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PART ONE

	What are the learning objectives?
	How, where, and when are they assessed? 
	What are the expectations?
	What are the results?
	Committee/ person responsible?  How are results shared?

	1. Students will demonstrate knowledge of anatomic, physical, and physiological bases of speech, language, and hearing
	· Mean score on Basic Science and Audiology sections of Written Comprehensive Exam; Chair administers on annual basis.
· Mean rating on Alumni Survey re: basic science. Assess Coord and Chair coordinate electronic collection annually.
· Mean rating on UG Exit Survey re: basic science.  Assess Coord collects on annual basis.
· Mean rating on UG Formative Assessment Ratings re: basic science. Assess Coord collects on annual basis
	· Mean above 70%

· Mean above 3 on 4 point scale

· Mean above 5 on 7 point scale

· Mean above 4 on 7 point scale


	· Basic Science=76% Audiology = 71%

· Mean = 3.5 (n=17)

· Mean = 5.9 (n=28)

· Anatomy/Phys

Jr = 5.0 (n=27)

Sr = 5.3 (n=29)
· Neurology

Jr = 5.0 (n=27)

Sr = 5.3 (n=29)
	Chair and Assessment Coordinator are responsible for data. Chair shares results with faculty and issues are channeled to the appropriate department committees or discussed at the annual retreat.

Formative ratings in Anatomy/Physiology and show a consistent progression in both areas. 

	2.Students will demonstrate knowledge of linguistic variables related to normal development of speech and hearing
	· Mean score on Normal Development section of Written Comprehensive Exam. Chair gives exam on annual basis and calculates data

· Mean on Alumni Survey re: normal develop. Assess Coord and Chair coordinate electronic collection annually.

· Mean rating on UG Exit Survey re: normal develop. Assess Coord collects on annual basis.
· Mean rating on UG Formative Assessment Ratings re: normal develop. Assess Coord collects on annual basis 


	· Mean above 70%

· Mean above 3 on 4 point scale

· Mean above 5 on 7 point scale

· Mean above 4 on 7 point scale
	· Mean = 85%

· Mean = 3.4 (n=17)

· Mean = 5.8 (n=28)

· Jr = 5.2 (n=27)
       Sr = 5.2 (n=29)
	Chair, Assessment Coordinator and Curriculum Committee Chair monitor courses and formative assessment ratings.



	3.Students will demonstrate basic knowledge of the nature, evaluation, and treatment for various communication disorders


	· Mean scores on Phonology, Child Language, and Voice sections of Written Comp Exam given by Chair annually.

· Mean rating on Alumni Survey re: disorder prep. Assess Coord and Chair coordinate electronic collection annually.

· Mean rating on UG Exit Survey re: competence in disorder areas. Assess Coord collects annually.

· Mean rating on UG Formative Assessment ratings re: develop language disorders and phonology/articulation. Assess Coord collects on annual basis.
	· Mean above 70%

· Mean above 3 on 4 point scale

· Mean above 5 on 7 point scale

· Mean above 4 on 7 point scale


	· Phonology=85% Child Lang = 80% Voice = 77%

· Mean = 3.3 (n=17)

· Mean = 5.4 (n=28)

· Language:

Jr =  5.0 (n=27)
       Sr = 5.0 (n=29)
· Phono/Artic:

Jr = 4.8 (n=27)
Sr = 5.0 (n=29)
	Ratings are similar to previous years; Voice a bit lower
Chair, Assessment Coordinator, Curriculum and Clinic Committee Chairs monitor ratings and address as necessary.



	4. Students will demonstrate knowledge of basic principles for clinical evaluation and treatment of communication disorders
	· Mean score on Practicum section of Written Comprehensive Exam given annually by the Chair.

· Mean rating on Alumni Survey re: clinical prep. Assess Coord and Chair coordinate electronic collection annually. 
· Mean rating on UG Exit Survey re: clinical comp. Assess Coord collects annually. 
· Mean rating on UG Formative Assessment Ratings re: clinical eval Assess Coord collects on annual basis. 

	· Mean above 70%

· Mean above 3 on 4 point scale

· Mean above 5 on 7 point scale

· Mean above 4 on 7 point scale
	· Practicum = 92%

· Mean = 3.2 (n=17)

· Mean = 5.5 (n=28)

· Jr = 4.9 (n=27)
· Sr = 5.1 (n=29)
	Practicum remains a very strong area of educational preparation

Chair, Assessment Coordinator, Curriculum and Clinic Committee Chairs monitor ratings and address as necessary

Formative ratings show a gradual progression in skill acquisition.

	5.  Students will demonstrate a foundation of professional development within the discipline for further education or expansion, including critical thinking (undergraduate learning goal).
	· Percentage accepted into graduate programs. Chair monitors on annual basis.
· Number of UG student awards. Awards Chair compiles annually. 
· Mean rating on Undergraduate Exit Survey re: critical thinking. Assess Coord collects annually.
	· 90% acceptance level

· 3 or more student awards

· Mean above 5 on 7 point scale
	· 74% accepted 

· 10 undergraduate awards; 14 UG presentations

· Mean = 5.5 (n=28)

	Acceptance rate of UG has improved over the ~ 50% the previous two years. Chair will continue to monitor.
Highest number of UG awards and presentations in program history

A new writing & critical thinking curriculum is in development, for implementation Fall 2011 (See Part Three).

