially since the Bedford Guide will be coming out in a new edition soon.  Also, there is no guarantee that the new MLA updates will be ready and in printed textbooks by August 2009.  Therefore, we will continue to use the current Comp. II book until the Bedford Guide is ready to publish a new edition with the new MLA updates.  Then we will research further before making a final selection.

· Because of suggestions made at the January 2009 meeting, all instructors taught both MLA and APA in their Composition II classes in Spring 2009.  Students reported that they found this helpful but overwhelming.  The department will continue to encourage that both formats be taught.

· Professional Development for full-time faculty will mostly consist of a trip to NCTE-TYCA in St. Louis in October.  We will need to register for this in August.

· We continue to struggle finding methods to improve adjunct participation.  One faculty member approached the Co-op asking whether we could use our meeting as CE credits for adjuncts, and the response was that it was up to each teacher's building principal.


B.  Assessment-process related
· When the Portfolio Assessment Committee feels that the assessment process is working well, we will be able to make more solid conclusions/decisions about the data we gather.
· Full-time faculty need to meet to discuss to the process the week before the portfolio assessment meeting.  
· At this time we need to get together and agree on samples to distribute at the beginning of the semester so that everyone will know what would be expected in a final product.
· We need to have more discussion regarding how each objective can be assessed.  
· Next, we need to have more discussion regarding how the portfolio itself should be scored, since scoring the letter alone leads to difficulty scoring some objectives (recursive process, critical reading, etc.)  
· We also need to discuss the usefulness of weighing the rubric.
· There was some discussion as to whether the letter format should be used.  The analytical essay format may be easier for the students, and they would have less difficulty formatting the final product
· Calibration could take place via email at the beginning of the semester?  And again, definitely, at the end of the semester.
· The portfolios will be available in the library for pre-scoring on the day of the portfolio assessment.

C. Requests from other faculty
· In response to the question, "What can the English Department do to fulfill students' writing needs?" the response was that we may wish to consider teaching students, especially those in Practical Writing, how to fill out an application and write a résumé.   This will be done in Chris Lorch’s Practical Writing Fall 2009 as a trial run.  (Fulbright has tried this unsuccessfully in Composition Two.)

Include new rubric with letter and evidence, then score each one.

Possibly change directions to indicate that students can cite anything they have written during that semester as long as they include a copy and show the date written.  This would assess Gen Ed objectives less than course.  Continue discussion in December as to what we really want to assess here.

Make it explicit that students must demonstrate that they met the syllabus objectives, and they must PROVE they met them by citing evidence.

FT  English will meet the week before to go over all this information.  We will also calibrate.  We will start by bringing sample A, B, C, D, and F from our class and calibrate those first.  Then we will grade the “required” essays and go to library to pre-score them.


Recommend that we do one mini-research paper before the portfolio so they won’t feel overwhelmed.

Students in Practical Writing and Comp I are sometimes expected to write research papers in other classes.  Bring this up to Advising QIT.

Assessment should be in good shape by fall, so we may wish to focus more on the changes we will make to student learning processes than this report has done, focused as we have been on obtaining a reliable assessment method.
Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. One According to Grades in My.Ozarka
FOR ALL STUDENTS ENROLLED IN ENGL1013
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	OTHER	20	28	24	9	15	22	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	OTHER	Score Per Objective for Comp. Two
Y-Values	total pts. possible	1. Write well-organized and effective persuasive essays.	2. Demonstrate effective writing as a recursive process.	3. Correctly cite credible sources to support the student_x0019_s own ideas	4. Demonstrate the application of the conventions of standard written English.	5. Address diversity issues	75	54	52	48	54	45	Column1	total pts. possible	1. Write well-organized and effective persuasive essays.	2. Demonstrate effective writing as a recursive process.	3. Correctly cite credible sources to support the student_x0019_s own ideas	4. Demonstrate the application of the conventions of standard written English.	5. Address diversity issues	

Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. Two According to Portfolio Assessment Committee (adjusted rubric key)
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	2	10	3	0	0	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. Two According to Grades in My.Ozarka
(same seven students)
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	5	7	3	0	0	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. Two According to Grades in My.Ozarka
FOR ALL 15 STUDENTS IN RANDOM SAMPLE
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	5	8	3	2	1	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. Two According to Grades in My.Ozarka
FOR ALL STUDENTS ENROLLED IN ENGL1023
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	OTHER	50	31	23	9	11	27	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	OTHER	Score Per Objective for Comp. One
Y-Values	total pts. possible	1.  influence others, variety rhet. situations	2.  flexible strategies	3.  unity, coh., support, skills	4.  reading skills	5.  cite credible sources	6.  diversity	35	23	16	18	17	18	11	Column1	total pts. possible	1.  influence others, variety rhet. situations	2.  flexible strategies	3.  unity, coh., support, skills	4.  reading skills	5.  cite credible sources	6.  diversity	

Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. One According to Portfolio Assessment Committee (adjusted rubric key)
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	1	2	1	3	0	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. One According to Grades in My.Ozarka
(same seven students)
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	0	3	4	0	0	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	Overall Grade Distribution for Comp. One According to Grades in My.Ozarka
FOR ALL 15 STUDENTS IN RANDOM SAMPLE
Y-Values	A	B 	C	D	F	0	4	4	1	6	Column1	A	B 	C	D	F	