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1. Librarians doing instruction in Assessment Project:

Kitty Mackey
2. List the classes/instructors incorporating assessment:  
(circle the classes w/ instructors you have not worked with before)
Biology 104, Rebecca Martin
Biology 101, Kathleen Perillo

Women’s Studies 101, Shelley Sendak
Plagiarism online module: various collaborators

3. How many students total were involved in instruction:  WS: 57; BIO 104: 36; BIO101: 28; Plagiarism: 245
Assessment Collaborations

(copy this section as needed for each collaboration)
Collaboration #1 – Course: _Women’s Studies 101: Introduction to Women’s Studies_ 

1. Description of the assignment and outcomes for instruction.

From the instructor’s handout: “In this assignment, you will learn how to evaluate information presented to you on the World Wide Web and Internet. The goal is to come up with solid research exploring both sides of an issue of importance to women, so that you can successfully discuss the issue in all its complexity and be able to argue either side.” 
From the librarian’s lesson plan: 

In order to use solid research for the Issues Debate project, students will learn how to locate and evaluate information on the open web. To do this well, students need to know, primarily,

1) how to evaluate information on open web sites

2) how to locate open web sites appropriate to their topic

3) how to distinguish between open web site and online versions of print information

To facilitate learning, students will attend one 50-minute library session that includes hands-on practice evaluating web sites. 

To demonstrate what they have learned, as part of their project requirements, students will complete one “Web Site Evaluation Checklist” for each of six web sites. 

To determine if students have met outcomes, the librarian and faculty will rate the value of the web sites using a collaboratively-designed rubric. Measurement: For 80% of students, 80% of web sites will be credible, OR, students will recognize and articulate criteria that make a site they list untrustworthy.

2.
How and what evidence did you gather?
Students completed one “Web Site Evaluation Checklist” for each of six web sites they were required to use. (They also completed a short feedback at the end of the library session.)
3.
How did it go?  What did students really “get or not get?”
At first glance, the rubric looks like students “got it:”
92% - site is original open web information (outcome #1)

94% - site is credible, or students clearly articulated why it was not (outcome #1)
4.
What did the assessment results tell you?  Because of the assessment, are you going to change 
anything?
What the faculty member and I learned quickly is that we failed to make a distinction between credible sites and sites and appropriate sites. Students can check off boxes on the web site evaluation sheet without having to think much about the site. We learned that we need to norm our rubric criteria. After looking over the sites that students chose, we decided that next time she would have students use a ranking system in addition to a checklist, i.e. students would have to rank sites as good, better, or best, and explain why. The instructor also planned to spend a class session before the library session discussing logic, critical thinking, and statistics. 
Although Ms. Sendak has moved on to another school, I am following through with what we learned. I presented this information during Fall Focus on Assessment (Clark College In-Service), and have had several faculty express interest (and two follow through) with doing similar activities in their classes. 
5. What feedback did you get from the faculty member you worked with?

The instructor felt that the experience was valuable and worth the time. She said that she enjoyed having a librarian participate in the class (I attended the oral presentations at the end of the quarter). 
Collaboration #2 – Course: Biology 104: General Biology 
1.
Description of the assignment and outcomes for instruction.

The assignment required students to locate a health- or science-related article in a popular magazine and find a corresponding article in a peer-reiewed scientific journal. Students then completed a report that inculded a comparison of the two articles. 

 The instructor, Rebecca Martin, provided summary of the assessment for this class for both Winter Quarter 2006 and Spring Quarter 2006. 
Outcome for assignment:

Science Outcome: Acquire scientific information from appropriate sources
 Also library information literacy outcome: Evaluates quality and usefulness of information
Specific outcomes for instruction session

In order to complete the Article Comparison assignment: 

· Students will be able to recognize the difference between popular press articoes and primary scientific articles.

· Students will be able to locate articles.

The librarian designed follow-up questions that students completed after they had turned in their assignment.
2.
How and what evidence did you gather?

From Rebecca: 
Assessment:  Students were given a list of resources from a web search engine and from an article database (proquest), using the same search terms.  Students were asked to identify the 3 sources they would try first from each type of search and why.  They were also asked to identify which they would not select and why.  Students identified the sources that were scientific articles and were asked to describe their next steps to learn more about the topic.  This assessment followed completion of a graded assignment where students found a primary scientific article.  The librarians were involved in this instruction.  Therefore, this assessment looked at the students’ ability to apply what they had learned from the assignment and provided information to both the librarians and the biology instructor.

