[image: image1.png][DAEMEN]



      
Core Curriculum Assessment Report

Final
Approved by CAC 10/03/2008
Spring 2008 Pilot Project:  Evaluating CMP 101 Research Papers and Writing Intensive Course Papers with the Daemen College Writing Rubric
Learning Objective for Core Communication Competency: 
Students will be able to write and speak to specific purposes, audiences and contexts. 
Learning Objectives for Composition 101:  In their writing, students will demonstrate unity (present and support a thesis or problem statement throughout a paper), coherence, appropriate grammar, diction, tone and voice.  In addition, students will demonstrate research and information literacy when using and documenting sources.
I. Writing Evaluation Project Overview and Methodology
Overview: The Daemen Core Assessment Plan calls for the use of existing student course work in assessment.  Spring 2008 marked the third year of a writing evaluation project in which a group of faculty used the Daemen College Writing Rubric to evaluate existing student writing samples.  
Core Assessment Project faculty, Karl Terryberry, and Shirley Peterson have continued to revise the Daemen College Writing Rubric, taking into account the five main learning objectives of Composition (CMP) 101 and faculty feedback from the pilot evaluation project.  The four levels of the rubric are aligned with general expectations for writing proficiency from incoming students to college graduates.
The 2008 project expanded the work of the prior two years by including for the first time an evaluation of student work from courses with the Writing Intensive (WI) designation, in addition to the evaluation of final research papers from Composition (CMP) 101 courses.  Writing Intensive courses are offered at all levels (100-400), and all have CMP101 as a prerequisite.

Participants: The 2008 evaluation session took place on May 20, from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. in room 107-109 of the Business Building.  The Core Director invited several faculty members from both divisions to serve as evaluators. The following 20 evaluators participated in the session: Melissa Fiori, Greg Ford, Shawn Kelley, Linda Kuechler, Penny Messinger, Bob Morace, Gayle Nason, Bridget Niland, Cheryl Nosek, Shirley Peterson, Brent Robbins, Ron Schenk, Gregg Shutts, Peter Siedlecki, George Siefert, Laura Sommer, Mimi Steadman, Kevin Telford, Karl Terryberry, and Brenda Young. The group represented a variety of departments: Business Administration, English, History and Government, Foreign Language, Physician Assistant, Physical Therapy, Accounting, Visual and Performing Arts, Natural Science, Nursing, Psychology, Social Work, and Philosophy and Religion. 

Preparation: To prepare for the evaluation process, each evaluator received a copy of the rubric and instructions, along with anchor papers that provided examples of the quality of writing expected at each level.  In addition, the session on May 20th began with an orientation including an overview of the Core Assessment Plan by Intisar Hibschweiler, an introduction to rubrics by Mimi Steadman, a summary of the results of and follow up to the May 2007 writing evaluation project by Robert Morace, and an introduction to (or a review of, for some participants) the Daemen Writing Rubric and its application by Karl Terryberry.  In preparation for rating papers, faculty discussed the components of the rubric, viewed sample papers that presented unique problems for evaluation, and completed a practice-rating exercise.  
Collecting Student Writing Samples: One challenge of Core Assessment efforts is the collection of existing student work samples.  Rather than administering a standardized test or requiring students to prepare a writing sample for assessment purposes, the Core Assessment Plan uses work submitted by students in their regular classes. 
For this project, we collected work from CMP 101 and both upper and lower level WI courses.  The Core Director put out a call to both CMP and WI instructors for electronic copies of ungraded writing, along with the assignment instructions.  Instructor and student names are removed from all papers.
With the help of Karl Terryberry, the Core Director collected final research papers from approximately 60% of CMP 101 sections.  In both the 2007 and 2008 project, only papers from Fall CMP sections were used.  From a set of approximately 85 available papers from Fall 2007 CMP 101 classes, 30 papers were randomly selected. Student and instructor names were removed, and the papers were numbered from 1-30 and randomly divided into five sets of six papers each.  Each set of six papers was rated by a pair of faculty evaluators. 
Although there were 17 different Writing Intensive classes offered in Spring  2008, and 32 different WI classes offered in the Fall 2007, fewer WI instructors (roughly 36%) than Composition instructors (60%) offered samples of student work from their classes. The table below indicates the WI course offerings in 2007-08, and the percentage of these sections that provided student work samples.   Although only 36% of the total WI sections offered writing samples, a larger percentage of WI sections at the 300 and 400 level provided papers.  Several of these upper level courses were offered by the English department, whose faculty are more closely involved in the CAP writing evaluation project.
	2007-2008 Daemen Writing Intensive Courses 

that Submitted Student Work Samples

	Semester
	Total WI Courses

Offered
	WI classes at 100-200 level


	100-200 Level WI courses that Submitted Student Work 
	WI classes at 300-400 level
	300-400 Level  WI Courses that Submitted Student Work

