2006-2007 CASL Progress Report
CASL’s AY 2006-2007 Goals


Investigate models to guide revision of EWP


Solicit campus input to guide revision of EWP

Investigate computer systems and procedures so that EWP submissions can be made electronically
CASL members:  Dr. Rebecca Throneburg, (chair), Dr. Cari Brito, Dr. Rigoberto Chinchilla, Dr. Mary Herrington-Perry, Ms. Stacey Knight-Davis, Dr. Daiva Markelis,  Ms. Christie Roszkowski, Dr. Karla Sanders,  Mr. James Tidwell, Mr. Ryan Hawkins, Dr. Peggy Holmes-Layman, Dr. Debra Hopgood,  and Dr. Kathleen O’Rourke.

CASL members presented a departmental assessment summary to Dean’s council in July 2006 and presented the revised assessment plan to CAA in September 2006. The University Assessment Plan was updated during Spring 2006 including plans to collect information and modify the EWP. The majority of CASL’s efforts throughout the year focused on soliciting information and planning for revision of the EWP.
During September and October 2006, CASL members solicited input from various campus groups to discuss positive and negative aspects of the current EWP process and gather suggestions for possible modifications. These groups included:

 1) CAA 
2) Faculty Senate

 3) Administrative meetings for each of the four colleges 
 4) Assessment coordinator meetings for each of the four colleges.

Feedback from these meetings was used to develop the 49-item faculty EWP survey that was distributed in November 2006.  Two-hundred twenty faculty responded, which is a response rate of approximately 29% overall for faculty, and 79% for faculty who had taught WI/WC courses (and therefore had experience with submissions to the EWP). 
Student representatives from Student Senate and CAA, and regular members of CASL made suggestions for the 65-item Student EWP survey that was distributed in February 2007.  The student response rate was approximately 3% (355 students total responded).

Faculty responses indicated that many people (59%) questioned whether the current EWP is an effective measure of writing.  Concerns about the EWP focused on several main issues including: 1) the lack of motivation by students to submit quality papers; 2) students may be unable submit their best papers because submissions are taken from a limited number of courses (e.g. only WI/WC courses, Senior Seminar), (65% of faculty suggested that submissions be allowed from non-WI/WC courses); 3) frustration that the current system does not identify poor writers (more than 80% of respondents thought remediation should be part of the system). Results of the faculty survey was shared and discussed at CAA and Faculty Senate in April 2007. See attached Executive Summary of Faculty Survey Results.

The faculty input was the basis for items placed on the survey and results from the survey were the driving force of discussion related to changes to the EWP at CASL meetings during the late spring  semester.  CASL also took into consideration EWP faculty readers' comments, EWP data trends, student feedback, NCA accreditation report comments, as well recommendations from assessment literature and experts. Linda Suskie, a well-known assessment expert, author of Assessing Student Learning: A Common Sense Guide, and vice president of the Middle States Commission on Higher Education visited EIU in February 2007 and recommended the Washington State Model as one of the few effective portfolio writing assessments used at a comprehensive university the size of EIU. Publications about the Washington State model were examined, discussions occurred with the writing assessment director at WSU, and assessment practices at other universities were also reviewed to guide details of how revisions might be best implemented with the EIU faculty priorities that were expressed verbally, in writing, and through the survey.
Models for possible revision at EIU were discussed late spring and will be continued throughout the summer and early fall.

Discussion and pilot attempts at making the EWP electronic with ITS has been frustrating.  Staff turn-over, lack of communication within ITS and a small electronic pilot project that is incapable of expansion to a university level have hampered efforts. 