Adjustments from Winter quarter instruction and assessment:

Based on the results of the winter quarter assessment, changes were made to the type and frequency of instruction provided to the students in general biology.  The librarians designed a more applied lab time in the library session.  The instructor had students use the computer during conference sessions to compare web sites on a topic and discuss web site reliability as well as locate scientific research articles through the library database.  The students also reviewed a primary article in class and identified the key features, including identifying the experimental design and hypothesis for the research from the publication.  Expectations for student performance were lowered slightly due to the wide range of skill demonstrated during the pilot assessment in the winter.

Sample size = 36

Criteria:

#1.  85% of students will appropriately identify unreliable or inappropriate sources

#2. 70% of students will identify scientific literature accurately

#3.  85% of students will select relevant sources because of their reliability

#4. 85% of students will identify sources not to use because of their unreliability

#5. 85% of students will identify appropriate next steps to research the topic

From Kitty:
Summary of responses to follow-up questions (sample size: 45)
· 33% of students were able to correctly identify three characteristics of a peer-reviewed article; 8% identified two.
· 35% of students were unable to list any characteristics of a peer-reviewed article

· 78% of students indicated “ I found a popular article with a reference to a scientific journal article, and I was able to locate the full-text of the article easily.” 

· 40% of students sought help from a reference librarian to complete the assignment.

3.
How did it go?  What did students really “get or not get?”

From Rebecca:

Criteria #1. & #3. & #4 [refer to criteria above].  Students identified 6 web pages and 6 articles as reliable consistently from the lists (70% of the selections were the same).  During the winter quarter, the selections were more widespread (only 40% were the same).  This demonstrates more consistency in student evaluation of reliable web pages.  Students cited reasons for selecting the web sites as reliable based on the presence of key words, the author of the site as a credible professional or known medical research resource.  Students selected the articles citing reliability due to the journal name or the authors 100% of the time. 

Unreliable sources were identified as ads, poor sources, or not relevant to the search topic 100% of the time.

Criteria #2. Students identified primary scientific literature on the lists they were given.  19% successfully identified all of the sources and an additional 25% were able to identify at least half of the scientific literature.  However 42% were not able to identify primary sources or did so incorrectly.

Criteria #5. The students identified the following next steps to researching the topic:

Use new/refined search terms based on the first round of sources 
33%



Search the citations of the sources they identified in this exercise  
58%



Read the articles they selected off of the lists



 9%

The significant change between quarters for this portion of the assessment is the students’ recognition that the citations in their sources can be good references for further information.

From Kitty
The responses on the feedback were lower than expected. Only 41% of students could identify two or three characteristics of a peer-reviewed article, far short of Rebecca’s criteria #2  (70% of students will identify scientific literature accurately). We may  need to look for a better mechanism for administering the feedback questions, or, as Rebecca suggests,  these concepts need to be reinforced throughout the quarter. 

4.
What did the assessment results tell you?  Because of the assessment, are you going to change anything?

From Rebecca: 
Next steps:  Based on the assessment, it appears that students respond well to more consistent instruction on scientific information literacy throughout the quarter.  In the spring they demonstrated more consistency in identifying reliable sources from the web and an article database.  A weakness remains that, as introductory students, they are not consistently able to identify primary research from a search list.  The instructors for this course are currently rethinking how much of a priority this should be for our class and our students.

From Kitty

When asked about the usefulness of the library session and their preference for type of instruction (demo only, demo with hand-on, worksheet, etc) student responses were evenly split. I plan to continue exploring new ways to make these sessions more-student centered while improving on the outcomes. 
5.
What feedback did you get from the faculty member you worked with?

From Rebecca:

 It has been extremely beneficial to work with the librarians on this project.  The student gains learning the outcome measured is due, at least in part, to our collaborative effort.

From Kitty

Because Rebecca is so knowledgeable in outcomes assessment, this collaboration has been extremely useful in moving forward with our assessment goals. Rebecca is a role model for incorporating IL assessment into existing assignments.  
Collaboration #3 – Course: Biology 101: Environmental Biology
1.
Description of the assignment and outcomes for instruction.

Assignment: Teams of 3 or 4 students work together on an environmental topic. Teams will compile a bibliography of 10 credible sources (one must be from a scholarly journal). Teams also prepare an abstract and a group presentation. 

