
College of Education and Affiliated Programs 
Annual Assessment Report ʹ Spring 2009 

Master of Arts in Education with an option in Dual Language Development (DLD) 
 
Note:  this report presents and analyzes data from the 2007-08 academic year and Fall 08. 
During 2007-08, the College of Education and Affiliated Programs engaged in extensive efforts 
to refine and extend their assessment system. In many cases, data collected starting in Fall 
2008 and beyond will look substantially different from the data collected before that time. 
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Program goals connection to CED conceptual framework. Given that our program is aimed at 
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meeting.  Additionally, another student from the Class of 2008 presented her action research 

findings from EDRG 551b and EDCI 695 with at the California Bilingual Education Association in 

February 2008.  Additionally, the same student co-authored a chapter entitled “Collaborating with 

Hard to Reach English Language Learner Populations:  One Teacher’s Exploration.”  The chapter will 

appear in an International Reading Association edited book entitled Language, Literacy, and 

Learning in Multilingual Classrooms:  Research in Practice. 



Table 1 

Program Student Learning Outcomes and Relevant Standards 

 

SLOs Outcome 1 
Identify & 
analyze 
current 
multicultural & 
language 
issues & 
policies in the 
U.S. & globally 
(Introduced, 
Developed & 
Mastered) 

Outcome2 
Evaluate the 
applicability of 
informal & 
formal 
assessment 
measures to 
determine 
their validity 
for language 
minority 
students. 
(Introduced in 
pre-req., 
Developed & 
Mastered) 

Outcome 3: 
Demonstrate 
Knowledge of 
major 
theoretical 
bases for 
language 
minority 
students in a 
curriculum 
module 
(related to the 
teaching of 
reading/lang. 
arts and/or 
critical 
literacy). 
(Introduced in 
EDP 672 and 
Developed & 
Mastered) 

Outcome 4 





We collect data to measure our SLOS in a signature assignment for each course in our program.  Table 2 
notes the time frames for data collection and analysis for our eight program goals/SLOs, as well as the 
related signature assignments. 
 
Table 2 
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Enrollment.  During the data reporting period of Spring 2008 (17 students) and Fall 2008 (8 students) 

there was a total of 25 students enrolled in the program (See Table 3). 

Number of Faculty.  During 2007 there were four full-time program faculty including Dr. John Attinasi, 

Dr. Trini Lewis, Dr. Olga Rubio, and Dr. Leslie Reese, the former DLD Program Coordinator. During Spring 

2008 there were three full-time program faculty members:  Dr. John Attinasi, Dr. Leslie Reese, the 

former DLD Program Coordinator and Dr. Trini Lewis.  In Fall 2008, there were two full-time faculty 

members, Dr. Leslie Reese and Dr. Trini Lewis, the current DLD Program Coordinator and one part-time 

faculty member, Ramon Martinez (See Table 6). 

Program Changes since our last CED Annual Report.  Since our last CED report, we revised our Standard 

Learning Outcomes (SLOs) to reflect Bloom’s levels of taxonomy for improving our assessment practices.  

The revised SLOs identify the specific cognitive skills our students develop within our program, ranging 

from basic levels of understanding to more complex and critical ways of thinking.  The SLOs are 

specifically targeted in our course work as introductory, developing, and/or mastery levels and are 

noted in Table 1. 

Other changes occurred in our program courses and faculty membership. Dr. Olga Rubio withdrew as an 

instructor for EDCI 532 to concentrate on her role as the coordinator for the BCLAD program.  Ling 650 

was also temporarily replaced with EDRG 540 and offered by the Teacher Education Department instead 

of the Linguistics Department due to budget constraints. Ramon Martinez, our part-time program 

faculty member for Ling 650/EDRG 540, completed his doctoral degree and accepted a position at the 

University of Texas at Austin.  Additionally, Dr. Leslie Reese, the DLD program coordinator accepted a 

position as the Executive Director for the Center of Language Minority Research and Education.  

However, Dr. Reese continues to teach courses in the DLD program and advise students. Due to Dr. 

Reese’s new position, Dr. Trini Lewis, assumed the duties and responsibilities of the DLD program 

coordinator at the beginning of Fall 08.    

Additionally, eight students were successfully recruited by Spring 2008 for the Fall 08 cohort.  However, 

due to the low enrollment, the DLD program cohort combined with the Curriculum and Instruction (C & 

I) 
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2. Number of total full- and part-time program faculty who reviewed and discussed the assessment 

findings described in this report.  A program data discussion meeting occurred to examine the 
assessment findings described in the figures and tables in this report.  During Spring 2007 (5/30/07), 
Dr. Leslie Reese, the former DLD program Coordinator, Dr. Olga Rubio, Dr. John Attinasi, and Dr. 
Trini Lewis met to examine 2007 program assessment data.  Holistic rubrics for EDCI 551b, EDP 672, 
EDCI 532, and EDCI 541 were reviewed and discussed.  
 
During the winter break, 2009, program faculty met to examine Fall 2008 data. All three full-time 
program faculty members participated in the program data discussion and included Dr. John 
Attinasi, Dr. Trini Lewis and Dr. Leslie Reese.  One part-time faculty member, Ramon Martinez also 
participated.  A change from holistic to analytic rubrics occurred in Fall 2008 and, in Spring 2009, the 
program faculty reviewed the data for SLOs 1, 5, & 6 from Fall 2007 through Fall 2008. Data 
discussions occurred on an on-going, informal basis during the data reporting period, as well as in 
more formal data discussion meetings.  For evidence of the formal data discussion meeting among 
our full-time and part-time faculty, please refer to the Minutes referenced as Appendix A.   

