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Process
· See http://www.bellarmine.edu/faculty/arenner/idc/curriculum%20assessment.htm for IDC assessment system

· Fall 2008 followed version 1.0, which was formulated at the May workshop, 2008, under the leadership of the former director, Dr. Carole Pfeffer.  

· Fall 2008 assessment consisted mostly of self-reported evaluations by instructors of the courses (in such areas as participation, seminar skills, presentations, writing/research, etc.)

· In order to more effectively gauge the performance of students in IDC, specifically relative to writing/research, outside readers were employed to read randomly selected papers from Fall 2008 IDC courses (at all levels).  

· A call was put out to all full-time faculty in November, 2008 requesting readers with promise of a stipend for their work.  The first 13 responders were chosen and an orientation was offered in December, 2008, which covered the requirements for reading the papers.

· Five randomly selected papers were requested from all faculty to be turned into their chairs by  December 12.  Packets of papers for readers were prepared for pickup on December 15.  Readers were required to return evaluations by January 5.
· Director’s plan was to first collate qualitative comments to be discussed among chairs and then shared with other interested bodies such as the English Department, the ARC, and Academic Affairs.  A quantitative report would also be produced, which would demonstrate overall ratings as well as illuminate some information relative to inter-rater reliability.  Both would be shared at the May, 2009 workshop, placed at the IDC website, and shared at the summer 2009 and fall 2009 IDC faculty orientation meetings. Future decisions about the IDC, particularly relative to content, would thus be more data-driven.

· Some notes on procedure
· As this is the first fall semester of attempting to collect such data, a few issues hindered the process
· (1) timely turn in of randomly selected papers from faculty.  Since papers were not turned in by December 12, all classes were not represented in the papers our outside readers evaluated, since the papers needed to be ready for pickup prior to the fall winter break.  Some solutions to this for the spring might include:

· More communication with faculty during the semester preparing them for end of semester turn-in of materials (though chairs in the fall did stay on top of this)

· Earlier deadlines for some materials

· Expressing the importance of timely turn-in

· (2) timely turn in of evaluations from readers.  Delays of this sort prolonged the ultimate construction of this report. The first week of the semester is best to organize this material, since soon into each semester work on the next semester’s slate of classes begins, taking up 3-4 weeks of the director’s time

· It is presumed that as a culture of assessment takes hold, as orientations and reports are made more sophisticated relative to data, and as more informed, data-driven decision are made, this process will improve.  Regardless of the complications of process above, (new) data was collected and evaluated from fall 2008, which paints a clearer picture of work going on within the IDC—suggesting where we might be doing well and in what areas we should work to improve and develop. 

· We ran 51 sections of IDC in the fall.  10 sections of 101 papers, 5 sections of 200 papers, 5 sections of 301 papers, and 6 sections of 401 papers were represented (so, a little more than half of the fall IDC sections had randomly selected papers evaluated)

· The 13 readers included a diverse array of faculty: Elizabeth Hinson Hasty (Theology), Tom Wilson (Psychology), Evanthia Speliotis (Philosophy), Beth Ennis (Physical Therapy), Adam Molnar (Mathematics), Frederick Smock (English), Kathy Hager (Nursing), Kathy Cooter (Education), David Mosley (Philosophy), Graham Ellis (Chemistry), Corrie Orthober (Education), Mary Pike (Nursing), Joan Masters (Nursing)
· Reader’s qualitative comments could be summarized as follows:

· At the 101 level

· At the 200 level

· Students seemed deficient in the quality of their sources
· At the 301 level
· At the 401 level

· Overall

· Reader’s quantitative comments are tabulated …