	6.   Students will demonstrate competence in basic communication skills for professional development, including speaking and writing (undergraduate learning goals).
	· Mean Overall score on Oral Comprehensive Exam given annually by Chair.
· Mean rating on Alumni Survey re: written com Assess Coord and Chair coordinate electronic collection annually. 

· Mean rating on UG Exit Survey re: written and oral com skills Assess Coord collects annually. 

· Mean rating on UG Formative Assessment Ratings re: written and oral communication skills. Assess Coord collects annually. 
	· Mean above 70%

· Mean above 3 on 4 point scale

· Mean above 5 on 7 point scale

· Mean above 4 on 7 point scale


	· Overall Mean=82%

· Mean = 3.5 (n=17)

· Written =5.3 (n=28)   Oral = 6.1

· Written Comm:     
Jr = 5.0 (n=27)

Sr = 5.0 (n=29)
· Oral Comm:

Jr = 5.0 (n=27)   

Sr = 5.2 (n=29)
	 Opportunities for student presentations and papers are integrated across the undergraduate curriculum, reflecting positively in assessment ratings. 

Chair and Assessment Coordinator will continue to monitor. 
A Writing & Critical Thinking Curriculum is under development for implementation Fall 2011, to support students’ writing and independent thinking skills (See Part Three).  


PART TWO

Describe your program’s assessment accomplishments since your last report was submitted.  Discuss ways in which you have responded to the CASA Director’s comments on last year’s report or simply describe what assessment work was initiated, continued, or completed.

The CDS Department implemented a new capstone senior course to address integrative learning and provide structured opportunities for critical thinking in oral and written presentations, discussions, and case studies. Review of data suggests this curricular innovation has positively benefited the students, as reflected in mean ratings on the UG Exit Survey and Formative ratings. The Department identified more specifically the third undergraduate learning goal of critical thinking as recommended in the previous assessment report. The global citizenship goal is indirectly incorporated in the senior capstone class and the student group activities (NSSLHA), but formal data to evaluate it has not been initiated.  
Changes in the timing for enrollment in the Departmental Honors program has had an extremely positive impact on undergraduate research involvement. CDS experienced the highest number of undergraduate award recipients and accepted research presentations in its history. Four students were accepted to present at the NCUR conference and three earned undergraduate research awards. Additional university awards received by CDS majors this year included a Livingston C. Lord Scholarship, the Union Advisory Board Outstanding Senior Award, and the College of Sciences Advisory Board Scholarship. 
PART THREE
Summarize changes and improvements in curriculum, instruction, and learning that have resulted from the implementation of your assessment program.  How have you used the data?  What have you learned?  In light of what you have learned through your assessment efforts this year and in past years, what are your plans for the future?  
Changes in curriculum to require upper division students to maintain a 2.75 throughout the major has resulted in improving the graduate school acceptance rate. Students for whom graduate school is not a good option have been counseled out of the major prior to senior year and graduation. The acceptance rate increased dramatically, from ~ 50% over two years to ~75% this year.  
The Assessment Coordinator is now formally tracking all students who have low formative ratings that result in generation of Remediation Plans. Progress toward completion is monitored and reported to the faculty. Any trends are identified and discussed at length during the annual department all-day retreat. Assessment data is used to guide discussion on transfer student performance versus traditional four year student performance, curricular decisions, and clinical practicum recommendations. 
Review of data on the Watson-Glasser and Electronic Writing Portfolio was a topic of discussion at the Annual Retreat. As a result, an exciting new program is being developed for implementation beginning in the fall. The Department is developing a program to specifically address the development of writing and critical thinking that will be phased in throughout the undergraduate curriculum. The freshman/sophomore level will provide feedback primarily on mechanics, with track changes that require a student to go back and ‘fix’ any mechanical writing errors (e.g., spelling, punctuation, verb agreement). Points will be deducted in a series of short writing assignments that will emphasize only the mechanics. The junior level will focus on structure issues, such as run-on sentences, one topic per paragraph, etc. Senior level will provided content and critical thinking feedback to evaluate assimilation of ideas. The program is based on a model from Arizona with the premise that students can’t process or correct all aspects of writing at once, resulting in minimal change from the professor’s feedback. This stepped program will develop  writing skills in a logical sequence. Consequently, the senior level course professors should not have to deal with early writing problems and can focus on content and  assimilation of ideas that have been introduced throughout the student’s educational sequence. 
Please complete a separate worksheet for each academic program (major, minor) at each level (undergraduate, graduate) in your department.  Worksheets are due to CASA this year by June 15, 2011.  Worksheets should be sent electronically to � HYPERLINK "mailto:kjsanders@eiu.edu" ��kjsanders@eiu.edu� and should also be submitted to your college dean.  For information about assessment or help with your assessment plans, visit the Assessment webpage at � HYPERLINK "http://www.eiu.edu/~assess/" ��http://www.eiu.edu/~assess/� or contact Karla Sanders in CASA at 581-6056.	
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