English Department Assessment Plan, Fall 2010
Departmental Assessment Committee: This committee consists of the departmental Planning
Committee, the Academic Area Coordinators in the department, and the Co-Chairs of the Five Drafting
Committees for our Program Review Report (Mission, SWOT Analysis, Educational Outcomes, Current
Priorities and Objectives, and Action [Implementation] Plan).
This academic year, the English Department has been guided in its assessment efforts by various
departmental, college, and University assessment priorities, the most important of which follow:
•
In June, working first through the department heads, the College of Arts and Letters began a
systematic approach to assessment for all departments, with deadlines beginning after the fall
2010 semester and following for three semesters
•
In August, the department began its planning (begun with program SWOT analyses last spring)
for drafting and completing its Program Review Self Study Report, due to Dean Adams on May 1
•
In September, the department accelerated and expanded earlier efforts to incorporate Public
Affairs Intensive Experiences in departmental majors (and these efforts are extending into our
existing General Education courses and consideration for future ideal General Education
courses)
•
During fall semester, also, our department engaged in assessment efforts to parallel the
University assessment efforts (required for departments), overseen by the Faculty Center for
Teaching and Learning.
Basic assessment approach used in the department: Generally, initially, assessment planning ideas will
be “brainstormed” by the assessment committee described above and the department head. The best
ideas agreed on will be taken to the general faculty for discussion. General charges for action will be
formulated and calendars created, and the academic program areas will work through their assessment
charges together (re-crafting the program mission, re-envisioning Public Affairs Intensive Experiences in
their program curriculum, formulating learning outcomes and ways to assess them for their program,
constructing curriculum maps for their learning outcomes, designing data collection and evaluation
measures, and discussing use of assessment data to improve programs). Periodically, at three-week
increments this semester, the department meets as a whole to share and discuss the assessment work
done by the programs and plan and adjust the upcoming assessment calendar.
The department follows the standard assessment cycle, the one recommended, of course, by the FCTL:
1) Clearly define, identify, and plan learning outcomes
2) Select appropriate assessment measures and assess the learning outcomes
3) Analyze the results of the outcomes assessed
4) Adjust or improve programs following the results of the learning outcomes assessed
After one cycle of assessment is completed (perhaps in one year if we plan diligently), we would begin
the process over again, starting with assessing our earlier assessment measures (learning outcomes,
assessment measures for those outcomes, etc.).

English Department
In extremely broad overview, the English Department, began, along with all departments in the College
of Arts and Letters, very careful assessment planning for the department as a whole and in every
academic program. We surprised ourselves with how much good assessment work and how well we
were doing, and generally we were far ahead of the other departments in the college in this work. This
success continued through mid-spring 2011, when, in a panic, we generally turned all our efforts to the
Program Review process (assessment with a capital A).
We sent a huge round of formal assessment work to Chantal Levesque in January 2011.
Here are the assessment steps the department and its programs (English Education, Professional
Writing, Creative Writing, Literature, and TESOL [Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages]
completed:
1) Mission statement
2) Assessment plans
3) Curricular maps
4) Learning Outcomes
5) Assessment measures
We got side-tracked at this point. English Education necessarily continued with its required
assessments. Literature pushed ahead through the next three steps. Other program areas were
generally stalled before completely any of these steps.
6) Collecting data
7) Assessing data
8) Making curricular adjustments
Generally, Program Review resulted in substantial curricular changes at both the undergraduate and
graduate level for Professional Writing and English Education. Important changes also went through the
curricular process for the Composition and Rhetoric track of the M.A. in Writing (Professional Writing is
the other track). Developing its Publication class was an important step for the Creative Writing
programs at both the undergraduate and graduate levels (the class is being taught, but both program
changes have not yet passed the curricular process in the department).
Work on its 14 proposed classes for the new General Education program took up much of the 2012-2013
academic year, with the curricular changes prompted by Program Review occurring after the work on
General Education was done, mid- to late spring 2013.
What follow are attachments to help illustrate the narrative overview above. These are mainly focused
on that first half of the narrative, traditional assessment, up through summer 2012. The last two annual
department reports discuss the curricular changes that resulted from Program Review (but specific class
changes aren’t listed, so I didn’t attach those). These curricular changes basically feature new classes
designed specifically for the academic program and the current needs of its students, and displace
classes from other academic areas (Literature, Professional Writing, and Composition and Rhetoric, to
be specific). This is true of the curricular changes in English Education, Professional Writing,
Composition and Rhetoric, and Creative Writing.

Assessment: Technical & Professional Writing
3. Summary of Assessment Timeline
Our faculty agreed to evaluate ENG 422 portfolios as our first wave of program assessment.
Portfolios will be evaluated each semester, with three faculty members (on a rotational basis)
evaluating every fourth student on the ENG 422 roster. The team that evaluated portfolios in
May will not be able to meet to discuss ratings until August; we believe we need to discuss
results before we disseminate them. In general, the evaluators were pleased with the rubric we
had decided to use and in general were pleased with the students’ work (rating almost all aspects
Proficient or Moderately Proficient). When we meet this fall, we will consider grades from this
spring’s classes (ENG 321, 373, 377, 421, 574) and surveys from spring and summer interns as
well as possible refinements to the assessment plan and the portfolio rubric.
4. Changes (in Progress or Anticipated) Based on Assessment Results
We have created a rubric to evaluate sample ENG 422 portfolios and have also developed a
process by which the portfolios can be evaluated in a manner that is not too labor-intensive for
the faculty but gives a fair and accurate snapshot of work from our program. We cannot meet
until August to discuss the first round of these ratings (ENG 422 has not been offered in the fall,
and portfolios came in at the end of the spring semester). TPW faculty will meet the week before
classes begin to discuss assessment results and program changes planned in response to
assessment and the consultant’s report. At this time it is too early to make sweeping changes
based on assessment, but student portfolios have made us realize the need to emphasize the
importance of professional layout and design in all assignments, and student feedback has us
considering ways to increase students’ proficiency with InDesign software. Student and
consultant feedback have also made us anticipate making curricular changes that will strengthen
our program and our students’ marketable skills; we will continue that discussion in August.

