
 

 
 

Academic Program Assessment Report Template 

Instructions:  This template is a running document of each annual Academic Program Assessment Report due to the department chairs and Provost the last Friday in 
October. The final report in the document should be the official report of the year of the full Program Review. All reports below use the same report template. If the 
report is the Program Review year, please indicate it next to “Program Review Year.” 

 
Department: Education            

Academic Program Evaluated:  Literacy           Program Review Year: FA16  

 Year 1 Academic Year: 
2015-2016 

Year 2 Academic Year: 
2016-2017 

Year 3 Academic Year: 
2017-2018 

Year 4 Academic Year: 

Faculty members 
involved in this 
assessment process: 
(List all faculty members who 
participated: program 
coordinator, reviewers, 
committee members, etc.) 

 

Dr. Shonna Crawford  
Dr. Becky Huechteman  
Dr. Matt Stringer    
Dr. Susan Langston    
Amy Bolinger   
Emily Hartman 

Dr. Shonna Crawford  
Dr. Becky Huechteman  
Dr. Matt Stringer    
Dr. Susan Langston    
Amy Bolinger   
Emily Hartman 

Dr. Shonna Crawford  
Dr. Andrea Hughes 
Dr. Matt Stringer    
Dr. Susan Langston    
Dr. Kelly Sutherland 
Dr. Fred Drake 

Dr. Shonna Crawford  
Dr. Andrea Hughes 
Dr. Matt Stringer    
Dr. Susan Langston    
Dr. Kelly Sutherland 
Dr. Fred Drake 

Number of students in 
sample: (If known, supply 
the number of students in 
each class/year who were 
used in the assessment 
report.) 

 

2004-2006: 6  
2007: 2  
2008: 2  
2009: 5  
2010: 8  
2011: 7  
2012: 7  
2013: 7  

First Year: 5 
Second Year: 11 
 

First Year: 6 
Second Year: 5 
 

First Year: 7 
Second Year: 6 
 



2014: 7  
2015: 5  
2016: 11  
 

Instrument(s) used in 
assessment: (List the 
exams, standardized tests, 
portfolios, etc. that were used 
in the assessment process.) 

 

Practicum Literacy Lab 
See Appendix A 

Practicum Literacy Lab 
See Appendix A 

Practicum Literacy Lab 
See Appendix A 

Practicum Literacy Lab 
See Appendix A 

Additional Data: (List any 
additional information/data 
that informed this report.) 

    

Methodology: (Explain 
the method of data collection 
and the data analysis 
process.) 

 

Six hours of reading 
practicum must be 
completed in order for our 
students to receive a 
certificate for K-12 Reading 
Specialist in the state of 
Missouri. These practicum 
hours are evaluated using 
criteria in alignment with 
the Program Learning 
Outcomes for the Master of 
Education in Literacy 
program. Each Learning 
Outcome is defined through 
36 competencies and rated 
on a sliding 1, 2, 3 scale from 
unsatisfactory to proficient. 
The program coordinator 
and former program 
coordinator (now professor 
emeritus serving as adjunct) 
complete all of the 
observations and 

Six hours of reading 
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students to receive a 
certificate for K-12 Reading 
Specialist in the state of 
Missouri. These practicum 
hours are evaluated using 
criteria in alignment with 
the Program Learning 
Outcomes for the Master of 
Education in Literacy 
program. Each Learning 
Outcome is defined through 
36 competencies and rated 
on a sliding 1, 2, 3 scale from 
unsatisfactory to proficient. 
The program coordinator 
and former program 
coordinator (now professor 
emeritus serving as adjunct) 
complete all of the 
observations and 

Six hours of reading 
practicum must be 
completed in order for our 
students to receive a 
certificate for K-12 Reading 
Specialist in the state of 
Missouri. These practicum 
hours are evaluated using 
criteria in alignment with 
the Program Learning 
Outcomes for the Master of 
Education in Literacy 
program. Each Learning 
Outcome is defined through 
36 competencies and rated 
on a sliding 1, 2, 3 scale from 
unsatisfactory to proficient. 
The program coordinator 
and former program 
coordinator (now professor 
emeritus serving as adjunct) 
complete all of the 
observations and 

