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2018 English/Reading/Literature Annual Program Plan 
ENGL English/Reading/Literature 

I.A. Program Profile: Purpose
Describe the program(s) to be reviewed. What is the purpose of the program and 
how does it contribute to the mission of Skyline College? 

Narrative 
The diverse range of courses offered by the English program--basic, 
developmental, and transfer-level composition, literature, creative writing, and 
supplemental writing assistance--provides opportunities for students to sharpen 
and enhance their reading, writing and critical thinking skills in order to attain 
their educational, career, and personal goals. Through its core courses, the 
student-centered program provides a gateway into other college curricula and 
meets the vast and ever changing needs of the growing global economy.  As 
well, the English curricula emphasizes lifelong learning and social responsibility 
so that students develop a sense of themselves and gain new social awareness 
through considering views from different cultural, ethnic, gender, socio-economic, 
political, and religious backgrounds. By providing a wide range of courses, 
infusing the curriculum with multiple cultural and political perspectives, and 
incorporating co-curricular multicultural activities as part of the instruction, the 
English program responds to the needs and goals of the College’s diverse 
student population. 
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I.B. Program Planning Team
Annual program planning is intended to be a collaborative process which 
promotes dialogue and reflection. Please identify all individuals who contributed 
to or shaped the narrative. Include names and the title or role of each person.   

Narrative 
Participants: 

Kathleen Feinblum - APP document coordinator 

Rachel Bell - Managed department activities and furnished department activity 
report. 

Zahra Mojtahedi - furnished PRIE data 

Michelle Weiss, Jessica Powers and Gregory Christianson - furnished DE 
comments 

Michael Cross - furnished material for General Education Inquiry Team 
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II.A. Analysis: Progress on Prior Program Objectives (Goals) and Activities
Describe the progress made on previously established program objectives 
(goals) including identification of achievements or areas in which further effort is 
needed. New programs which have not yet established CPR/APP objectives 
should discuss progress on program implementation or activities.    

Narrative 
Our prior objectives focused on professional development for instructors in order 
to improve student outcomes. ENGL 105 has been implemented. We are now 
looking to see if students are able to write college transfer level essays in a 
shorter amount of time. In Fall 2017-Spring 2018 – we are still doing professional 
development sessions for new instructors interested in teaching ENGL 105. We 
have added the following:  

• We initiated a process by which professors can visit each other’s classes
• We revised our Full-Time/Adjunct mentor program. This includes creating

a mentor guide that includes the Best Practices of mentoring
• CTTL presented workshops for adjuncts on how to apply for full-time

teaching jobs.
• English Department Rhetoric was made more “click friendly so that writing

instruction would be easier.
• Course outlines for Literature and Core Courses are being revised for our

Program Review in Spring 2019. New templates were created which
reflect current practices. The goal is to move curriculum through early in
the Program Review Process so that next academic year can be spent on
the Program Review Document itself.

Associated Objectives 

300-Supplemental Instructors
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II.B. Analysis: Program Environment
Describe any recent external or internal changes impacting the program or which 
are expected to impact the program in the next year. Please include when the 
specified changes occurred or are expected to occur.   

Narrative 
 The English Department did not hire new full-time faculty this year. 
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II.C. Analysis: Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs and PSLOs)
(1) Instructional Programs Only: Describe what was learned from the assessment
of course SLOs for the current and past year.
(2) Student Service Programs Only: If PSLOs are being assessed this year (3-
year cycle), describe what was learned. If no assessment was done because this
is an off-cycle year, please state that this item is not applicable.

Narrative 
See attachment for more comprehensive report on our assessment for Fall 
2017 

• In Fall 2017, ENGL 100-105 was assessed. We wanted to find out
whether ENGL 105 students reached the same skill level as ENGL 100 at
the end of the semester. We pulled 54 ENGL 100 essays and 54 ENGL
105 essays and evaluated them as to thesis, organization, development,
use of text and general score. The general average was ENGL 100 – 2.2
and ENGL 105 - 1.9.

• Faculty felt that the process was flawed. Our immediate solution is to
select norming sets next Spring to be used in subsequent assessments.

• Details, including our process is on the Assessment Report attachment.
The breakdown of data can be found in the Figures from Fall 2017
Assessment section.

• ENGL 161-162 Creative Writing and LIT 370 Readings in Literature of the
Latino in the United States were up for assessment. ENGL 161-162
achieved a 100% success rate using portfolios as the assessment
instrument.  We did not receive assessment data for LIT 370.

Evidentiary Documents 

Assessment Report 100-105-F17.docx  
Copy of ENGL_201603-201708_ALL.xlsx  
Copy of ENGL_201603-201708_DISTANCE.xlsx  
Copy of ENGL_201603-201708_FACE_TO_FACE.xlsx 
Detailed assessment report for ENGL APP F16.docx  
Figures from Assessment Fall 2017 COMPLETE.xlsx  

Associated Objectives 

300-Supplemental Instructors

Note: For all Excel and Word documents, please see the Attachments tab within this document.
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III.A. Reflection: Considering Key Findings
Consider the previous analysis of progress achieved, program environment, and 
course-level SLOs or PSLOs (if applicable). What are the key findings and/or 
conclusions drawn? Discuss how what was learned can be used to improve the 
program's effectiveness.   

Narrative 
PRIE Data – General Breakdown Summer 2016-Fall 2017. For details see 
PRIE Data attached. 

Face to Face: 

Summer 2016 Spring 2016 Fall 2017 
Classes Success 

Rate 
Withdrawal 

Rate 
Success 

Rate 
Withdrawal 

Rate 
Success 

Rate 
Withdrawal 

Rate 
ENGL 828 75.0% 8.3% 66.7% 19.6% 85.3% 1.5% 
ENGL 846 57.0% 10.0% 60.0% 20.6% 50.7% 22.5% 
ENGL 105 -- -- 61.6% 16.7% 66.7% 12.6% 
ENGL 100 65.9% 17.4% 66.0% 14.2% 65.9% 17.2% 
ENGL 110 79.9% 11.3% 80.5% 11.8% 75.5% 13.8% 

Distance Learning– General Breakdown 

Summer 2016 Spring 2016 Fall 2017 
Classes Success 

Rate 
Withdrawal 

Rate 
Success 

Rate 
Withdrawal 

Rate 
Success 

Rate 
Withdrawal 

Rate 
ENGL 100 56.2% 30.1% 60.0% 27.7% 56.1% 33.3% 
ENGL 110 40.6% 50.0% 75.3% 20.0% 74.7% 19.8% 

What was Learned: 
Between 100 and 105, there is around 1%-5% difference in the success rate. 
Withdrawal rate has a 2% difference. The English Department has been 
discussing the idea of making all of our College Composition classes into ENGL 
105. This would give us extra time for instruction and student contact.

ENGL 110 success rates are significantly higher and withdrawal rates are lower 
because students by then have made a commitment to college and are more 
experienced. 

Distance Learning classes traditionally have lower completion rates, however 
ENGL 110 students tend to do better probably because they have the maturity 
for more independent study. 

Other PRIE data shows that full-time students are more successful than part-time 
students 
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Evidentiary Documents 

Assessment Report 100-105-F17.docx  
Copy of ENGL_201603-201708_ALL.xlsx  
Copy of ENGL_201603-201708_DISTANCE.xlsx  
Copy of ENGL_201603-201708_FACE_TO_FACE.xlsx  
English Department Accomplishments Summary—Fall 2017.pdf 
English Success Withdraw rates for APP 2017.docx  
Figures from Assessment Fall 2017 COMPLETE.xlsx  

Associated Objectives 

300-Supplemental Instructors

Note: For all Excel and Word documents, please see the Attachments tab within this document.
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III.B. Reflection: ISLOs
If your program participated in assessment of ISLOs this year: 
(1) What are the findings and/or conclusions drawn?
(2) Does the program intend to make any changes or investigate further based
on the findings? If so, briefly describe what the program intends to do.

Narrative 
  No ISLOs were evaluated by English Faculty this academic year 

Evidentiary Documents 

Critical Thinking ISLO English Sp16.pdf  
Effective Communication ISLO English for F15.pdf 
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IV.A. Strategy for Program Enhancement: Continuation/Modification
Indicate whether the program is continuing implementation of the last CPR 
strategy or revising the strategy. Please describe the modifications if revisions 
are intended.  

Note: Any new strategies should be linked to Institutional Goals through creation 
of objectives in the next section. If the program has not yet participated in 
comprehensive program review, an annual or multi-year strategy can be defined 
in this item.   

Narrative 
Our program continues to implement the CPR strategies of last year. Below are 
some enhancements: 

• In our assessment, we found that ENGL 105 scores were low. We have
not yet discussed re-calibrating the cut scores and placement policies.

• In the process of program review, which includes redoing our course
outlines, we are re-examining our content, standardizing our course
outline format and re-aligning our courses to the C-ID descriptors.

• In Spring of 2018, English Faculty met with librarians to adjust the process
of implementing the Information Literacy requirement into our 100/105
classes. The increase in ENGL 105 sessions also increased the demand
for workshop appointments.  In the meeting, two basic models emerged.
1) In the embedded model, a librarian comes into the classroom during the
beginning of the year and introduces basic research concepts and then,
during year, the librarian comes back for four additional 15-20 minute
sessions.  For the “menu” model, the librarian provides a list of skills of
which the instructor can choose to implement. Instructors can post the
chosen material on his/her Canvas page.

• Faculty will continue their efforts in professional development by having
small workshops, continuing the mentoring project and working on the
department handbook. However, most of the effort in the coming year will
be dedicated to Program Review.

