Committee for the Assessment of Student Learning 
2008 Report to the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs

The Committee for the Assessment of Student Learning (CASL) met regularly, at least twice per month in the Fall of 2007 and twice monthly in Spring 2008, to discuss revisions to the Electronic Writing Portfolio.  Revisions to the Electronic Writing Portfolio (EWP) were the focus of 2007-2008.
Members: 
Rebecca Throneburg, (chair), Mary Herrington-Perry, Peggy Holmes-Layman, Carla Honselman, Debra Hopgood, Stacey Knight-Davis, Daiva Markelis, Lola McElwee, Christie Roszkowski, Karla Sanders,  Jie Zo, and Lisa Taylor

CASL’s AY 2007-2008 Goals
Revise EWP procedures to respond to comments from the surveys conducted in 2007

Set up computer systems and procedures so that EWP submissions can be made electronically
Steps taken to Achieve 2007-2008 Goals

Fall 2007
A draft of possible EWP revisions was shared with campus during Fall 2007 for feedback. Members from the Committee for the Assessment of Student Learning (CASL) met with constituents across campus to receive feedback on the proposal.  Meetings included deans council (Sept 18, 2007) college administrative councils (Oct 2 & 3, 2007), CAA Executive Committee (Oct 1), Faculty Senate Executive Committee (Oct 4), the full Faculty Senate (Oct 16), and a joint CASL/CAA open forum for faculty input (Oct 18).   

A website was also available to review the EWP proposal and an explanation of the revisions (http://www.eiu.edu/~casa2000/revisions.php).  The website was available from Friday, October 5 to Sunday, October 21 to which 38 faculty members responded. Notices about the meetings and website were publicized to faculty via email and announcements in the university newsletter. 

The Changes

A summary grid of the original EWP procedures, the proposed revisions, and the rationale for the revisions was shared with the campus at the above meetings and on the website.  The Summary Grid of Proposed Revisions is attached.
1. Remediation for poor writers.  There was a clear mandate from faculty asking for the EWP to contain a remediation component for poor writers (in a closed-set question 80%+ faculty wanted some type of remediation while only 12% said remediation should not be part of the process). Therefore the mission and purpose of the EWP was expanded to include the identification of poor writers and to stipulate remediation. Procedures have been added to use the instructor ratings from two EWP submissions before 60-75 hours to identify students who may be poor writers. These students may then be asked take a standardized diagnostic writing test. Results from the instructor ratings and the possible writing test will determine if the student should enroll in some type of additional course or tutorial to focus on improving writing skills. The students' portfolio requirements will be met when remediation is complete and the 3rd paper is submitted to the EWP. If the third submission is still weak, students will receive a letter regarding concern about poor writing and suggest they pursue independent options to improve writing. Rating results from each EWP submission will be available for advisors to view on the degree audit system.  Advisors could use this information to suggest students choose to take additional writing courses if writing is weak even if remediation is not required of the student. Students who demonstrate superior writing skills throughout submissions to the EWP will receive a letter from the university praising the writer's skills after the final submission is complete.

2. Submissions. In the original EWP, students were allowed to submit any paper written in a WI- or WC- course and deemed at least minimally competent by the faculty member for whom the work was written.  Since students’ best work may be completed in non-WI/WC courses or in fourth-year courses from which they may not submit, these requirements not only impede EWP portfolio readers’ ability to ascertain the full extent of students’ writing abilities, but they may also discourage students from taking the portfolio requirement seriously.  Such concerns were validated by readers of the completed portfolios, who note that many EWP submissions are too undeveloped or of a genre inappropriate to allow them to gauge students’ writing competence, and that the essays submitted from Senior Seminars—from which submission was mandated—often  are the weakest writing samples included in the portfolios.  Revised procedures include 3 submissions, with Submission 1 from Eng 1001/1002 being required or strongly suggested if these courses are taken at EIU; if not, submit a paper that meets EWP criteria from any course. The second submission can be from any course prior to obtaining 75 s.h. and the third submission may come from any course any prior to completing 105 s.h. Papers must meet the following criteria to be submitted to the EWP: a) the paper must be at least 750 words in length (approximately 3-typed pages); b) it must be written in standard English; c) it must be developed in a manner consistent with the demands of the discipline for which it was written; d) it may not be a poem, short story, play or any other work of creative writing.

3. The writing skills that were evaluated by rating EWP submissions have been revised to be more generic so that they can be addressed by the variety of disciplines across campus. Only 30% of faculty reported using the Primary Trait Analysis EWP rubric as the basis for the holistic score for the EWP submissions, although faculty did report using of some of the areas in writing evaluation. The areas that will be evaluated include: a) Content (meeting assignment criteria while conveying content accurately with well-supported ascertains);  b) Organization (presenting information in a focused, logical, orderly fashion with connections made between ideas and conclusions drawn) c) Style appropriate to the discipline (choosing appropriate vocabulary, using appropriate sentence structures, showing awareness of the purpose, topic and audience);  d) Mechanics (adhering to the accepted conventions of grammar and punctuation, spelling words correctly, using and documenting sources appropriately if applicable).