	Fall 07  
	32
	10 (31%)
	2 (20%)
	22 (69%)
	8 (36%) 

	Sp 08
	17
	9 (53%)
	3 (33%)
	8   (47%)
	5 (62%)

	Total
	49
	19 (39%)
	5 (26%)
	30 (61%)
	13 (43%)


Sampling Method for Writing Intensive Papers: Using stratified sampling, fifteen papers were selected from the sixty-two papers collected from the five 100-200 level approved WI core courses that submitted student work. Another fifteen papers were selected from 204 papers collected from the thirteen 300-400 level courses that submitted student work.  The papers were numbered from 1-30 and randomly divided into five sets of six papers each.  Each set of six papers was rated by a pair of faculty evaluators.

Rating Process: The faculty raters were divided into 10 pairs.  Five pairs of evaluators rated 30 randomly selected CMP 101 papers, and the other 5 pairs rated 30 randomly selected WI papers.  The raters were informed if their writing samples were from CMP or WI courses, but they did not know if the WI papers were from 100-200 level or from 300-400 level WI courses.  Each of the 60 student papers was scored by two faculty members, who were encouraged to discuss their scoring decisions, as part of the ongoing orientation and calibration process to promote consistent application of the rubric.  To determine the score from the ratings of two evaluators, the following scoring system, was used: 
Daemen College Core Assessment Project: Communication Competency

Scoring Record and Instructions for Writing Evaluation
Scoring instructions:
1. Compare the two scores.

2. If the two scores agree, enter that score in the “final score” box.

3. (Discuss reasons for ratings, and see if discussion results in any changes of opinion by one of the raters.)

4. If the two scores are only one level apart (i.e., 1 and 2, or 2 and 3), average the two scores and enter the average score in the “final score” box.

5. If the two scores are more than one level apart, a third rater is needed.  Please notify Intisar or Mimi that a third rater is needed.

If a third rater is brought in:
Compare the three scores.

If two scores agree, enter that score in the “final score” box.

If the three scores are different, use the middle score, or call for Karl or Bob for further discussion.

	Student Paper

Number
	Rater 1 

Overall

Score


	Rater 2 

Overall

Score
	Rater 3

Overall

Score

(only if needed)
	Final 

Score

	
	
	
	
	


II. Findings
Scoring Consistency: The consistency of ratings across evaluators has improved over the first three years of the writing evaluation project.  Even with the introduction of WI intensive papers to the evaluation process in 2008, inter-rater consistency was high among those evaluating WI papers.  Increased consistency is likely a result of continued clarification and refinement of the Writing Rubric, increased orientation, calibration, and practice in the scoring process, and the continued involvement of a cadre of experienced evaluators.  Table 1 and Graph 1 below illustrate this trend.

	Table 1a. Consistency in Ratings of same student papers
by two evaluators: CMP 101

	
	Both faculty rated paper the same
	Scores differed by one level
	Scores differed by two levels
	Scores differed by three levels

	2007-08 (30 CMP papers)

	Number 
	30
	0
	0
	0

	Percent
	100
	0
	0
	0

	2006-07  (40 CMP papers)

	Number 
	32
	7
	1
	0

	Percent
	80
	17.5
	2.5
	0

	2005-06  (26  CMP papers)

	Number
	9
	13
	4
	0

	Percent
	34.6
	50
	15.4
	0

	2007-08  (30 WI Papers)

	Number 
	23
	7
	0
	0

	Percent
	76%
	24%
	0
	0


Graph 1:  Consistency of Faculty Ratings of CMP Papers Before (2006) & After (2007 and 2008) Rubric Orientation and Experience
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 At the 2008 evaluation session, faculty were asked to keep track of the scores they assigned on each dimension of good writing (unity, grammar, voice, etc.), and to compare these results with their partner’s scores.  This addition to the scoring process was in part, an enhancement to calibration for inter-rater reliability.  In addition, tracking scores on each dimension was an attempt to determine if students showed particular areas of weakness in one or more dimensions of writing, to help target skills in need of intervention.  See the 2007-08 English Department assessment report for a summary of the dimension-specific ratings.