• Some distance learning instructors have been having trouble with Canvas,
mostly due to its quirks. CTTL has provided a chat room where DE
instructors can exchange information and tips.

• The General Education Inquiry Team, part of the larger Design Team, is
currently proposing a program that develops meaningful, interdisciplinary
pathways for general education courses that utilize e-portfolios,
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capstones, and service learning as "high impact practices" in order to help 
students see the connections between GE and discipline knowledge. 
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IV.B. Strategy for Program Enhancement: Action Plan and Resource Requests
Based on the most recent CPR and any desired modifications, develop an 
annual action plan with related resource requests. No narrative response will be 
entered in this section, but the objectives you create will be printed automatically 
in the APP report under this item.  

(1) To begin, click on PLANNING at the top of the page, then CREATE A NEW 
OBJECTIVE. To view previously created objectives, click PLANNING at the top 
of the page, then VIEW MY OBJECTIVE.
(2) IMPORTANT! Make sure to associate each objective to this standard in the 
APP. Need help? Contact the PRIE Office for further instructions. Institutional 
Goals.  

Narrative 
See Planning Module 

Associated Objectives 

399-Professional Development support for new ENGL 105 instructors
300-Supplemental Instructors

Budget and Objectives of English/Reading/Literature Department



Objectives of English/Reading/Literature Department
Planning Year: 2018-2019

Planning Year: 2018-2019

Unit Code Planning Unit Unit Manager

2413ENGL00 English/Reading/Literature Feinblum, Kathleen

Objective Status: New/In Progress

300 Supplemental Instructors

The English Department would like to have more Supplemental Instructors in all levels of 
classes. We find that the success rates go up because SIs are able to offer more assistance 
to struggling students. 

399 Professional Development support for new ENGL 105 instructors

The English department is expanding the ENGL 105 classes in order to get more 
developmental students into the college transfer level. So far, our "stacked" 105/846 classes 
have shown that a significant number of students can bypass the developmental course and 
finish the ENGL 100/105 requirements  thus eliminating one exit point. However we 
continue to need workshops for instructors new to this challenge. The cost of this service 
includes release time for the workshop coordinator and food for the participants.. 
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ASSESSMENT OF ENGLISH 100/105
Dec. 1, 2017
Report written by Kathleen Feinblum


ESSAY SELECTION PROCESS:



1. Four students names from each 100/105 class was pulled. This number included an alternate. 


2. Professors handed over between 1-4 essays to be distributed. There were 108 essays in all. 



3. 27 essays were pulled from ENGL 100, and 27 essays were pulled from ENGL 105 for a total of 54 essays + 4 group projects.



4. Essays were duplicated, then given numbers by going alphabetically through instructors names (In other words, Essay 1 was from Professor Aardvark’s class).  The names of the instructors and the students were recorded but not revealed to assessment participants. Identifying information (names and class level) was blocked out.  



5. [bookmark: _GoBack]The packets were assembled so there was no duplication of theme. Each packet got 6 essays.



THE ASSESSMENT SESSION:



1. Packets were distributed to the faculty present at the assessment session. Each essay was given a grade sheet which asked for a 4 - excellent, 3 - good, 2 - fair,1 – needs improvement grade on the following skills: thesis, organization, development, use of text plus a general grade. 



2. Norming was done with 2 essays sets. The essays were looked at holistically but the grades were all over the map with big swings in disparity. The major problem was that norming essays were more innovative and therefore harder to match with the rubric. However, only 2 norming essay sets were obtained after many requests. The analysis of the normed sets was inconclusive.



RESULTS:



The general results were as follows:



After the session, the duplicate essays were examined as to what extent both scores matched. 57.6% of the duplicate essays matched exactly. (In other words, both scorers gave the essay a C). 42.3% of the duplicates had a 1 grade level disparity (In other words, one scorer gave the essay a B, another a C). 13% of the duplicates had a 2 grade disparity (In other words, one scorer gave the essay a B, another a D). Professors were more likely to pass a paper which had a pass/fail disagreement. Sometimes assessor passed a paper while the professor didn’t. 





Result Tabulation:



		ENGL

		Number of Essays

		Thesis

		Organization

		Development

		Use of Text

		Final score



		100

		54

		2.3

		2.3

		2.2

		2.2

		2.20



		105

		54

		1.9

		1.9

		2.0

		2.0

		1.96









ANALYSIS:



The assessment wasn’t all together successful. There are several reasons:



1. The sample size was too small.


2. A lot of the papers, including the two norming sets were “untraditional” essays.


3. There was not enough time to do both norming and assessment.



FACULTY SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT:



1. Collect fall papers to assess in the Spring. In this way, professors could choose between using Paper 3 or Paper 4 for the assessment. 



2. Take a larger sample size and people evaluate in their own time electronically via Rovi Survey.



3. Eliminate some of the variables that always seem to plague these assessment sessions.  Faculty suggestions: 1) Do assessments during final exams where all classes in the level being assessed, use the same prompt. (Like Evergreen Valley College and Skyline’s ESOL program). 2)  For the unit being assessed, all instructors teach the same book. 



SOLUTION FOR NOW:



1. In the Spring, the norming sets would be chosen for each level of English. The ideal norming set would be the more traditional essay. Once we have these sets, then we can use them for few years. 



2. In the fall, as the norming would be complete, the assessment sessions could just address the essays from the various classes. Particulars were not discussed at this time. 




SUMMARY



						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		4263		552.7379		68.8%		15.8%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		1621		166.52		64.9%		17.4%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		770		131.00		65.8%		13.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		1561		159.74		76.5%		14.9%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		130		22.01		77.1%		9.2%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		425		73.46		58.2%		20.0%







DETAIL



						SUMMER 2016								SPRING 2016								FALL 2017

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		480		51.0714		65.2%		20.8%		2056		242.1433		69.5%		15.4%		2058		259.5232		69.0%		15.1%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		205		20.13		62.4%		22.0%		817		82.09		65.5%		15.3%		643		64.30		65.0%		18.7%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente										138		23.71		61.6%		16.7%		634		107.29		66.7%		12.6%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		223		22.06		68.6%		22.4%		730		73.24		79.9%		12.7%		642		64.44		75.4%		14.6%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		12		2.05		75.0%		8.3%		51		8.43		66.7%		19.6%		68		11.53		85.3%		1.5%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		40		6.83		57.5%		10.0%		320		54.67		60.0%		20.6%		71		11.96		50.7%		22.5%







NEW SKYLINE STUDENTS



		NEW SKYLINE STUDENTS				Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		1068		505.7827		68.2%		14.6%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		420		152.82		69.0%		15.2%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		327		129.34		65.1%		13.1%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		133		128.32		74.4%		18.0%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		80		22.01		85.0%		3.8%

		ENGL-846		Read. & Writing Connect. CAA		108		73.29		53.7%		20.4%



		COLLEGE WIDE				Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		4263		552.7379		68.8%		15.8%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		1621		166.52		64.9%		17.4%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		770		131.00		65.8%		13.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		1561		159.74		76.5%		14.9%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		130		22.01		77.1%		9.2%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		425		73.46		58.2%		20.0%







TERM LOAD - SUMMARY



						Full Time (12+ Units)								Part Time

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		2157		496.9175		75.3%		11.3%		2255		551.8379		62.9%		20.0%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		738		143.27		73.8%		11.0%		897		166.52		57.8%		22.6%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		501		129.34		70.1%		11.2%		270		131.00		57.9%		17.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		751		142.17		83.7%		9.4%		821		158.84		70.1%		19.7%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		29		15.68		58.6%		13.8%		101		22.01		82.4%		7.8%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		168		66.46		63.1%		20.2%		260		73.46		55.1%		19.8%







GENDER - SUMMARY



						Female								Male								Gender Unreported

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		1999		552.7379		71.9%		15.3%		2152		552.5679		66.4%		16.1%		112		281.4109		59.2%		20.8%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		745		166.52		68.3%		17.5%		839		166.52		62.5%		17.2%		37		80.74		53.8%		20.5%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		346		131.00		69.5%		12.6%		403		131.00		62.8%		13.4%		21		52.53		61.9%		23.8%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		792		159.74		78.4%		14.3%		729		159.74		74.3%		15.6%		40		81.97		78.6%		11.9%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		51		22.01		88.2%		5.9%		73		22.01		72.6%		8.2%		6		14.42		42.9%		42.9%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		201		73.46		59.5%		17.6%		208		73.29		59.5%		21.4%		16		51.75		25.0%		31.3%







ETHNICITY - SUMMARY



						American Indian/Alaskan Native								Asian								Black - Non-Hispanic								Filipino								Hispanic								Pacific Islander								White Non-Hispanic								Multi Races								Unknown