4. Students' chief complaint was the inconvenience of the EWP submission process. Developing an electronic version for the current portfolio system was an ITS project for more than 4 years for the original EWP.  CATS took on the revised Electronic Portfolio project in August 2007.  They suggested a pilot version of an Electonic Portfolio system would be completed in February 2008 and campus-wide version in August 2008. In the electronic system, students would go to a website and select a course from a list linked to Banner data about course enrollment. The student would upload the paper (faculty may set deadlines in the course regarding when paper must be uploaded). Faculty would be alerted via email that papers are available to rate. Faculty would log on to the secure website. They could view the student's uploaded paper and submit ratings from drop-down menus. Submissions are made only during the semester the student is enrolled in the course.

Modifications were made to the proposal based on input from the campus meetings and website. CASL voted on each of the parts of the revision on the revised EWP on 10-23-08. The portion of the minutes regarding the vote is copied below.

CASL Voting of Proposed EWP Revisions on 10-23-07

Members present: Rebecca Throneburg, (chair), Mary Herrington-Perry, Peggy Holmes-Layman, Carla Honselman, Debra Hopgood, Stacey Knight-Davis, Daiva Markelis, Lola McElwee, Christie Roszkowski, Karla Sanders, and Jie Zou

Members absent:
Lisa Taylor


1.   SUBMISSIONS:  Three submissions are required.  Submissions will come from any WC or WI course, or from any other course for which the student completes an appropriate writing assignment.  (Only 1 submission is allowed in any one class.)


The first two submissions must be deposited by the time the student earns 60 hours (a registration hold will be placed at 75 hours) so that weaknesses may be addressed in a timely fashion; the last submission must be deposited by the time the student earns 105 hours so that  graduation will not be delayed.  Transfer students who enter EIU with more than 30 hours may be allowed additional time to submit work to the portfolio.  Papers must meet the following criteria to be submitted to the EWP:



1.  The paper must be at least 750 words in length (approximately 3 pages).



2.  It must be written in standard English.

3.  It must be developed in a manner consistent with the demands of the discipline for which it was written.

4.  It may not be a poem, short story, play or any other work of creative writing.


Vote:  Passed Unanimously 10 votes out of 10


2. 
ELECTRONIC Writing Portfolio:  Web based submission.  Students choose course from list linked to Banner data about course enrollment.  Student uploads paper (faculty may set deadlines in the course regarding when paper must be uploaded).  Faculty are alerted via email each week that papers are available to rate.  Faculty submit ratings from website.  All ratings must be completed by the grade submission deadline each semester.  Submissions are made only during the semester the student is enrolled in the course.


Vote:  Passed Unanimously 10 votes out of 10


3. 
The RUBRIC:  Faculty readers will evaluate the writing sample with attention to four areas:



Content 
(meeting assignment criteria while conveying content accurately with well-supported ascertains)


Organization (presenting information in a focused, logical, orderly fashion with connections made between ideas and conclusions drawn)


Style appropriate to discipline (choosing appropriate vocabulary, using appropriate sentence structures, showing awareness of the purpose, topic and audience)

Mechanics (adhering to the accepted conventions of grammar and punctuation, spelling words correctly, documenting sources appropriately if applicable)




The instructor will rate the student's level of writing competency as:


4) 
Superior (Skill performed consistently and thoroughly to meet collegiate-level writing expectations, generally without error) 


(3.5)


3) 
Satisfactory (Skill well developed although some refining may be necessary to meet collegiate-level writing expectations; a few minor errors may be present) 


(2.5)



2) 
Needs Improvement (Skill present but requires further development and consistency to meet collegiate-level writing expectations; several errors are likely present) 



(1.5)



1)
Unsatisfactory (Skill minimally emerging to meet collegiate-level writing expectations; numerous errors are likely present)



A total score for the paper will be generated based on the instructor's rating of the four dimensions of the written paper.  The total score could range from 4-16.  EWP readers will continue to rate the entire portfolio in each of 4 areas as:  



4=Strong, 3=Adequate, 2=Weak, 1=Poor


Vote on all four areas:  Passed unanimously 10 votes out of 10

4.
STUDENT MOTIVATION TO SUBMIT QUALITY WORK:  Include individual EWP ratings and an overall rating of portfolio based on instructor ratings of submitted papers on student degree audit.  Students with superior ratings (pass with distinction on the EWP requirement) will receive a congratulatory letter.  Poor ratings could also have a consequence of need for remediation (see next row)


Vote:  Passed  8 yes and 2 no


5.
COLLEGE-LEVEL WRITING COMPETENCY:  Expand purpose of EWP to act as a junior-level diagnostic portfolio to determine if individual student's writing abilities are sufficient to meet the university's minimal expectations for writing competency.  Instructor ratings for two EWP submissions will be averaged.  Students whose first two submissions do not demonstrate minimally competent writing will be required to take a diagnostic writing exam to determine whether they need additional opportunities to learn to write effectively.  