Ratings of Student Writing Samples: The table and graph below summarize the results of the evaluation of student work samples from Composition and Writing Intensive courses using the Daemen College Writing Rubric.  
	Table 2a. Student Scores on CMP 101 Research Papers

	Score Level:
	Level 1

(1 or 1.5)
	Level 2

(2 or 2.5)
	Level 3

(3 or 3.5)
	Level 4

(4)
	Total

	Description of Rubric Level
	Meets expectations of an incoming student
	Meets expectations of a first year student

who has completed 

CMP 101
	Meets expectations of an upper-classman’s writing
	Writing similar to that of a college graduate or professional
	

	2007-08 number(%)
	20 (67%)
	10 (33%)
	0 (0%) 
	0 (0%)
	30

	2006-07 number(%)
	21 (52.5%)
	16 (40%)
	3 (7.5%)
	0 (0%)
	40


Graph 2a: CMP 101 Research Papers: Percentage of Student Scores at Levels 1-4
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In 2008, all CMP papers were scored at either Level 1 (67%) or Level 2 (33%), levels that represent the work of incoming freshmen or students who have completed one semester of college composition course work.   The trend is similar to the 2007 evaluation, but with more students scoring at a Level 1 in 2008.  Note that the 2007 sample included 40 CMP papers, ten more than the 30 papers scored in 2008.
The 2008 evaluation included a sample of 30 Writing Intensive papers, 15 at the 100-200 level and 15 at the 300-400 level.  Evaluators did not know the course level of the WI papers they were rating.  WI papers scores are displayed in the table and graph on the next page.

	Table 3: Student Scores on 2007-2008 Writing Intensive Papers


	Score Level:
	Level 1

(1 or 1.5)
	Level 2

(2 or 2.5)
	Level 3

(3 or 3.5)
	Level 4

(4)
	Total

	Description of Rubric Level
	Meets expectations of an incoming student
	Meets expectations of a first year student

who has completed 

CMP 101
	Meets expectations of an upper-classman’s writing
	Writing similar to that of a college graduate or professional
	

	100-200 Level Courses

	number
	11
	4
	0
	0
	15

	percent
	74%
	26%
	0
	0
	100

	300-400 Level Courses

	number
	5
	9
	1
	0
	30

	percent
	33%
	60%
	7%
	0
	100


Graph 3.  
Level 100-200 WI and Level 300-400 WI Course Papers: 

Percentage of Student Scores at Levels 1-4 
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Overall, the 2008 evaluators reported in the debriefing session that they found the Daemen College Writing Rubric an appropriate tool for evaluating of Writing Intensive papers.  One concern expressed by evaluators was the variety of assignment types represented among the WI samples.  For example, some writing samples were professional letters, others were a collection of short essay responses to a set of questions, while still others were more traditional research papers.   For the 2008 pilot, WI writing samples were randomly selected without a review of the assignment format associated with the sample.  In the future, we will modify the process to collect only those WI papers based on assignments that address the writing criteria outlined in the rubric. 
The results of this WI evaluation pilot project signal that that student writing may improve over the course of their college experience.  Evaluators, who did not know the course level of the papers they were scoring, rated 74% of the 100-200 level course writing samples at a Level 1 and only  33% of the 300-400 level course papers at Level 1.  Sixty percent of 300-400 level WI papers were scored at a Level 2, compared to only 26% of papers from 100-200 level courses.  The implication that student writing skills improve over time at Daemen will be studied further in ongoing writing assessment projects. 
Summary of Findings 
Summary Table for 2007-08 CAP Writing Evaluation:

Percentage of Student Writing Samples 

from CMP 101, 100-200 Level WI Courses, and 300-400 Level WI Courses
Rated at Levels 1-4 on the Daemen Writing Rubric
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In the 2008 evaluation project, 67% of CMP 101 writing samples were rated at a Level 1.  Writing at this level may be characterized as exhibiting frequent grammatical errors, an unclear thesis or purpose, and generic or inappropriate voice and diction. Approximately 33% of the fall 2007 CMP 101 research papers were rated as Level 2, which characterizes a level of writing expected from students who have completed CMP 101.  
In the evaluation of student work from 07-08 WI courses, 74% of the papers from 100 or 200 level WI courses were rated at a Level 1, which represents a greater proportion of Level 1 ratings among the WI papers than the CMP 101 papers (67%).  From the sample of 300-400 level WI courses, 67% of the papers were rated at level 2 or higher, compared to only 33% of 2008 CMP papers, 40% of the 2007 CMP papers, and only 26% of 2008 100-200 Level WI papers.  Despite the concentration of ratings below Level 3, these results nevertheless suggest that students’ written communication skills progress as they move on from introductory level to upper division coursework.  Faculty feedback on an earlier draft of this report, however, indicated a concern that another explanation for higher scores on papers from upper level courses is that those students with weaker skills may leave the college, resulting in a stronger sample in upper level courses.  To address this possibility, faculty recommended additional assessment efforts that track the same students over time.
Rubric revisions, ongoing evaluator experience, and an enhanced practice scoring process have resulted in more consistent scoring across raters.  In the 2008 expanded project 100% of CMP 101 papers received the same score from two evaluators, as compared to 80% in 2007 and only 34.6% in 2006.  Next year, in the 2008-09 Core Assessment Writing Evaluation Project, we will continue to assess work from both CMP and WI courses, involving multiple faculty members from both divisions in the scoring process.  A focus of core assessment efforts in 2009 will be an exploration of changes in writing proficiency over the course of students’ college career.
III. Recommendations


The following is a brief summary of recommendations that emerged from evaluation debriefing session, and were circulated via email for participant feedback.

1. Emphasize the criteria for good writing in all Daemen programs and Core courses, with or without a Writing Intensive designation.  Continue to share the writing rubric with faculty and students to encourage writing and writing assessment that are aligned with Daemen College learning objectives for written communication.
2. Emphasize writing in all first year Learning Communities and encourage faculty to review writing criteria for students to make explicit expectations for college level writing.
3. Continue to investigate strategies, such as additional or revised writing courses, to improve student writing.  One fifteen week composition course may not be sufficient to develop students’ writing to a desired level of proficiency.  
4. Track and evaluate outcomes of pilot project involving new models of composition instruction conducted by the English Department.

5. Invest in on-line writing resources for students and faculty, including enhanced access to the current On-line Writing Lab (OWL). 

6. Improve access to student writing samples, and simplify the process of submitting student work for participating CMP and WI faculty.  Electronic student portfolios are one possible mechanism to facilitate data collection and enhance access to student work.
7. Continue the Core Assessment Project using the Daemen College Writing Rubric to evaluate student writing samples from similar assignments at different stages in students’ college career.  
8. After three years of data collection, review data analysis to set a standard for student proficiency.  For example, what percentage of Daemen students should be at a level 2 or higher after freshmen year, and upon graduation?
	Appendix A: Daemen College Writing Assessment Rubric         
For each dimension of student writing (unity, coherence, etc.), please circle below the descriptor at the level that best represents this student’s work.

	Level 4 – The paper  indicates that the author exhibits all of the following principles of writing: (Meets expectations equal to a professional or college graduate)
	Level 3 – The paper  indicates that the author does all of the following: (Meets expectations of an upper-classman’s writing level)

	□
	Unity: Thesis or purpose is clearly stated and supported in body of paper by a variety of relevant facts, examples, and illustrations from experience, references to related readings, examples, detail.


	□
	Unity: Thesis or purpose is presented and well supported in body of paper by facts, examples, and illustrations from experience, references to related readings, examples, detail.

	□
	Coherence: Major points are organized and divided into paragraphs and signaled by use of transitions and sentence variety. Introduction and conclusion effectively related to the whole. 
	□
	Coherence: Most major points are organized and divided into paragraphs and signaled by use of logical transitions and consistent sentence variety. Introduction and conclusion effectively related to the whole.

	□
	Voice, Diction, and Tone are consistent and appropriate to the college-level audience.
	□
	Voice, Diction, and Tone are consistent and appropriate to a college-level audience although somewhat generic or predictable in places.

	□
	Few, if any, minor errors in sentence construction, usage, grammar, punctuation, or mechanics.