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		5		16.5967		40.0%		40.0%		756		524.7513		77.2%		12.6%		109		232.0202		61.5%		18.9%		923		543.1952		68.7%		14.0%		828		546.6279		65.4%		17.3%		64		194.585		54.8%		16.4%		599		523.4847		71.3%		16.1%		923		540.2346		65.2%		18.7%		56		152.6694		75.4%		8.2%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		1		2.60		0.0%		100.0%		295		159.40		73.4%		14.1%		43		74.72		61.4%		15.9%		353		164.92		63.2%		17.3%		276		166.30		60.0%		20.4%		26		55.99		40.7%		18.5%		243		161.50		73.2%		13.0%		366		166.30		59.6%		21.3%		18		39.37		83.3%		5.6%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		1		3.23		0.0%		0.0%		97		111.15		75.3%		10.3%		8		26.11		100.0%		0.0%		170		126.08		71.8%		8.2%		209		131.00		61.6%		15.2%		15		45.22		60.0%		26.7%		83		117.41		60.2%		18.1%		176		126.08		60.8%		15.3%		11		37.72		81.8%		9.1%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		2		5.60		50.0%		50.0%		335		159.41		82.2%		12.4%		37		67.24		65.0%		25.0%		321		159.11		76.5%		12.0%		271		155.03		74.1%		16.5%		16		42.33		70.6%		11.8%		225		151.32		78.4%		15.6%		329		156.11		74.0%		17.1%		25		50.37		65.4%		11.5%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College										15		22.01		73.3%		13.3%		6		13.63		50.0%		16.7%		27		22.01		71.4%		17.9%		32		22.01		78.1%		3.1%		4		13.63		75.0%		0.0%		17		19.96		82.4%		5.9%		26		22.01		84.6%		7.7%		3		13.12		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		1		5.17		100.0%		0.0%		62		72.78		73.0%		9.5%		24		50.32		45.8%		20.8%		97		71.07		57.1%		17.3%		99		72.28		60.4%		19.8%		10		37.42		50.0%		10.0%		49		73.29		44.0%		34.0%		80		69.73		58.0%		24.7%		3		12.08		66.7%		0.0%







AGE - SUMMARY



						Age Under 18								Age 18 - 22								Age 23 - 28								Age 29 - 39								Age 40 - 49								Age 50 - 59								Age 60 +

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		163		176.2326		79.5%		6.6%		3111		546.0713		68.6%		15.1%		647		512.138		65.1%		20.2%		278		382.5549		69.2%		20.2%		67		149.2869		78.3%		15.9%		27		91.4822		86.7%		6.7%		11		29.0933		81.8%		18.2%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		72		58.42		77.8%		8.3%		1175		166.52		65.1%		16.3%		246		161.60		59.2%		22.4%		100		115.50		64.4%		24.0%		21		39.04		66.7%		23.8%		11		25.39		90.9%		9.1%		3		7.30		66.7%		33.3%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		24		59.41		75.0%		4.2%		632		130.67		65.5%		13.1%		63		115.40		55.6%		23.8%		33		82.41		72.7%		9.1%		8		23.97		75.0%		12.5%		7		26.76		100.0%		0.0%		3		9.01		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		11		24.07		81.8%		18.2%		1100		159.74		76.9%		13.5%		288		150.24		74.7%		17.9%		124		119.01		74.2%		20.3%		32		56.19		84.4%		12.5%		6		13.96		83.3%		0.0%		4		9.00		75.0%		25.0%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		44		17.42		91.1%		4.4%		67		15.68		68.7%		10.4%		12		15.68		58.3%		25.0%		2		9.79		100.0%		0.0%		3		9.04		100.0%		0.0%		2		5.89		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		13		16.91		57.1%		0.0%		297		73.46		58.1%		21.3%		71		69.22		56.3%		18.3%		35		55.85		60.0%		20.0%		5		21.05		80.0%		20.0%		4		19.49		50.0%		25.0%		1		3.78		100.0%		0.0%








SUMMARY



						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		423		43.6		62.1%		29.0%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		192		19.50		57.4%		30.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		238		24.10		65.8%		27.9%







DETAIL



						SUMMER 2016								SPRING 2016								FALL 2017

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		137		13.8		48.9%		39.4%		150		15		68.7%		23.3%		148		14.8		67.6%		25.0%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		73		7.30		56.2%		30.1%		65		6.50		60.0%		27.7%		57		5.70		56.1%		33.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		64		6.50		40.6%		50.0%		85		8.50		75.3%		20.0%		91		9.10		74.7%		19.8%







NEW SKYLINE STUDENTS



		NEW SKYLINE STUDENTS				Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		81		43.6		59.3%		27.2%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		48		19.50		62.5%		25.0%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		33		24.10		54.5%		30.3%



		COLLEGE WIDE				Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		423		43.6		62.1%		29.0%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		192		19.50		57.4%		30.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		238		24.10		65.8%		27.9%







TERM LOAD - SUMMARY



						Full Time (12+ Units)								Part Time

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		98		31.9		78.6%		16.3%		329		43.6		57.3%		32.6%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		40		12.20		65.0%		25.0%		152		19.50		55.5%		31.6%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		58		19.70		87.9%		10.3%		181		24.10		58.8%		33.5%







GENDER - SUMMARY



						Female								Male								Gender Unreported

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		257		43.6		62.9%		29.2%		159		43.6		60.1%		29.4%		7		19.1		75.0%		12.5%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		109		19.50		58.6%		31.5%		80		19.50		55.6%		28.4%		3		8.10		66.7%		33.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		152		24.10		66.0%		27.5%		81		24.10		64.6%		30.5%		5		11.00		80.0%		0.0%







ETHNICITY - SUMMARY



						Asian								Black - Non-Hispanic								Filipino								Hispanic								Pacific Islander								White Non-Hispanic								Multi Races								Unknown

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		81		43.6		63.4%		29.3%		6		17.2		50.0%		37.5%		93		42		64.2%		27.4%		54		43.6		54.5%		34.5%		4		12.9		60.0%		40.0%		82		41.7		68.7%		24.1%		95		43.6		58.6%		32.3%		8		20.6		62.5%		0.0%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		31		19.50		58.1%		32.3%		3		8.10		50.0%		25.0%		47		17.90		48.9%		38.3%		24		19.50		54.2%		37.5%		1		2.60		100.0%		0.0%		36		19.50		72.2%		13.9%		47		19.50		53.1%		32.7%		3		7.50		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		51		24.10		66.7%		27.5%		3		9.10		50.0%		50.0%		48		24.10		79.2%		16.7%		31		24.10		54.8%		32.3%		4		10.30		50.0%		50.0%		46		22.20		66.0%		31.9%		50		24.10		64.0%		32.0%		5		13.10		40.0%		0.0%







AGE - SUMMARY



						Age Under 18								Age 18 - 22								Age 23 - 28								Age 29 - 39								Age 40 - 49								Age 50 - 59								Age 60 +

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		10		14.3		80.0%		10.0%		232		43.6		58.0%		31.1%		104		43.6		64.2%		29.2%		59		37.3		68.3%		25.4%		12		21.8		75.0%		25.0%		4		11.3		75.0%		0.0%		2		4		50.0%		50.0%

		ENGL-100		Composition- Honors		7		6.80		71.4%		14.3%		108		19.50		52.8%		33.3%		47		19.50		60.4%		27.1%		22		19.50		62.5%		29.2%		6		10.40		66.7%		33.3%		2		5.50		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-110		Lit.CritThink ArtProtestHonors		3		7.50		100.0%		0.0%		129		24.10		62.3%		29.2%		58		24.10		67.2%		31.0%		38		17.80		71.8%		23.1%		6		11.40		83.3%		16.7%		2		5.80		50.0%		0.0%		2		4.00		50.0%		50.0%








SUMMARY



						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		3898		509.1379		69.5%		14.5%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		1442		147.02		65.9%		15.7%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		770		131.00		65.8%		13.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		1328		135.64		78.4%		12.5%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		130		22.01		77.1%		9.2%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		425		73.46		58.2%		20.0%







DETAIL



						SUMMER 2016								SPRING 2016								FALL 2017

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		343		37.2714		71.7%		13.4%		1906		227.1433		69.6%		14.8%		1910		244.7232		69.1%		14.3%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		132		12.83		65.9%		17.4%		752		75.59		66.0%		14.2%		586		58.60		65.9%		17.2%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente										138		23.71		61.6%		16.7%		634		107.29		66.7%		12.6%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		159		15.56		79.9%		11.3%		645		64.74		80.5%		11.8%		551		55.34		75.5%		13.8%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		12		2.05		75.0%		8.3%		51		8.43		66.7%		19.6%		68		11.53		85.3%		1.5%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		40		6.83		57.5%		10.0%		320		54.67		60.0%		20.6%		71		11.96		50.7%		22.5%







NEW SKYLINE STUDENTS



		NEW SKYLINE STUDENTS				Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		987		462.1827		68.9%		13.6%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		372		133.32		69.9%		14.0%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		327		129.34		65.1%		13.1%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		100		104.22		81.0%		14.0%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		80		22.01		85.0%		3.8%

		ENGL-846		Read. & Writing Connect. CAA		108		73.29		53.7%		20.4%



		COLLEGE WIDE				Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		3898		509.1379		69.5%		14.5%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		1442		147.02		65.9%		15.7%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		770		131.00		65.8%		13.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		1328		135.64		78.4%		12.5%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		130		22.01		77.1%		9.2%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		425		73.46		58.2%		20.0%







TERM LOAD - SUMMARY



						Full Time (12+ Units)								Part Time

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		2062		465.0175		75.1%		11.0%		1950		508.2379		63.8%		18.0%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		698		131.07		74.3%		10.2%		752		147.02		58.3%		20.7%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		501		129.34		70.1%		11.2%		270		131.00		57.9%		17.3%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		693		122.47		83.3%		9.4%		644		134.74		73.2%		15.9%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		29		15.68		58.6%		13.8%		101		22.01		82.4%		7.8%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		168		66.46		63.1%		20.2%		260		73.46		55.1%		19.8%