In order to provide informative presentations on their topics, students will be able to locate and recognize credible information sources.

To do this well, students need to know:

· how to evaluate information, especially web sites

· how to identify scholarly journal articles 

· how to access the library’s catalog and databases

· how to locate useful information in the library’s reference collection

To facilitate the learning, students will attend two library sessions and work with their group members through the library lab exercise. The librarian provides 10-15 minutes of overview, then the librarian and instructor assist groups individually. The instructor collects the lab exercises and provides feedback to students.

To demonstrate what they have learned, students will turn in a bibliography of sources as part of their group presentation.

To determine if the student has met the outcome:

· the librarian/instructor will evaluate the credibility/usefulness of the souces used in the bibliography

· For 80% of the students, 90% of the citations will be from credible, relevant sources, including: scholarly journal articles, academic books, relevant newspaper/magazine articles, and web sites. 

· One of the ten sources must be from a scholarly journal

· During the Q&A portion of the group presentations, students will be able to provide source information for one piece of information included in their presentation. 

· During conference with the instructor, students will complete a follow-up survey of their research experience.

· 80% of students will be able to list three criteria for evaluating information

· 80% of students will be able to list three criteria for distinguishing a research article in a scholarly journal from a popular source. 


2.
How and what evidence did you gather?

1. Examination of sources in the bibliography. 

For this initial assessment, I used a simple rubric to rate the sources. Of the 87 sources listed on 9 bibliographies:
	82% (71 sources) credible and appropriate 
	credible and appropriate

	8% (7 sources) 
	credibility shaky (source highly biased, too brief to be useful, or lacking consistent sources)

	10% (9 sources) 
	not credible and/or not appropriate (flawed web sites, K-12 content, wikipedia)




Only 3 of the nine bibliographies included a research article from a scholarly journal. 

2. Results of the follow-up survey

· 46% of students were able to list three criteria for evaluating information. 29% were able to list two criteria. (Total of 75% who could list two or three criteria). 21% failed to list any criteria. 

· 14% of students were able to list three criteria for distinguishing a research article in a scholarly journal from a popular source. Another 32% were able to list two criteria. (Total of 48% who could list two or more criteria). 32% failed to list any criteria. 
3.
How did it go?  What did students really “get or not get?”

If you combine the feedback, where only 32% of students could identify characteristics of a research article in a scholarly journal, with the knowledge that only one-third of the bibliographies included a research article, it’s obvious that this is an area that continues to need work, pedagogically.
That 82% of students used credible and appropriate web sites may indicate that students recognize credible information even if they cannot (or for some reason, are unwilling) to articulate criteria. Because of the topics involved, students relied heavily on government web sites (many were from the EPA) which they may recognize as being “automatically” credible.
4.
What did the assessment results tell you?  Because of the assessment, are you going to change anything?

The librarian and the instructor need to come up with a strategy for helping students locate a research article. Students meet in the library for two lab sessions, so the opportunity exists. Also, I would like for us to collaborative on a single rubric that would meet both our assessment needs. Ideally, the rubric would serve as the instructor’s grading sheet that she could then share with me (and I would not go through the bibliographies separately). 
5. What feedback did you get from the faculty member you worked with?

Kathleen is on sabbatical this quarter and next, but we have collaborated on the library sessions for several years; this is the first time I have formally assessed the Information outcomes. 
Collaboration #4 – Web-Based Tutorial – Plagiarism

1.
Description of the assignment and outcomes for instruction.

Plagiarism: What Clark College Students need to Know is a web-based, interactive tutorial that includes a quiz. The module is based on the English Department Statement on Plagiarism and was developed as a result of discussions and collaborations in four Soup-and-Seminars (faculty seminars) conducted during Fall 2005. For the seminar presentations and follow-up work, Librarian Kitty Mackey collaborated with English Instructor Joe Pitkin, VP of Instruction Ray Korpi, and then-VP of Student Affairs Ted Broussard. The module was developed with the support of an Information Literacy grant from the Library Media Directors Council of Washington State. 

The module was introduced during Fall 2006 in-service and has generated considerable faculty support. As of October 10, 2006, 36 faculty have been added to the “email quiz results” page. Because the “ethical use of information” is one of the library’s outcomes, we maintain a database of emailed results. 