The Provost will fund 4 additional Graduate Assistantships (one from each college to specialize in the types of writing expected in the various colleges).  The purpose of these GAs is to work with the poorest 5-10% of writers to help them develop their writing skills through a 1 credit hour small group/one-to-one writing tutorial.  Existing GAs from the Academic Success Center will work with students without a declared major.  Ideally, the Writing Center would provide training and support for the GAs.  Student's portfolio requirements are met when remediation is complete and 3rd paper submitted.  If the third submission is weak, student will receive letter about concern about poor writing-suggest the student pursues independent options to improve writing-no hold on graduation.


Advisors may encourage writers with weak writing skills (but who are not required to participate in formal remediation by the University EWP) to take additional WC courses, to take advantage of services at the Writing Center, or to take advantage of writing services in their department.


Vote:  Passed  7 yes and 3 no

CAA discussed the revised EWP on Oct 25. Concerns were relayed by members of the English faculty in a letter that was emailed to CASL and CAA on October 30 (See attached letter- Dated Nov 5).  CAA voted on and approved the revised EWP catalog description on Nov 1. Clarification that a submission can be accepted from Eng 1001 or 1002, but not both courses was included.  The CAA vote was conducted by Ms. Dilworth moving and Dr. Dietz seconding the motion to approve the proposal. The motion passed with the following votes.

Yes: Dietz, Dilworth, Hendrickson, Kostelich, Reid, Roszkowski, Stowell, and Wyatt

No: Hyder

Abstain: None

(See attached CAA approved catalog description)

Spring 2008

During the spring semester some more modifications were made based on the English faculty concerns such as revising the rating of the papers and obtaining  the context of the assignment as part of the submission process. Discussions continued with WAC/English about how services could be provided for students identified with poor writing skills. A pilot of the Electronic Submission System was tested with several courses during the spring semester.

Electronic Submission and Scoring

Danny Harvey at CATS created a new electronic system based on requirements developed by CASL.  The student submission and faculty rating portions for the new electronic EWP system were completed and pilot tested with 10 participating classes.  Surveys were distributed to all students and faculty participating in the pilot.  The administrative module of the system will be developed in Summer 2008.
Submission Requirements

EWP Submission Requirements were changed for native students to allow submissions writing-centered or writing-intensive course, or from any other course for which students complete an appropriate writing assignment.  Students who submit from ENG 1001G/1091G may not submit from ENG 1002G/1092G.  New transfer student requirements are the same as those for native students.  New submission requirements are fully detailed at http://www.eiu.edu/~assess/ewp/newewpregs.pdf

In response to feedback from faculty regarding problems caused by students requesting to make submissions from classes that have long since finished, the electronic system is designed so that students may only submit a document from the semester in which they are currently enrolled.  Students may not go back to previous semesters for submissions, and submissions must be made by the close of the semester.
Remediation

The need to identify and provide additional support for poor writers was a common theme in feedback received in the 2007 faculty survey.  In response, a remediation system was incorporated into the revised EWP requirements.  Each submission is scored by a faculty member as Superior (4), (3.5), Satisfactory (3), (2.5), Needs Improvement (2), (1.5), Unsatisfactory (1).  When the average of a student’s first two rated submissions is less than or equal to 1.75, the student will be required to take a diagnostic writing exam. Those who do not pass the exam with a minimal score will be required to complete a non-credit, one-semester-hour, small group/one-on-one writing tutorial.

Incentives to Students
Lack of student incentives to submit quality writing samples was another area identified in the surveys.  To encourage students to submit their best work, those who obtain an average of all three ratings greater than or equal to 3.83 will have “Write with Distinction” included in their transcripts.

Revised Rubric

Many faculty surveyed noted that the EWP rubric did not apply well to their discipline or was not easy to use.  A simplified rubric was developed in response to these comments.  It is available at http://www.eiu.edu/~assess/Scoring%20Rubric.pdf

Goals for 2008-2009

Publicize the new EWP system to students and faculty
Finish development of the new EWP system and refine it as needed based on user feedback

Committee for the Assessment of Student Learning
2007 - 2008 Members

	Name
	Area Represented

	Mary Herrington-Perry
	Academic Affairs 

	Peggy Holmes-Layman
	College of Education & Professional Studies

	Carla Honselman 
	School of Family & Consumer Sciences 

	Debbie Hopgood
	Academic Assessment & Testing

	Stacey Knight-Davis, Chair Spring 2008
	Library Representative

	Daiva Markelis
	WAC representative

	Lola McElwee 
	Journalism

	Christie Roszkowski 
	Management & Marketing 

	Karla Sanders
	Center for Academic Support & Achievement

	Lisa Taylor 
	School of Family & Consumer Sciences 

	Rebecca Throneburg, Chair Fall 2007
	Provost's Appointee

	Jie Zou 
	Physics

	Kim Sweeney, recording secretary
	Center for Academic Support & Achievement