GENDER - SUMMARY



						Female								Male								Gender Unreported

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		1780		509.1379		73.1%		13.4%		2011		508.9679		66.9%		15.1%		107		262.3109		58.1%		21.4%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		643		147.02		70.0%		15.1%		764		147.02		63.2%		16.1%		35		72.64		52.8%		19.4%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		346		131.00		69.5%		12.6%		403		131.00		62.8%		13.4%		21		52.53		61.9%		23.8%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		645		135.64		81.3%		11.3%		648		135.64		75.5%		13.7%		35		70.97		78.4%		13.5%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		51		22.01		88.2%		5.9%		73		22.01		72.6%		8.2%		6		14.42		42.9%		42.9%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		201		73.46		59.5%		17.6%		208		73.29		59.5%		21.4%		16		51.75		25.0%		31.3%







ETHNICITY - SUMMARY



						American Indian/Alaskan Native								Asian								Black - Non-Hispanic								Filipino								Hispanic								Pacific Islander								White Non-Hispanic								Multi Races								Unknown

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		5		16.5967		40.0%		40.0%		688		481.1513		78.8%		10.7%		103		214.8202		62.3%		17.5%		842		501.1952		69.2%		12.6%		785		503.0279		66.1%		16.2%		60		181.685		54.4%		14.7%		520		481.7847		71.7%		14.9%		846		496.6346		66.0%		17.2%		49		132.0694		77.4%		9.4%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		1		2.60		0.0%		100.0%		266		139.90		75.1%		12.1%		40		66.62		62.5%		15.0%		312		147.02		65.3%		14.2%		254		146.80		60.5%		18.8%		25		53.39		38.5%		19.2%		207		142.00		73.3%		12.9%		322		146.80		60.6%		19.6%		15		31.87		80.0%		6.7%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		1		3.23		0.0%		0.0%		97		111.15		75.3%		10.3%		8		26.11		100.0%		0.0%		170		126.08		71.8%		8.2%		209		131.00		61.6%		15.2%		15		45.22		60.0%		26.7%		83		117.41		60.2%		18.1%		176		126.08		60.8%		15.3%		11		37.72		81.8%		9.1%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		2		5.60		50.0%		50.0%		285		135.31		85.0%		9.8%		34		58.14		66.7%		22.2%		273		135.01		76.1%		11.2%		241		130.93		76.5%		14.6%		12		32.03		76.9%		0.0%		180		129.12		81.5%		11.4%		281		132.01		75.8%		14.5%		20		37.27		71.4%		14.3%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College										15		22.01		73.3%		13.3%		6		13.63		50.0%		16.7%		27		22.01		71.4%		17.9%		32		22.01		78.1%		3.1%		4		13.63		75.0%		0.0%		17		19.96		82.4%		5.9%		26		22.01		84.6%		7.7%		3		13.12		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		1		5.17		100.0%		0.0%		62		72.78		73.0%		9.5%		24		50.32		45.8%		20.8%		97		71.07		57.1%		17.3%		99		72.28		60.4%		19.8%		10		37.42		50.0%		10.0%		49		73.29		44.0%		34.0%		80		69.73		58.0%		24.7%		3		12.08		66.7%		0.0%







AGE - SUMMARY



						Age Under 18								Age 18 - 22								Age 23 - 28								Age 29 - 39								Age 40 - 49								Age 50 - 59								Age 60 +

						Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate		Headcount		FTES		Success Rate		Withdraw Rate

				TOTAL:		153		161.9326		79.5%		6.4%		2922		502.4713		69.4%		13.8%		552		468.538		65.3%		18.6%		220		345.2549		69.5%		18.8%		55		127.4869		78.9%		14.0%		24		80.1822		88.5%		7.7%		9		25.0933		88.9%		11.1%

		ENGL-100		Comp. - Social Inequality		65		51.62		78.5%		7.7%		1075		147.02		66.4%		14.6%		201		142.10		58.9%		21.3%		79		96.00		65.0%		22.5%		15		28.64		66.7%		20.0%		9		19.89		88.9%		11.1%		3		7.30		66.7%		33.3%

		ENGL-105		Intensive Comp & Read.- Puente		24		59.41		75.0%		4.2%		632		130.67		65.5%		13.1%		63		115.40		55.6%		23.8%		33		82.41		72.7%		9.1%		8		23.97		75.0%		12.5%		7		26.76		100.0%		0.0%		3		9.01		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-110		Lit.&Crit.Think-Madness & Lit.		8		16.57		75.0%		25.0%		974		135.64		78.8%		11.4%		231		126.14		76.5%		14.7%		86		101.21		75.3%		19.1%		26		44.79		84.6%		11.5%		4		8.16		100.0%		0.0%		2		5.00		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-828		BasicComp& Read Middle College		44		17.42		91.1%		4.4%		67		15.68		68.7%		10.4%		12		15.68		58.3%		25.0%		2		9.79		100.0%		0.0%		3		9.04		100.0%		0.0%		2		5.89		100.0%		0.0%

		ENGL-846		Read & Writing Connect-Ethics		13		16.91		57.1%		0.0%		297		73.46		58.1%		21.3%		71		69.22		56.3%		18.3%		35		55.85		60.0%		20.0%		5		21.05		80.0%		20.0%		4		19.49		50.0%		25.0%		1		3.78		100.0%		0.0%








[bookmark: _GoBack]FULL ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR ENGL 100, LIT 151, 201, and 231
FALL 2016


ASESSEMENT REPORT FOR COLLEGE COMPOSITION (ENGL 100)

Method:

· Eight professors turned in 4 essays, an A, B, C and D. From those 32 essays, eight essays were drawn at random and names and instructors were removed. Also requested was the prompt. The essays were scanned and emailed to each department member. Participating were 10 Full-time instructors and 3 Part-time instructors.



· The group decided, in the interest of time, that we read 3 essays. Three essays from the 8 were arbitrarily selected for reading and discussion. 



· The aim of this assessment was to have a discussion based on these skills: Thesis, organization of essay and paragraphs and to what extent the student responded to the assigned text.  The actual “score” does not reflect the competency of the ENGL 846 classes because the sample was too small.



Discussion:

· Essay #1 – Average Score -   3.3

The prompt indicated that the student needed to take a position on whether or not he/she agreed with the author of the text, that education could include manual labor. The writer defended his choice to go to college, but it was hard to discern the student’s position regarding the author’s argument. Some faculty felt that the writer was mischaracterizing the base-line text and personal experience may have thrown off the focus of the text. As a result, the thesis was a bit too cumbersome and text didn’t follow the order of the thesis though there was an effort to link the thesis to the material. The thesis was revealed at the end of the essay. The organization, including paragraphs, could have focused more on the argument itself. 



· Essay #2:    - Average Score - 2.2  

The paper started off with an excellent summary of the Tuskegee Study of Untreated Syphilis in the Negro Male. The prompt then mandated that the student, after presenting historical documentation provide a parallel modern situation and argue whether or not the Tuskegee experiment affects how African Americans view the medical profession today. The student however, did not provide enough analysis for the discussion of the modern parallel. The result is that the essay felt like a report with no real argument. The essay was subordinate to the prompt and did not reveal the student’s point of view. 



· Essay #3 – Average Score - 1.5 

No prompt was provided for the essay though its subject matter seemed to address the question: Should we clone extinct (or close to extinct) species? The thesis appeared in the last fourth of the essay, making the first 3/4ths confusing as to point of view. The insights were very unique but faculty couldn’t discern whether the ideas presented were from the text or from the student’s own analysis. The paragraphs were small with no structure, and many did not have topic sentences and therefore, no point of view. However, the original subject matter provided good food for thought. 

Average score for all three essays: 2.3

Comments for future assessments:

· We still need to get more part-timers participating so that our standards are more consistent.


· This assessment did not utilize the essays from the stacked 105/846 classes. Next assessment, stacked classes will be included.


· It was advised by the dean, and I concur, that we go back to pulling 3 random students and having the instructor turn in the third paper of the semester. Having a graded sequence put several instructors into an uncomfortable position of struggling to get an A paper. Also, the more random the sampling, the less “manipulated” the results.


· We need a more set protocol as to the assessment process. We have been changing our process for several semesters now. One thing set for sure is that assessment will occur the last division/department meeting of the semester. However, we need a generous amount of time to do the process justice. Or, we need to agree to stay later than 4:00. This process will be set by me and the dean or the department chair before Spring 2017 is over.


· I also need to development guidelines for Literature class assessments which match with what TracDat requires. Literature professors were unclear to what exactly as needed. You can see the variations below. This instrument will be developed this semester.





ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR LIT 151- GRAPHIC LIT


· Students were to write a 3- to 5-page analysis of a short segment from one of the following texts: Will Eisner's A Contract with God;  Fabio Moon and Gabriel Ba's daytripper, or Mariko Tamaki & Jill Tamaki's This One Summer. Students are to select a small portion of the text and analyze visual and textual elements used to portray a theme. The essay should contain a main claim as to the theme and support the claim with examples. 



· Of the 12 students, 11 students submitted essays. 4 of 11 students earned As. 4 of 11 students earned Bs. 2 of 11 students earned Cs. 1 of 11 students earned a D. The student who did not submit an essay earned an F.  Since the class consisted primarily of English majors and involved in the class, the achievement rate was high. The lower performing students often did not do the weekly assignments or did not come to class regularly.

ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR FALL 2016 CLASS: LIT 201 – AMERICAN LIT I


· The class did a culminating project where they analyzed the characters and themes of a novel, then related the analysis to the course theme and time period in which the texts were written. Students also did a two round book group discussion of increasing complexity. Each piece of the project was evaluated for thesis and organization per the department rubric. Out of 27 students, 14 received 4.0,  6 received scores of 3.0 and 6 received a score of 2.0. One student did not finish the course. The average score for this assessment was 3.18.



ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR FALL 2016 CLASS: LIT 231 - SURVEY OF BRITISH LITERATURE I


· The class did a culminating project where they analyzed the characters and themes of a novel, then related the analysis to the course theme and time period in which the texts were written.  They also did a two round book group discussion of increasing complexity. Each piece of the project was evaluated for thesis and organization per the department rubric. Out of 24 students, 10 received 4.0, 8 received scores of 3.0 and 4 received 2.0.








From: Bell, Rachel K.
To: Silva, Paula; Kucera, Lara; Bell, Rachel K.; Belluomini, Jessica; Benavides, Denise; Bowsher, Jim; Buckley, Alissa;


Burns, Grace; Calavitta, John Paul; Cantu, Jorey; Christensen, Gregory; Cross, Michael; Erpelo, Liza; Feinblum,
Kathleen; Feiner, Jarrod; Floro, Nina L.; Fredericks, Taylor; Garcia, Marcos; Ghan, Courtney; Gibson, Christopher;
Harer, Katharine E.; Hein, Linda; Iles, Monique; Jimenez, Sarah; Jones, Nathan; Kaplan-Biegel, Nancy A.;
Knowlton, Ashley; Lachmayr, Lucia; McClung, Kathleen; Murphy, Andrew; Powers, Jessica; Powers, Vanessa;
Rueckhaus, Paul; Sandel, Adam; Sapigao, Janice; Walsh, John; Weiss, Michelle; Williams, Rob; Zollo, Peter;
Zoughbie, Susan


Cc: Gutierrez, Mary; Ruiz, Kennya; Thigpen, Marisa
Subject: English Department Accomplishments Summary—Fall 2017
Date: Wednesday, December 20, 2017 10:12:33 PM


Hello English folks,


I hope this finds you finished or at least getting close to finishing reading/grading your
mountain of final essays :).  As you head into your well-deserved break, below is a list of the
additional projects we got done this semester through the English Coordinator component. 
Such amazing work and it was really a pleasure working with you guys on these projects, and it
looks like we are well on track for English Program Review next year.


English Department Accomplishments Summary—
Fall 2017


Team Adjunct
& Colleague
Connections:


Members:
Nathan, Rob,
John, Jim,
Jarrod, Denise,
Nina, Monique,
and Rachel


(1) The first ever all-division informal class visits were
instituted!  There were 16 participants from nearly every
department in the Language Arts:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xtkYiDKAX-
dZzI2onvJf3UWUUXYYd0f6l_FyTHw7iTY/edit#gid=0
 
(2) At the September 2017 Language Arts Division meeting, we
shared the “Division-Wide Best Practices” section from
the Language Arts Orientation that this group created during
summer 2017.  We went over the different sections of the Best
Practices: retention, first-day class activities, syllabi and students
first.  There was a lot of interest and discussion around syllabi
best practices, so we decided to devote part of the next Language
Arts Division meeting to a hands-on activity centering on syllabi.


(3) We revised the “Prompt Writing” and “Providing Quality
Feedback” sections of  the “English Best-Practices” section in
the Language Arts Orientation based on hands-on work done in
two different English meetings.   


(4) We strengthened our English Mentor Program and John,
Jim, Monique, Jarrod and Rachel all met and created a Mentor
Guide that created two things: (a) a team of Mentor Advisors who
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would lead group gatherings and pairings and (b) We created a
Best Practices guide including: a mentor menu (mentees can
choose from); guidance on “making the match”; getting started;
and suggested meeting topics for mentors/mentees: English
Department Mentor Guide.


(5) At the November 2017 Language Arts meeting, we had a 30-
minute hands-on activity to revise the Division syllabus
template, and the work was carried on in the online Canvas
Language Arts space and a new revised Division Syllabus
Template was created.


(6) Also, this group asked about providing materials and advice
on getting hired full-time.  Nina Floro, who has presented on
this through the CTTL, made available a helpful
PowerPoint: “Unraveling the Mystery of the Full-Time Faculty
Job Application Process” and I also posted this in our online
Language Arts Canvas space.


Revising the
Rhetoric:


IMPROVEMENTS/REVISIONS MADE TO
THE RHETORIC DURING FALL 2017:


(1) It is now more click-friendly!
On the main Rhetoric menu page, you can now click directly on any section,
specific page, or PowerPoint:
http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/ 


You’ll also find that within the Rhetoric .pdf, the table of contents is “clickable”
as are the contents on each individual chapter.


(2) Easy to bookmark, send assignment links,
and download blank forms:


Link to a specific page—replace the yellow highlighted section ?? below with
the target page number:
http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/rhetoric.pdf#page=??
Link to a specific chapter—from the main menu, click on any of the colored


number-squares to go to chapter sub-menus and downloadable forms
students can complete, save and turn in.  For example, you can give your students
a link to the chapter on Outlining and from this sub-menu there are 2 forms
students can download and
complete: http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/4Outlining.htm 


(3) Updated MLA Guidelines to reflect the new
8th edition Work Cited changes:
How to cite texts has changed significantly in the new 8th MLA style
guidelines.  The current system is based on a few principles, rather than an
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extensive list of specific rules.  There is now a list of 9 core elements to consult
to create a text citation.  You can go over this with students using the .pdf or the
PowerPoint: 
http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/5MLA.htm. 


(4) Thesis chapter now has 16 text-based
student thesis examples:
There is now an interactive exercise you can assign students or work on together
in class that has students examine actual text-based student thesis statements (8 in
response to non-fiction and 8 is response to fiction: poetry, short stories, plays
and novels).  Students can use these as models and also to identify the elements
of a complex thesis: TOPIC + OPINION + SO WHAT?
http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/rhetoric.pdf#page=203 


(5) Literature essay examples now included
The Rhetoric has an example of an essay based on non-fiction, but now it also
has two model student essays based on fiction.  In each of these essays, the thesis
statements are underlined and the topic sentences are in bold, so it is visually
easy to see how the essays are unified, and each body paragraph models the PIE
paragraph approach.


Sample student paper analyzing a short story:
http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/rhetoric.pdf#page=302 


Sample student paper analyzing a poem: 
http://accounts.smccd.edu/skyenglish/rhetoric.pdf#page=312 


(6) Be sure to order your new desk-copy
For spring 2018, only the updated version of the Rhetoric will be available for
purchase, so if you are using a print version, be sure to ask Kevin Chak in the
bookstore for a desk-copy: chak@smccd.edu


Team English
Course
Outlines:


Members:
Kathleen, Liza,
Chris, and
Rachel 


We dedicated two of the Fall English meetings to vetting the core
English and Literature course outline templates and then
organizing sign-ups to revise all these course outlines based on
the more streamlined and revised templates.


LITERATURE COURSE REVISIONS: 
Before Spring 2018, we plan to revise the Literature courses
based on the template we created as a department.  Here
are directions, sign-ups and the template being used.


             Literature Course Revisions
Sign-Up 


1.   LIT. 101 Contemporary Literature - Michael C.


2.   LIT. 151 Introduction to Shakespeare – Nina F.
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3.   LIT. 154 Queer Literature – John C. and Rob W.


4.   LIT. 155 The Graphic Novel – Liza E


5.   LIT. 156 Science Fiction and Fantasy Literature – John C.


6.   LIT. 191 Children's Literature – Michael C.


7.   LIT. 201 American Literature I – John C.


8.   LIT. 202 American Literature II - Jessica


9.   LIT. 220 Introduction to World Literature I – Chris G Note: I can
help with world lit. I designed the first world lit course outline and I
teach a lot of international lit. – Kathleen F.


10. LIT. 221 Introduction to World Literature II – Chris G.


11. LIT. 231 Survey of British Literature I - Monique I. and Lucia L.


12. LIT. 232 Survey of British Literature II – Jim B.


13. LIT. 251 Women in Literature – Kathleen F.


14. LIT. 265 Asian American Literature – Nina F.


15. LIT. 266 Black Literature – Nathan J.


16. LIT. 267 Filipino American Literature – Liza E.


17. LIT. 277 Film and Literature - Jarrod F.


18. LIT. 370 Readings in Literature of the Latino in the United States
– Lucia L.


19. LIT. 432 Folklore – John C.


CORE ENGLISH COURSE REVISIONS: 
Before Fall 2018, we plan to revise the Core English courses
based on the template we created as a department.  Here
are directions, sign-ups and the template being used.  We also
found out we can revise the writing page count and that we should
add a reading page count for each course.  See this document for
more detailed breakdowns on proposed writing and reading page
counts.  It was also suggested that we create reading and writing
page counts for our Literature courses.