Outcomes identified in the module are: 

students will be able to identify

2.
How and what evidence did you gather?

At the end of week 3, 245 students had taken the quiz and scored as follows:
14/14 (100%) -- 27 students (11%)

13/14 (93%) -- 48 students (20%)

12/14 (86%) -- 68 students (28%)

11/14 (79%) – 49 students (20%)

3.
How did it go?  What did students really “get or not get?”

As with any online module, it’s difficult to assess real learning. Also, students have the option of re-taking the quiz as many times as they choose before submitting a final score. More collaborative assessment with course instructors will be required to determine whether or not the module has an impact on the incidence of plagiarism. 
4.
What did the assessment results tell you?  Because of the assessment, are you going to change anything?

Although we have not articulated specific measurements for this module yet, my initial expectation would be to see 80% of students score 80% or above.  Initial scores are close – 78% have score 79% or above. It’s interesting to note that even though students have the option of re-taking the quiz as many times as they want to improve their score, only 11% settled for a perfect score. 

5. What feedback did you get from the faculty member you worked with?

The plagiarism module is a work in progress. Several faculty have already suggested improvements, some of which I’ve incorporated, others that will  have to wait until breaks between quarters (when the tutorial is offline). One way to track student learning will be to administer a pre-test, and to follow up (collaborating with the instructor) with an authentic assessment at the end of the quarter. 
We also plan to do usability testing for the module during Winter Quarter (our traditional collaboration with GRCP 210 students.)

Overall Learning
1. Give an example from one of your collaborations of something you are going to improve based on the feedback you received (faculty, peer, student work).
Plagiarism module:

· Build in more interactivity

· Build in an opportunity for a pre-test
· Collaborate with instructors to give students a hands-on, written follow-up assessment at the end of the quarter. 

Biology 101 and 104 students

· Explore strategies for helping students learn how to distinguish primary/ research articles in scholarly journals

Women’s Studies

· Explore strategies and activities that provide students with practice evaluating web sites. 

2. How did these activities contribute or connect to your Action Plan?  
· Outcome #2. Teach innovatively and collaboratively in order to increase student learning and success

· Indicator: Provide effective, student-centered instruction to discipline classes and LIBR 105.

· Activity: Develop assessment tools for 2 sessions per quarter. 
· Activity: Library faculty use active learning techniques. 

· Activity: Library faculty craft effective lesson plans. 
· Outcome #5. Assess information outcomes established by the Instruction Department in order to achieve teaching excellence

· Indicator: Design and incorporate integrated assessments into discipline courses 

Next Steps for the Grant:
These are grant deliverables we are working towards this year.  Please keep these things in mind as you plan and give me a sense of where you are and where you could be.
1. Are you currently incorporating authentic assessments in at least 3 academic and professional/technical departments (one of the grant benchmarks)?  Can you over this next year?
Current authentic assessments:

· Biology 101
· Biology 104 

Proposed for Winter 2006:

· Continue work with Plagiarism: collaborate with faculty from two departments. Students will work through Plagiarism module early in the quarter, then complete an authentic assessment at the end of the quarter. Suggested departments: English 102 (Winter 06 instructors: Kate Scrivener, Sandy Woodward, Lynn Nolan, Geneva Chao, Elizabeth Doneley), Alcohol and Chemical Dependency (Marcia Roi)
· Women’s Studies (Dian Ulner) Given a list of sources and a scenario, students will be able to identify and rank from most ( least credible. (proposed)
2. Pre-Tests/Post Tests: The Grant indicates that “student performance will improve from pretest to learning assessments by 40%; discipline faculty will indicate student papers and projects demonstrate improvement by at least 2 points on a 5 point rubric as compared to classes where library instruction was not incorporated.”
If you are continuing these assessment collaborations or beginning new ones, can you build in pre/post testing?  

We are currently not doing any pre-post testing. This is a goal for Winter 2006 or Spring 2006. 
Can you get data from the same classes that are not receiving instruction?

We can but try.

3. Documenting Assessment Instruments: The Grant says that 75% of Library Directors will indicate the instruments developed are effective in documenting the instructional and student success and retention dimensions of the library to administrators.

Are you creating assessment instruments that can used to demonstrate these things within your library and your college environment?

Assessment instruments to date:

· Plagiarism quiz

· TILT quizzes

· Biology 104: ProQuest/Google article evaluating and ranking (Rebecca Martin’s)
· Biology 101: Bibliography 
Goals: 



· Plagiarism authentic assessments

· Source credibilty authentic assessment 
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