Six hours of reading 
practicum must be 
completed in order for our 
students to receive a 
certificate for K-12 Reading 
Specialist in the state of 
Missouri. These practicum 
hours are evaluated using 
criteria in alignment with 
the Program Learning 
Outcomes for the Master of 
Education in Literacy 
program. Each Learning 
Outcome is defined through 
36 competencies and rated 
on a sliding 1, 2, 3 scale from 
unsatisfactory to proficient. 
The program coordinator 
and former program 
coordinator (now professor 
emeritus serving as adjunct) 
complete all of the 
observations and 



evaluations evaluations evaluations evaluations 
Results of 
Assessment: (List the 
findings in summary format 
as narrative.) 

 

Graduate Reading Practicum 
Comparison Chart 
See Appendix B 

Graduate Reading Practicum 
Comparison Chart 
See Appendix B 

Graduate Reading Practicum 
Comparison Chart 
See Appendix B 

Graduate Reading Practicum 
Comparison Chart 
See Appendix B 

Data: (Provide the graphs, 
charts, etc. that were used to 
show data results. Do not 
include the actual data.) 

 

See appendix See appendix See appendix See appendix 

Strengths: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
strengths that currently exist 
in the academic program.) 

 

Students consistently 
demonstrate strong 
foundational knowledge. 
This demonstrates our 
strong core of courses taught 
by Evangel Education 
Department Faculty and 
knowledgeable adjuncts 
working currently in the 
field of literacy in area 
school districts. Our 
students also demonstrate a 
strong understanding of 
assessment and evaluation. 
Again, in our courses we 
model for students a variety 
of ways to assess various 
aspects of literacy using 
multiple measures of 
observation. We will 
continue to provide this 
strong foundation in our 
course work.  
 
 

Students consistently 
demonstrate strong 
foundational knowledge. 
This demonstrates our 
strong core of courses taught 
by Evangel Education 
Department Faculty and 
knowledgeable adjuncts 
working currently in the 
field of literacy in area 
school districts. Our 
students also demonstrate a 
strong understanding of 
assessment and evaluation. 
Again, in our courses we 
model for students a variety 
of ways to assess various 
aspects of literacy using 
multiple measures of 
observation. We will 
continue to provide this 
strong foundation in our 
course work. New lesson 
plan templates are helping 
provide consistent literacy 

Students consistently 
demonstrate strong 
foundational knowledge. 
This demonstrates our 
strong core of courses taught 
by Evangel Education 
Department Faculty and 
knowledgeable adjuncts 
working currently in the 
field of literacy in area 
school districts. Our 
students also demonstrate a 
strong understanding of 
assessment and evaluation. 
Again, in our courses we 
model for students a variety 
of ways to assess various 
aspects of literacy using 
multiple measures of 
observation. We will 
continue to provide this 
strong foundation in our 
course work. Literacy Lab 
enrollment for K-12 
students is 65 total students. 

Students consistently 
demonstrate strong 
foundational knowledge. 
This demonstrates our 
strong core of courses taught 
by Evangel Education 
Department Faculty and 
knowledgeable adjuncts 
working currently in the 
field of literacy in area 
school districts. Our 
students also demonstrate a 
strong understanding of 
assessment and evaluation. 
Again, in our courses we 
model for students a variety 
of ways to assess various 
aspects of literacy using 
multiple measures of 
observation. We will 
continue to provide this 
strong foundation in our 
course work. We are 
learning to do this in a now 
100% online program that is 



lab experiences as well as 
boosting achievement. 

A record in reaching 
students in our community. 
We now include small 
groups as well as one-on-one 
sessions to help our 
graduate students 
experience “reading 
specialist” type groups and 
tutoring. 
 

 

meeting the needs of busy 
teachers and those who live 
too far from campus to 
attend in person.  
 