Core English Course Revisions Sign-Up: 
English 828: Jarrod and Rachel
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English 846: Jessica B. and Liza
English 100/105: Chris, Lucia, Andrew, Nathan, Rob
English 110: Jim, Michael, John
English 165: Kathleen






[image: ]	ENGL Success and Withdraw Rates

	2014/15 through 2016/17



		                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   All Classes

		2014-2015

		2015-2016

		2016-2017*



		Face to Face

		Headcount

		Success Rate

		Withdraw

Rate

		Headcount

		Success Rate

		Withdraw

Rate

		Headcount

		Success Rate

		Withdraw

Rate



		ENGL 828

		297

		62.5%

		17.5%

		183

		65.0%

		18.0%

		62

		64.5%

		9.7%



		ENGL 846

		1,126

		[bookmark: _GoBack]67.8%

		16.3%

		942

		67.7%

		17.5%

		330

		57.8%

		17.2%



		ENGL 105

		-

		-

		-

		191

		64.6%

		13.5%

		438

		72.6%

		9.8%



		ENGL 100

		1,768

		67.7%

		18.2%

		1,606

		67.9%

		13.9%

		805

		66.1%

		16.0%



		ENGL 110

		1,317

		77.8%

		13.9%

		1,301

		77.7%

		12.2%

		735

		77.5%

		10.8%







		All Classes

		2014-2015

		2015-2016

		2016-2017*



		Online

		Headcount

		Success Rate

		Withdraw

Rate

		Headcount

		Success Rate

		Withdraw

Rate

		Headcount

		Success Rate

		Withdraw

Rate



		ENGL 828

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-



		ENGL 846

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-



		ENGL 105

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-



		ENGL 100

		241

		47.0%

		34.0%

		233

		54.5%

		30.5%

		133

		54.1%

		34.1%



		ENGL 110

		226

		54.5%

		34.8%

		209

		60.6%

		32.4%

		146

		55.0%

		38.3%







Note:

2016-17 data does not include Spring 2017 data as the term is in progress. 
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COMPLETE Novi Survey data

		#		Class		Grade		Thesis/Controlling Idea		Organization/Coherence/Focus		Development/Support		Use of Text

		8		English 100		C		Adequate		Good		Good		Adequate

		8		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		13		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate		Adequate

		13		English 100		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		16		English 100		B		Excellent		Adequate		Good		Good

		16		English 100		B		Needs Work		Good		Good		Good

		20		English 100		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate

		20		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		30		English 100		A		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent

		30		English 100		A		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent

		31		English 100		A		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent

		31		English 100		A		Good		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent

		34		English 100		C		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Good

		34		English 100		A		Excellent		Excellent		Good		Excellent

		40		English 100		C		Good		Good		Adequate		Adequate

		40		English 100		C		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Good

		44		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Good

		44		English 100		C		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Adequate

		52		English 100		A		Excellent		Good		Excellent		Good

		52		English 100		A		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent

		54		English 100		C		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Needs Work

		54		English 100		C		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		55		English 100		A		Excellent		Excellent		Good		Excellent

		55		English 100		A		Excellent		Good		Excellent		Excellent

		58		English 100		C		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Adequate

		58		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		61		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		61		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		64		English 100		C		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		64		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Adequate

		69		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work

		69		English 100		B		Good		Good		Good		Good

		70		English 100		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Good

		70		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work		Good

		71		English 100		B		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Adequate

		71		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		74		English 100		B		Good		Good		Good		Good

		74		English 100		C		Good		Needs Work		Needs Work		Excellent

		76		English 100		B		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		76		English 100		B		Good		Good		Good		Good

		79		English 100		D or F		Good		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		79		English 100		B		Good		Good		Good		Good

		82		English 100		C		Needs Work		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work

		82		English 100		C		Good		Good		Adequate		Needs Work

		83		English 100		D or F		Good		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		83		English 100		C		Good		Adequate		Good		Adequate

		97		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		97		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		100		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		100		English 100		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		102		English 100		C		Good		Good		Good		Needs Work

		102		English 100		D or F		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		103		English 100		C		Good		Adequate		Good		Adequate

		103		English 100		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		1		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		1		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work

		2		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work

		2		English 105		D or F		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Needs Work

		3		English 105		B		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Excellent

		3		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate

		4		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Excellent

		4		English 105		A		Good		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent

		5		English 105		A		Good		Excellent		Good		Excellent

		5		English 105		A		Adequate		Good		Excellent		Excellent

		10		English 105		C		Good		Needs Work		Good		Adequate

		10		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work

		15		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		15		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate

		25		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		25		English 105		C		Needs Work		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work

		27		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate

		27		English 105		C		Adequate		Needs Work		Good		Good

		28		English 105		C		Adequate		Good		Adequate		Adequate

		28		English 105		B		Adequate		Excellent		Adequate		Good

		32		English 105		C		Adequate		Needs Work		Good		Good

		32		English 105		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		43		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Good

		43		English 105		B		Good		Good		Excellent		Good

		45		English 105		C		Needs Work		Good		Good		Adequate

		45		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Good

		48		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		48		English 105		C		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		49		English 105		B		Good		Good		Good		Good

		49		English 105		C		Good		Adequate		Needs Work		Adequate

		56		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		56		English 105		C		Good		Needs Work		Needs Work		Excellent

		57		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		57		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		68		English 105		B		Good		Good		Good		Good

		68		English 105		B		Adequate		Adequate		Good		Good

		73		English 105		A		Good		Good		Excellent		Excellent

		73		English 105		C		Good		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work

		75		English 105		C		Needs Work		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		75		English 105		C		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate		Good

		77		English 105		C		Needs Work		Good		Adequate		Adequate

		77		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		78		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		78		English 105		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		81		English 105		B		Good		Adequate		Good		Good

		81		English 105		C		Good		Adequate		Needs Work		Adequate

		84		English 105		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		84		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		92		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		92		English 105		D or F		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work

		96		English 105		D or F		Good		Needs Work		Good		Needs Work

		96		English 105		B		Good		Good		Good		Adequate

		105		English 105		B		Good		Good		Good		Adequate

		105		English 105		B		Excellent		Excellent		Excellent		Adequate





ENGL 100 Averages

		#		Class		Grade		Grade Point		Thesis/Controlling Idea		Organization/Coherence		Development/Support		Use of Text

		76		English 100		B		3		2		2		2		2

		58		English 100		C		2		2		2		2		2

		100		English 100		C		2		2		2		2		2

		100		English 100		C		2		2		2		2		2

		44		English 100		C		2		2		3		2		2

		58		English 100		C		2		2		3		2		2

		40		English 100		C		2		3		3		2		2

		13		English 100		D or F		1		1		1		2		2

		71		English 100		B		3		2		2		3		2

		64		English 100		C		2		2		2		3		2

		83		English 100		C		2		3		2		3		2

		103		English 100		C		2		3		2		3		2

		8		English 100		C		2		2		3		3		2

		20		English 100		D or F		1		2		1		1		2

		30		English 100		A		4		4		4		4		4

		30		English 100		A		4		4		4		4		4

		31		English 100		A		4		4		4		4		4

		52		English 100		A		4		4		4		4		4

		31		English 100		A		4		3		4		4		4

		55		English 100		A		4		4		3		4		4

		34		English 100		A		4		4		4		3		4

		55		English 100		A		4		4		4		3		4

		74		English 100		C		2		3		1		1		4

		34		English 100		C		2		2		3		2		3

		40		English 100		C		2		2		3		2		3

		52		English 100		A		4		4		3		4		3

		44		English 100		C		2		2		2		3		3

		16		English 100		B		3		4		2		3		3

		69		English 100		B		3		3		3		3		3

		74		English 100		B		3		3		3		3		3

		76		English 100		B		3		3		3		3		3

		79		English 100		B		3		3		3		3		3

		16		English 100		B		3		1		3		3		3

		70		English 100		C		2		2		2		1		3

		70		English 100		D or F		1		2		1		1		3

		82		English 100		C		2		1		2		2		1

		54		English 100		C		2		2		3		2		1

		82		English 100		C		2		3		3		2		1

		69		English 100		D or F		1		1		1		2		1

		102		English 100		C		2		3		3		3		1

		61		English 100		C		2		2		2		1		1

		102		English 100		D or F		1		2		2		1		1

		20		English 100		D or F		1		1		2		1		1

		61		English 100		D or F		1		1		2		1		1

		97		English 100		D or F		1		1		2		1		1

		103		English 100		D or F		1		1		2		1		1

		64		English 100		C		2		2		1		1		1

		13		English 100		D or F		1		2		1		1		1

		79		English 100		D or F		1		3		1		1		1

		83		English 100		D or F		1		3		1		1		1

		54		English 100		C		2		1		1		1		1

		8		English 100		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		71		English 100		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		97		English 100		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

								119		127		125		119		119

								2.2037037037		2.3518518519		2.3148148148		2.2037037037		2.2037037037





ENGL 105 Averages

		#		Class		Grade		Grade Point		Thesis/Controlling Idea		Organization/Coherence		Development/Support		Use of Text

		56		English 105		C		2		2		2		2		2

		75		English 105		C		2		1		2		2		2

		28		English 105		C		2		2		3		2		2

		77		English 105		C		2		1		3		2		2

		105		English 105		B		3		4		4		4		2

		96		English 105		B		3		3		3		3		2

		105		English 105		B		3		3		3		3		2

		45		English 105		C		2		1		3		3		2

		10		English 105		C		2		3		1		3		2

		49		English 105		C		2		3		2		1		2

		81		English 105		C		2		3		2		1		2

		3		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		2

		15		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		2

		27		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		2

		3		English 105		B		3		2		3		2		4

		4		English 105		A		4		3		4		4		4

		5		English 105		A		4		2		3		4		4

		73		English 105		A		4		3		3		4		4

		4		English 105		C		2		2		2		3		4

		5		English 105		A		4		3		4		3		4

		56		English 105		C		2		3		1		1		4

		43		English 105		C		2		2		2		2		3

		28		English 105		B		3		2		4		2		3

		75		English 105		C		2		1		1		2		3

		43		English 105		B		3		3		3		4		3

		68		English 105		B		3		2		2		3		3

		45		English 105		C		2		2		2		3		3

		81		English 105		B		3		3		2		3		3

		49		English 105		B		3		3		3		3		3

		68		English 105		B		3		3		3		3		3

		27		English 105		C		2		2		1		3		3

		32		English 105		C		2		2		1		3		3

		2		English 105		C		2		2		2		2		1

		10		English 105		C		2		2		2		2		1

		25		English 105		C		2		1		2		2		1

		73		English 105		C		2		3		1		2		1

		1		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		2		1

		2		English 105		D or F		1		2		2		3		1

		96		English 105		D or F		1		3		1		3		1

		48		English 105		C		2		1		2		1		1

		25		English 105		D or F		1		1		2		1		1

		32		English 105		D or F		1		2		1		1		1

		78		English 105		D or F		1		2		1		1		1

		84		English 105		D or F		1		2		1		1		1

		92		English 105		D or F		1		2		1		1		1

		1		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		15		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		48		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		57		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		57		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		77		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		78		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		84		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