 

 

Data  
 

3. Primary data sources related to student learning and program effectiveness/student experience. 
 

Candidate Performance Data.   
 
Table 7 provides the direct evidence for our student learning outcomes 1, 2, 5 & 6 (SLOs) assessed 
during AY 07-
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language minority students. (Class of 2009) instruction.  Candidates also compare and 
contrast the data collected from informal 
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Figure 2 
Student Learning Outcomes and Mean Comparisons as Assessed with Holistic Rubrics (0-4 pts) for SLO 
1, 2007-2008 
 

 

 
 
 

Figure 3 provides data concerning student percentages and rubic scores, 0-4 points, for SLO 2 collected 
during 2007-2008.  An absolute majority (100%) of the students scored 4 overall points for SLO 2.  
 
Figure 3  
Student Learning Outcomes and Mean Comparisons as Assessed with Holistic Rubric for SLO2 (0--
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Figure 4  
Student Learning Outcomes and Mean Comparisons as Assessed with Holistic Rubric for SLO5 (0-4 
pts), 2007-2008 
 

 
 
Figure 5 provides data related to student percentages for the SLO 6 rubric scores, 0-4 points, collected 
during 2007-2008.  A majority of students, approximately 95%, scored 4 overall points for SLO 6 and 
approximately 5% scored 3 overall points. 
 
Figure 5  
Student Learning Outcomes and Mean Comparisons as Assessed with Holistic Rubric for SLO6 (0-4 
pts), 2007-2008 
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Table 8 provides the direct evidence for student learning outcomes 1, 5 & 6 (SLOs) assessed during Fall 
2008 only.  The table summarizes course and signature assignment information for SLOs 1, 5, & 6.  
 
Table 8e 
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Figure 6 
Student Learning Outcomes Comparisons as Assessed with Analytic Rubrics (0-4 pts) for Fall 2008 
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Figure 7 provides data for SLOs, 1, 5, & 6 collected during Fall 2008.  The data represents two different 

cohorts.  The data collected for SLO 1 represents the class of 2010 and the data collected for SLOs 5 & 6 

represents the current graduating class of 2009. The mean scores for SLOs 1 & 6 were above 3.5.  The 

mean score for SLO 5 was lower and slightly above 3 overall points. 

Figure 7 
Means for SLO 1 (EDP 672/Class 2010), SLO5 (EDCI 533/Class 2009), & SLO 6 (Ling 650/EDRG 540/Class 
2009) for Fall 2008 
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Figures 8, 9, & 10 provide data comparc0 0 1 2(o)5 for  
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Figure 8  
Comparison of Percentage of Students (Class 2010) and their Rubric Scores for SLO 1 (EDP 672) for Fall 
08 
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Figure 9 represents data for SLO 5. Approximately 15% of the students scored 4 overall points and 

approximately 79% of the students scored 3 overall points.  Approximately 6% of the remaining students 

scored 2 overall points. 

Figure 9 
Comparison of Percentage of Students (Class 2009) and their Rubric Scores for SLO 5 (EDCI 533) for Fall 
2008 
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Figure 10 notes data for SLO 6.  Approximately 78% of the students scored 4 overall points, 

approximately 18% of the students scored 3 overall points and approximately 4 % scored 2 overall 

points. 
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Figure 10 
Comparison of Percentage of Students (Class of 2009) and their Rubric Score for SLO 6 (EDRG 540/Ling 
650) for Fall 2008 
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Figures 11, 12, & 13 provide descriptive statistical information concerning the rubric criteria means for 

SLOs 1, 5, & 6, respectively. The data reflects two different cohorts. The data collected for SLO 1 
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Figure 12 illustrates the rubric criteria score means for SLO 5.  Criteria 1, 2, & 4 received the highest 
means with scores slightly below 4 overall points.  Criterion 5, abstract was the second highest with a 
score mean slightly above 3.5.  Criteria 6, literature review and criteria 7, format/writing conventions 
received a mean score of 3 overall points.  Criteria 3, methodology received the lowest mean score 
slightly below 3 points.  
 
A greater range in the mean scores for SLO 5 is evident when compared with the criteria mean scores 
for SLOs 1 & 6. 
 
Figure 12 
Rubric Criteria Means for SLO 5 (EDCI 533/Class 2009) for Fall 2008 
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Figure 13 illustrates for SLO 6 the rubric score means for criteria 1-5.  The mean scores are closer in 
range with scores above 3.5 representing the lowest score for criteria 1, research question, criteria 3, 
content, criteria 4, citations, and criteria 5, writing.  Criteria 4, organization, represents the highest mean 
score.  
 
Figure 13 
Rubric Criteria Means for SLO 6 (EDRG 540-Ling 650/Class 2009) for Fall 2008 
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7.  Next Steps with regard to curriculum, programs, practices, assessment processes. 
 
Table 9 
Action Items 
 

Priority 
Action or Proposed Changes  

To Be Made 
By Whom? By When? 

1. Assessment 

(Writing) 

 

Add feedback criterion on analytic 

rubrics to ensure that students address 

suggestions for revision on assignments 

where drafts are submitted for peer 

and/or instructor review. 

All program 

faculty 

Fall 09 & 

Spring 

2010 

2. 
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