 

Areas in need of 
improvement: (From the 
findings, list the areas of 
weakness(s) that currently 
exist in the academic 
program.) 

 

In 2013 we noted a 
significant drop in 
proficiency more 
prominently in the areas of: 
Curriculum & Instruction, 
Diversity, and literate 
Environment. We also noted 
a lack of beneficial practicum 
placements due to summer 
school shifts in 
topic/emphasis within 
districts in our area and also 
limited availability of 
reading specialists during 
the summer months when 
our students (full time 
teachers) are available to 
complete practicum hours. 
Looking at our most recent 
data from 2016 it seems that 
students need more support 
with curriculum & 
instruction.  
 

We can serve more K-12 
students through Literacy 
Lab even with our modest 
enrollment by serving 
small groups of students 
along with one-on-one 
tutoring sessions. This is 
something we can try next 
summer. It will also 
provide additional ways 
for our students to be 
assessed in their Literacy 
Lab work. 

Not all students are 
available to come to 
seated classes online. By 
taking our program 100% 
online, we will be able to 
accommodate more 
students’ schedules.  

We need to improve 
communication flow with 
our students now that we 
are 100% online with our 
coursework. We will work 
next year with our CAGS 
team to prepare ongoing 
and helpful 
communication to our 
prospective and current 
students. 



 
  



Year 1: 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
Adjust content of REG 611: 
Individual Assessment-
Intellectual to focus 
specifically on using literacy 
assessment to inform 
curriculum and instruction. 

  

Adjust practicum (Literacy 
Lab) structure to include 
sample lesson plans to guide 
curriculum and instruction 
with students.  

  

 
Year 1: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

In 2013 we noted a 
significant drop in 
proficiency more 
prominently in the areas of 
Curriculum and & 
Instruction, Diversity, and 
Literate Environment. This 
drop in performance from 
our students coupled with a 
lack of beneficial practicum 

 



placements due to summer 
school shifts in 
topic/emphasis and limited 
availability or reading 
specialists led us to seek out 
other options for the 
practicum experience. After 
attending the international 
conference for Literacy 
Research Association, the 
director connected with 
other Literacy professors 
from universities around the 
US who hosted a Literacy 
Lab/Reading Clinic on their 
campuses. Thus, in 2014 
Evangel’s Literacy Lab was 
born and we began serving 
1st-12th grade students in 
our community free of 
charge! We have since seen 
an increase in enrollment in 
the program and have 
increased student 
performance because of our 
Literacy Lab practicum on 
our campus where students 
are able to receive direct 
feedback and support from 
professors in an on-going 
way. The Literacy Lab has 
also increased collaboration 
with peers as our students 



can interact between each 
tutoring session to problem-
solve, share needs, and plan 
instructions for their 
students. The Literacy Lab is 
on way we have used 
assessment of our Leering 
Outcomes to make positive 
change for students in our 
Master of Education in 
Literacy program! 
An adjunct professor who 
serves Springfield Public 
Schools as a Title 1 director 
is going to teach RDG 611 
Spring 2017. She is currently 
revising the syllabus and 
course structure to more 
closely align with the 
literacy program learning 
outcomes including more 
support for our graduate 
students as they look at 
assessment data and make 
curriculum and instructional 
decisions for their students.  

 

A graduate assistant is 
working on crating 
templates for lesson 
planning that guide 
curriculum and instruction 
in our Literacy Lab. These 
will be ready for our next 

 



Literacy Lab in the summer 
of 2017.  
In 2016 we began collecting 
a self0assessment form from 
each of our students based 
on a reflection on their 
Literacy Lab work with 
students. We also began 
compiling this data.  