	□
	Minor or major errors in sentence construction, grammar, punctuation, usage, or mechanics do not detract from the essay’s mission or create obstacles for the reader.


	□
	Research and Info Literacy: Source material is incorporated logically and insightfully, and sources are documented fully and accurately.
	□
	Research and Info Literacy: Source material is incorporated logically, but in some cases, may create disconnectedness. Sources are documented accurately.

	□
	
	□
	

	Level 2 – The paper  indicates that the author does all of the following: (Meets expectations of a first-year college student)
	Level 1 – The paper indicates that the author does many or all of the following: (Does not meet expectations of a first-year college student)

	□
	Unity: Thesis or purpose is clearly or implicitly stated and topic is partially limited. Thesis or purpose is minimally supported in body of paper by facts, examples, and details. 


	□
	Thesis or purpose is unclear and/or inadequately supported in body of paper by few facts, examples, details. More than one paragraph with inadequate support. 

	□
	Coherence: Essay is generally organized with major points divided into paragraphs and signaled by use of logic and transitions. Sentence variety is limited and monotonous. Introduction and conclusion are somewhat effective.
	□
	Coherence: Only some major points are organized and/or set off by paragraph. Transitions are abrupt, illogical, and weak. Sentence variation is limited and monotonous. Introduction and conclusion may be lacking, misdirected, or ineffective.

	□
	Voice, Diction, and Tone are adequate although often generic or predictable, informal, and conversational.
	□
	Voice and Tone noticeably generic or inappropriate (e.g. first person narrative may predominate in an analysis assignment). Diction dominated by conversational language/slang or inaccuracies.

	□
	Errors in sentence structure, usage, grammar, punctuation, and mechanics do not interfere with writer’s ability to communicate the purpose but present obstacles.
	□
	Consistent major and minor errors in sentence construction, grammar, punctuation, usage, or mechanics that disrupt the writer’s ability to communicate the purpose.

	□
	Research and Info Literacy: Source material is incorporated adequately and usually is documented accurately.  
	□
	Research and Info Literacy: Source material incorporated but sometimes inappropriately or unclearly, creating coherence breaks. Documentation is accurate occasionally. 

	□
	Developed by Dr. Karl Terryberry
	□
	Revised Draft:  Spring 2008  


Appendix A2: Background Information on the Daemen College Writing Assessment Rubric

Daemen Core Communication Competency:

Students will be able to write and speak to specific purposes, audiences and contexts.
The Daemen College Writing Assessment Rubric aims to assess the five core objectives of students’ writing addressed in CMP 101:


Unity: Thesis, purpose, or argument is presented and supported throughout the paper.

Coherence: The paper is organized and controlled by the writer with consistent thought patterns that meet the expectations of the reader.

Grammar and Formalities: Major grammar problems (S-V disagreement, run-on sentences, comma splices, and sentence fragments); Minor – parallel structure, dangling modifiers, noun-pronoun disagreement, etc. Rules of punctuation and mechanics. Correct usage of words.

Diction, Tone, Voice: Professional and not informal or conversational

Research and Information Literacy: Sources are professional and not popular; documentation demonstrates an ability to avoid plagiarism and credit sources; Documentation meets standards set by APA, MLA, AMA, or other appropriate disciplinary guidelines.
The rubric scale (1 – 4) indicates the following:


4 = Student demonstrates the expertise of a professional or college graduate


3 = Student demonstrates writing competency of a college-educated writer (an upper-classman)

2 = Student demonstrates writing competency expected of a first-year student who has completed CMP 101

1 = Student demonstrates an ability expected of incoming students or someone not prepared for college-level writing.

The Daemen College Writing Assessment Rubric encourages faculty/assessors to apply a sense of professional judgment to all papers in this process. An essay written in incomplete sentences obviously cannot receive a score that indicates competency, but a paper that commits a few grammatical errors can indicate competency if the errors do not interfere with the writer’s ability to communicate the message. While a plagiarized paper could be rated high in the categories of unity, coherence, and grammar, it would ultimately fail. 

Ultimately, your professional judgment is needed to gauge the types of mistakes that damage the paper and to what extent and weigh those against the strengths of the paper. The scoring system (1-4) should help us gauge our writers’ abilities for this CAP evaluation project, as we are concerned here not with the varying levels among Daemen’s first-year writers but with gauging their abilities compared to incoming students, upper-classmen, or graduates.
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