		92		English 105		D or F		1		1		1		1		1

								106		105		103		112		111

								1.962962963		1.9444444444		1.9074074074		2.0740740741		2.0555555556





two assessor & professor grades

		#		Class		Assessor 1		Assessor 2		Professor		Adjunct?

		1		English 105		D or F		D or F		C		yes

		2		English 105		C		D or F		A-		yes

		3		English 105		B		D or F		B-		no

		4		English 105		C		A		B+		no

		5		English 105		A		A		B		yes

		8		English 100		C		D or F		C		yes

		10		English 105		C		C		D		yes

		13		English 100		D or F		D or F		D-		yes

		15		English 105		D or F		D or F		D		yes

		16		English 100		B		B		B+		no

		20		English 100		D or F		D or F		D		yes

		25		English 105		D or F		C		C		yes

		27		English 105		D or F		C		B		yes

		28		English 105		C		B		B		yes

		30		English 100		A		A		A-		no

		31		English 100		A		A		C		no

		32		English 105		C		D or F		B-		yes

		34		English 100		C		A		A		no

		40		English 100		C		C		B-		no

		43		English 105		C		B		B		yes

		44		English 100		C		C		B		yes

		45		English 105		C		C		B		no

		48		English 105		D or F		C		B-		yes

		49		English 105		B		C		A-		no

		52		English 100		A		A		A		yes

		54		English 100		C		C		B		yes

		55		English 100		A		A		A		yes

		56		English 105		C		C		B		no

		57		English 105		D or F		D or F		B		yes

		58		English 100		C		C		C+		no

		61		English 100		D or F		C		C		no

		64		English 100		C		C		B-		yes

		68		English 105		B		B		B+		yes

		69		English 100		D or F		B		D		yes

		70		English 100		D or F		C		B		yes

		71		English 100		B		D or F		D		yes

		73		English 105		A		C		B-		no

		74		English 100		B		C		A-		no

		75		English 105		C		C		D		yes

		76		English 100		B		B		A		yes

		77		English 105		C		D or F		B-		yes

		78		English 105		D or F		D or F		D+		no

		79		English 100		D or F		B		A		no

		81		English 105		B		C		D+		no

		82		English 100		C		C		B-		yes

		83		English 100		D or F		C		C+		no

		84		English 105		D or F		D or F		D		yes

		92		English 105		D or F		D or F		D		yes

		96		English 105		D or F		B		B-		no

		97		English 100		D or F		D or F		D+		no

		100		English 100		C		C		C		yes

		102		English 100		C		D or F		D		yes

		103		English 100		C		D or F		C+		no

		105		English 105		B		B		B		no

		1000		English 105		D or F		D or F		A-		yes

		1001		English 105		B		C		A-		yes

		1002		English 105		C		C		B-		yes

		1004		English 105		D or F		D or F		B+		yes





1000-1004 Collaborative Essays

		#		Class		Grade		Thesis/Controlling Idea		Organization/Coherence/Focus		Development/Support		Use of Text

		1000		English 105		D or F		Adequate		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		1000		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Adequate

		1001		English 105		B		Good		Adequate		Good		Good

		1001		English 105		C		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate		Adequate

		1002		English 105		C		Good		Needs Work		Needs Work		Adequate

		1002		English 105		C		Good		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		1004		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Adequate		Needs Work		Needs Work

		1004		English 105		D or F		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work		Needs Work








 


 Assessing the Critical Thinking 
ISLO: Spring 2016  


 
Source: Office of Research, Planning, and Institutional Effectiveness 


 
 


Students will be able to demonstrate critical thinking skills in problem solving across the disciplines and in daily life. 


Critical thinking includes the ability to: 


 Support claims with relevant and credible evidence. 


 Respond to bias; be fair-minded. 


 Apply accurate and logical analysis to achieve desired outcome. 


Assessment Methodology 


 


 Six faculty member assessed three sections of ENGL 100 (Composition), one section of 105 (Intensive Composition 
and Reading), one section of 110 (Composition, Literature and Critical Thinking), and one section of 165 (Critical 
Thinking and Advanced Composition), after participating in two workshops, one on teaching strategies to facilitate 
effective communication and one norming session on how to evaluate student work with the rubric. One of the sections 
was taught online, and another a hybrid of online and face-to-face.  


 These faculty members assessed 89 students’ work.   
 


 The PRIE office aggregated results for discussion.  
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ENGLISH 


 


Support: 
Relevant 
Evidence 


Support: 
Accurate 


Interpretation 


Support: 
Standards 


of 
Evidence 


Support: 
Multiple 
Credible 
Sources 


Bias: 
Unbiased 
Evidence 


Bias: No 
Emotionally 


Loaded 
Language 


Bias: 
Facts/Opinions 
Discrimination 


Bias: 
Justification 


Based on 
Ideology 


Bias: 
Opposing 


Views 


Bias: 
Open 


Minded 


Consistently 
27 17 8 20 17 23 19 16 20 21 


Usually 
32 20 9 28 29 19 11 15 10 9 


Sometimes 
13 6 4 20 18 22 10 11 6 12 


Rarely 
7 5 5 11 3 5 8 6 7 16 


N (excluding not 
measured) 


79 48 26 79 67 69 48 48 43 58 


Not Measured 
10 41 63 10 22 20 41 41 46 31 


 


ENGLISH (CONTINUED) 


 


Analysis: 
Conclusions 
Supported 


Analysis: 
Inductively/ 
Deductively 


Strong 


Analysis: 
Theory and 
Application 


Analysis: 
Logical 


Connections 


Analysis: 
Inconsistencies 


Examined 


Analysis: 
Hypotheses 


Testing 


Consistently 
12 7 5 22 1 4 


Usually 
14 9 10 20 4 4 


Sometimes 
15 5 7 17 6 4 


Rarely 
6 5 3 8 4 3 


N (excluding not 
measured) 


47 26 25 67 15 15 


Not Measured 
42 63 64 22 74 74 







 


ISLO: EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION (2011)  


 Needs Work Adequate Good Excellent 


 


Assignment Fulfillment 


 


Completed assignment   


is off-topic and/or fails 


to fulfill the directives.  


 


 


 


Completed assignment 


is on-topic but fails to 


fulfill some of the 


directives. 


Completed assignment 


is on-topic and fulfills 


most of the directives. 


Completed assignment 


is on-topic and fulfills all 


directives. 


 


Comprehension  
 


Student does not relate 


the message to his or 


her own framework/ 


existing knowledge, 


summarizes 


inaccurately, or fails to 


mention the message.  


 


Student integrates the 


message into his or her 


own frame of reference/ 


existing knowledge. 


Student’s knowledge of 


the subject is generally 


accurate, though flawed 


or in the words of the 


original source.  


 


Student develops a 


framework for 


organizing the message 


and relating it to his or 


her own frame of 


reference/ existing 


knowledge. 


Student’s knowledge of 


the subject is accurate 


throughout except with 


minor details, and is in 


his or her own words.  


Student develops a 


framework for 


organizing the message 


and relating it to his or 


her own frame of 


reference/ existing 


knowledge or broader 


context/ larger world 


perspective.  


Student’s knowledge of 


the subject is accurate 


throughout, and is in his 


or her own words.  


 


 







Analysis and Audience Student generally lacks 


an awareness of the 


reader, for the discussion 


lacks evidence, 


illustrations, other 


definitive details and/or 


reasonable follow-up 


explanations. Analysis 


shows undeveloped 


observational skills.  


Student makes some 


attempt to provide 


evidence, illustrations, or 


other definitive details to 


convince the audience, 


but some information is 


either extraneous or 


insufficient. Analysis 


shows reasonable 


observational skills. 


Explanations and uses of 


evidence, illustrations, or 


other definitive details 


generally convince the 


audience. Analysis 


reflects good 


observational skills.  


Explanations and 


sophisticated/ original 


uses of evidence, 


illustrations, or other 


definitive details 


effectively convince the 


audience. Analysis 


reflects highly developed 


observational skills.  


Organization and 


Audience 


Opening comments are 


inappropriate, or are 


unlikely to engage the 


audience; provides little 


or no focus or order to 


the material; closes 


abruptly, either with no 


apparent concluding 


statement or with 


inappropriate remarks. 


Opening comments 


attempt to reveal the 


purpose and major points 


and engage the 


audience, but the 


approach seems 


somewhat artificial, 


weak, or unimaginative; 


provides some focus or 


order to the material, but 


the structure is 


somewhat unclear or 


awkward; concluding 


comments relate to the 


purpose and major 


points, but they either 


bring in extraneous 


information or are 


unnecessarily redundant. 


Opening comments 


attempt to reveal the 


purpose and major 


points and engage the 


audience; focuses and 


orders the materials to 


convey a generally 


unified point or effect, 


and provides movement 


within and between 


major points and from 


beginning to end; 


concluding comments 


are appropriate and 


relate to the purpose and 


major points, but they 


are not very strong or 


emphatic. 