 

 
Year 2: 2016-2017 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
Reach students more 
effectively with lesson plan 
templates 

Summer 2017 Dr. Shonna Crawford 
Mrs. Amy Bolinger 

   
   

 
Year 2: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

Utilized lesson plan 
templates and noted student 
achievement gains 

Summer 2017 

  
  



 
 
 
 
Year 3: 2017-2018 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 
Move to 100% online 
courses in the 2 year cohort 

Begin Spring 2019 Dr. Shonna Crawford 

   
   

 
Year 3: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

CAGS approved of 100% 
online program 

Spring 2019 

  
  

 

 
Year 4: 2018-2019 
 
Plans for improvement: (Provide the improvement plan, when it will be implemented, and person who will administer the improvement plan.) 

 
 

Plan for Improvement Timeline Responsible Person 



Increase enrollment Spring 2019 Dr. Shonna Crawford 
Improve quality of online 
courses 

Spring 2019 Dr. Shonna Crawford 

   
 
Year 4: 
 
Improvements made: (List completed improvement plans and dates of actual implementation.) 

  
Improvement Plan Implementation Date 

Built courses to begin 100% 
online cohort 

Spring 2019 

Increased enrollment [1 new 
student in Fall 2018, 6 new 
students in Spring 2019] 

Spring 2019 

  

 
 
 

  



Appendix A: 
 

Literacy Lab Practicum 
Assessment What is evaluated: 

Program Learning 
Outcomes 

When 
Administered 

Analysis of 
fairness, 
consistency 
and 
accuracy 

Criteria Schedule for 
Review 

Initial Programs - Candidate 
Practicum 
(Literacy Lab) 

I. Foundational Knowledge: 
Candidates understand the 
theoretical and evidence-based 
foundations of reading and 
writing processes and instruction. 

II. Curriculum and Instruction: 
Candidates use instructional 
approaches, materials, and an 
integrated, comprehensive, 
balanced curriculum to support 
student learning in reading and 
writing.  

III.  Assessment and Evaluation: 
Candidates use a variety of 
assessment tools and practices to 
plan and evaluate effective 
reading and writing instruction.  

IV.  Diversity: Candidates create and 
engage their students in literacy 
practices that develop awareness, 
understanding, respect, and a 
valuing of differences in our 
society. 

V. Literate Environment: 

Mid-Program and 
End of Program 

Interrater 
reliability 
through 
discussion and 
comparison 
between the two 
professors 
conducting 
evaluations 

95% of students 
proficient in all 
competencies 

Each fall 
semester the 
Program 
Coordinator and 
team will review 
the data from 
the summer 
practicum 
(Literacy Lab).  



Candidates create a literate 
environment that fosters reading 
and writing by integrating 
foundational knowledge, 
instructional practices, 
approaches and methods, 
curriculum materials, and the 
appropriate use of assessment.  

VI. Professional Learning and 
Leadership: Candidates 
recognize the importance of, 
demonstrate, and facilitate 
professional learning and 
leadership as a career-long effort 
and responsibility.  

 
  



Appendix B: 
 
Graduate Reading Practicum Comparison Chart 

Competencies 
2004-2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2014 2015 2016 

P E P E P E P E P E P E P E P E P E P E 

Knowledge 95% 5%   100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Individual 
Differences 

89% 11%   100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Instruction & 
Assessment 

100% 0%   
100% 

 
0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Word 
Identification & 

Vocabulary 
84% 16%   100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Comprehension 93% 7%   95% 5% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Writing 100% 0%   93% 7% 88% 12% 100% 0%           

Assessment 89% 11%   100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Communication 89% 11%   100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Curriculum 100% 0%   100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0%           

Foundational 
Knowledge 

          100% 0% 96% 4% 100% 0% 100% 0% 95% 5% 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

          100% 0% 100% 0% 90% 10% 90% 10% 95% 5% 

Assessment & 
Evaluation 

          100% 0% 100% 0% 86% 14% 97% 3% 100% 0% 

Diversity           100% 0% 100% 0% 86% 14% 95% 5% 95% 5% 

Literate 
Environment 

          100% 0% 100% 0% 89% 11% 97% 3% 97% 3% 

Professional 
Learning & 
Leadership 

          100% 0% 100% 0% 93% 7% 100% 0% N/A N/A 

 