Opening comments 


attempt to reveal the 


purpose and major points 


and engage the 


audience; focuses and 


orders the material to 


convey a unified point or 


effect, and provides clear 


and consistent 


movement within and 


between major points 


and from beginning to 


end; concluding 


comments are strong 


both in reemphasizing 


the purpose and major 


points and in leaving the 


audience with an 


appropriate closing 


statement. 


 


  







 


Questions to Consider 


 


 


1) In what areas did students perform well? For instance, consider which criteria 


have the highest number of “excellent” and “good” scores. 


 


2) In what areas did students struggle? For instance, which criteria have the highest 


number of “needs work” and/or “adequate” scores? 


 


3) Speculate as to why students did well. Consider questions such as the following: 


what prior knowledge did students possess that may have been relevant to 


completing the assignment and that you tapped into? how does the assignment 


effectively enable students to apply the knowledge they acquire from the class 


and the text(s)? what class activities may have helped to prepare them to 


complete the assignment?  


 


4) Speculate as to why students struggled. Among questions to consider are the 


following: what about the assignment can be clarified and/or otherwise improved 


upon? what class activities can be implemented and/or improved upon to help 


students complete the assignment?  


 


5) Explore to what extent the assignment is well suited for a culminating activity in 


your class. For instance, does the assignment require them to apply a range of 


knowledge and skills acquired in the class? Does it serve as an accurate means 


to evaluate how well students are fulfilling the SLO(s)? 


 


6) Given your “hunches” in your responses to #3 through #5, what do you plan to 


change, if anything? What can you do to reinforce or improve learning and why? 


a. Continue doing what you’re already doing? 


b. Revise how you convey the information? 


c. Revise the assignment/ task? 


d. Provide more opportunities for practice and feedback? 


e. Revise assessment methodology?







 








 


Communication Studies 
Assessing the Effective 


Communication ISLO: Fall 2015 
 


Source: Office of Research, Planning, and Institutional Effectiveness 


 
 


Students will be able to communicate and comprehend effectively. 


Effective communication includes the ability to: 


1) comprehend, analyze, and respond appropriately to oral, written, and other sensory information. 


 


2) effectively express ideas through speaking and writing. 


Assessment Methodology 


 


 Three faculty member assessed two sections of ENGL 100 (Composition), and four sections of 110 (Composition, 
Literature and Critical Thinking), after participating in two workshops, one on teaching strategies to facilitate effective 
communication and one norming session on how to evaluate student work with the rubric.  


 These faculty members assessed 155 students’ work.   
 


 The PRIE office aggregated results for discussion.  


 


 


 







 
 


ENGLISH 


 


Assignment 
Fulfillment Comprehension 


Analysis and 
Audience 


Organization and 
Audience 


Excellent 73 57 41 65 


Good 55 56 58 59 


Adequate 20 33 39 19 


Needs Work 7 9 17 12 


N (excluding not 
measured) 155 155 155 155 
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ISLO: EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION (2011)  


 Needs Work Adequate Good Excellent 


 


Assignment Fulfillment 


 


Completed assignment   


is off-topic and/or fails 


to fulfill the directives.  


 


 


 


Completed assignment 


is on-topic but fails to 


fulfill some of the 


directives. 


Completed assignment 


is on-topic and fulfills 


most of the directives. 


Completed assignment 


is on-topic and fulfills all 


directives. 


 


Comprehension  
 


Student does not relate 


the message to his or 


her own framework/ 


existing knowledge, 


summarizes 


inaccurately, or fails to 


mention the message.  


 


Student integrates the 


message into his or her 


own frame of reference/ 


existing knowledge. 


Student’s knowledge of 


the subject is generally 


accurate, though flawed 


or in the words of the 


original source.  


 


Student develops a 


framework for 


organizing the message 


and relating it to his or 


her own frame of 


reference/ existing 


knowledge. 


Student’s knowledge of 


the subject is accurate 


throughout except with 


minor details, and is in 


his or her own words.  


Student develops a 


framework for 


organizing the message 


and relating it to his or 


her own frame of 


reference/ existing 


knowledge or broader 


context/ larger world 


perspective.  


Student’s knowledge of 


the subject is accurate 


throughout, and is in his 


or her own words.  


 


 







Analysis and Audience Student generally lacks 


an awareness of the 


reader, for the discussion 


lacks evidence, 


illustrations, other 


definitive details and/or 


reasonable follow-up 


explanations. Analysis 


shows undeveloped 


observational skills.  


Student makes some 


attempt to provide 


evidence, illustrations, or 


other definitive details to 


convince the audience, 


but some information is 


either extraneous or 


insufficient. Analysis 


shows reasonable 


observational skills. 


Explanations and uses of 


evidence, illustrations, or 


other definitive details 


generally convince the 


audience. Analysis 


reflects good 


observational skills.  


Explanations and 


sophisticated/ original 


uses of evidence, 


illustrations, or other 


definitive details 


effectively convince the 


audience. Analysis 


reflects highly developed 


observational skills.  


Organization and 


Audience 


Opening comments are 


inappropriate, or are 


unlikely to engage the 


audience; provides little 


or no focus or order to 


the material; closes 


abruptly, either with no 


apparent concluding 


statement or with 


inappropriate remarks. 


Opening comments 


attempt to reveal the 


purpose and major points 


and engage the 


audience, but the 


approach seems 


somewhat artificial, 


weak, or unimaginative; 


provides some focus or 


order to the material, but 


the structure is 


somewhat unclear or 


awkward; concluding 


comments relate to the 


purpose and major 


points, but they either 


bring in extraneous 


information or are 


unnecessarily redundant. 


Opening comments 


attempt to reveal the 


purpose and major 


points and engage the 


audience; focuses and 


orders the materials to 


convey a generally 


unified point or effect, 


and provides movement 


within and between 


major points and from 


beginning to end; 


concluding comments 


are appropriate and 


relate to the purpose and 


major points, but they 


are not very strong or 


emphatic. 


Opening comments 


attempt to reveal the 


purpose and major points 


and engage the 


audience; focuses and 


orders the material to 


convey a unified point or 


effect, and provides clear 


and consistent 


movement within and 


between major points 


and from beginning to 


end; concluding 


comments are strong 


both in reemphasizing 


the purpose and major 


points and in leaving the 


audience with an 


appropriate closing 


statement. 


 


  







 


Questions to Consider 


 


 


1) In what areas did students perform well? For instance, consider which criteria 


have the highest number of “excellent” and “good” scores. 


 


2) In what areas did students struggle? For instance, which criteria have the highest 


number of “needs work” and/or “adequate” scores? 


 


3) Speculate as to why students did well. Consider questions such as the following: 


what prior knowledge did students possess that may have been relevant to 


completing the assignment and that you tapped into? how does the assignment 


effectively enable students to apply the knowledge they acquire from the class 


and the text(s)? what class activities may have helped to prepare them to 


complete the assignment?  


 


4) Speculate as to why students struggled. Among questions to consider are the 


following: what about the assignment can be clarified and/or otherwise improved 


upon? what class activities can be implemented and/or improved upon to help 


students complete the assignment?  


 


5) Explore to what extent the assignment is well suited for a culminating activity in 


your class. For instance, does the assignment require them to apply a range of 


knowledge and skills acquired in the class? Does it serve as an accurate means 


to evaluate how well students are fulfilling the SLO(s)? 


 


6) Given your “hunches” in your responses to #3 through #5, what do you plan to 


change, if anything? What can you do to reinforce or improve learning and why? 


a. Continue doing what you’re already doing? 


b. Revise how you convey the information? 


c. Revise the assignment/ task? 


d. Provide more opportunities for practice and feedback? 


e. Revise assessment methodology?







 








Budget and Objectives of English/Reading/Literature Department


Budget Account #: 2413ENGL00-- Planning Unit Code: 2413ENGL00 Unit Manager: Feinblum, Kathleen


Budget Account: English/Reading/Literature Planning Unit: English/Reading/Literature Planning Year:2018-2019


Requested


GL Code Description Qty Cost Amount Objective Title Task Description


1258 - COORDINATORS Supplemental Instructions $15,000 Supplemental Instructors We currently have SIs for some of our 
classes. The budget and training for SIs 
come from the Learning Center. 
Instructors identify students who have 
completed the course with a B or higher 
and who have good personal skills to work 
with struggling students. The next 
semester, the SIs are given a particular 
class with a particular instructor. The SIs 
function in the classroom is refined 
through meetings between the SI and 
instructor.


The funds would go toward paying 
Supplemental Instructors for the coming 
Academic Year


1495 - OTHR CERT SAL $25,500 is for stipends so that adjunct 
professors can  attend the professional 
development workshops. Many of our 
ENGL 105 instructors are adjunct 
professors yet their salary does not cover 
activities outside the class time. Currently 
ENGL 105 has the highest 
retention/success rate and this is largely 
due to teaching training not only for full-
timers but for our part-timers as well.


$25,500 Professional Development support for 
new ENGL 105 instructors


We already have the ENGL 105 training in 
progress. The resources are to continue 
this program especially as we are 
constantly getting new adjuncts into our 
department.


4510 - MISC SUPPLIES The request is for food  to be provided 
during our all day ENGL 105 workshops. 
We hold 3 workshops per semester.  We 
want to keep instructors during the whole 
session which run from 8:30-3:30 so they 
can discuss workshop concepts and work 
on projects without interruption.


$3,500 Professional Development support for 
new ENGL 105 instructors


We already have the ENGL 105 training in 
progress. The resources are to continue 
this program especially as we are 
constantly getting new adjuncts into our 
department.


Total for 2413ENGL00-- English/Reading/Literature: $44,000
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