Abstract

The Single Subject Portfolio Assessment Project gathers a full company of teachers, professors, and lecturers to assess preservice English teachers’ competencies before the student teaching semester.  Students are required to develop, submit, and discuss a portfolio of artifacts to demonstrate subject-matter competency in four areas: Literature, Writing, Language and Linguistics, and Technology. This grant will yield dividends as it functions to catalyze collaboration among English Department constituencies and public school teachers working directly with CSULB students.  Our goals encourage curriculum revision and alignment with newly developed California Teaching Commission teaching standards for language arts. 
1.  Statement of goals, objectives, and predicted outcomes  

Goals

1) Gather professors and lecturers from various English sub-disciplines to evaluate and discuss student academic performance in English through portfolio assessment;

2) Determine specific goals for restructuring English education-related courses to align with newly drafted California Teaching Credential mandated standards;

3) Require students in the English Credential Program to develop portfolios that demonstrate competency by showcasing two artifacts in each of the required fields: Literature, Writing, Language Learning, and Technology; to compose reflective, “Dear Reader Letters” that introduce evaluators to the various competencies and provides a clear basis for assessment;

4) Produce a guide-sheet explaining to new students the portfolio, its purpose, its requirements, the process in general;

5) Develop and offer three workshops per term for students developing and submitting portfolios and teachers reading and assessing portfolios;  

6) Create a bank of student portfolios that serves as a “guide” for those developing and revising portfolios during workshops;

7) Collaborate with public school teachers who will read, evaluate and discuss with English students’ academic performance

Outcomes

The project will yield the following:

1) Documentation student academic performance through rigorous portfolio assessment;

2) Determination of actions for remedial coursework to those whose skills fall below standards;

3) Collaboration with public school language arts teachers and English faculty;

4) Collaboration with CSULB English literature, linguistics, composition, and English education faculty who desire to discuss student academic performance and assessment;

5) Revision of current exit competencies to meet California Teaching Commission standards;

6) Revision of current English courses (e.g., English 327) to meet newly crafted CTC standards

2.  Statement of Need for the Project

Evaluation can be of use only when there is a full company on board, a full curriculum-building team consisting of the scholar, the curriculum maker, the teacher, the evaluator, and the students.

Jerome Bruner—Toward a Theory of Instruction

The need to produce more educators for California public schools is urgent.  Some estimates suggest that the teacher shortage will increase, not decrease in the next decade, requiring more than 300,000 new teachers in the next ten years.  A political push to shove more inexperienced, under-prepared teachers into classroom will surely continue, perhaps with enormous cost to public education generally. Clearly what universities and colleges need to do is credential MORE teachers, but we would argue, not for political expediency and NOT at the expense of students in public schools.

In English education we assess the quality of our pre-service teachers’ academic competencies through portfolio reviews, conducted with volunteer public school educators.  For a number of years the English education faculty has required pre-service English teachers to collect artifacts for a portfolio demonstrating competency in four domains: literature, composition, language study, and technology.  The faculty’s goal for this portfolio process is to enable students to showcase their academic abilities to a panel of educators who assess students’ portfolios.    

We suggest that the current assessment in English Education is, like a comet—streaking to its vanishing point, empty, lifeless, and counterproductive.  What we need is new energy and vision to address our department’s manifold assessment and curricular challenges.  And without the support of this grant there will be NO progress, NO group conversation in our department over student work.  Moreover, we cannot ask public school teachers to read and evaluate portfolios without at least minimal compensation. We require a “full company” to achieve our assessment, curricular, and instructional goals, which could be achieved through the securing of this grant. 

Several glaring gaps exist in our English Education Program’s and English Department’s assessment of subject matter mastery.  Currently, English majors simply need to complete courses with a minimum grade-point-average to graduate.  That is all.  The leadership of the department, including Chair Elieen Klink, has encouraged collaboration and discussion about English majors’ cumulative undergraduate performances.  Moreover, our department remains loosely organized and could benefit from conversation among faculty members about undergraduate academic performance, curriculum and instruction enhancement, and new assessment goals that clearly defined expectations for academic performance.  

In other words, the department functions as a federation of sub-disciplines essentially that needs periodically to communicate face-to-face over student work.  Professors cruise along hoping that some good teaching will satisfy problematic areas in which the department must focus its attention, including the design and sequencing of courses and the development of undergraduate exit evaluations. As a faculty, we rarely pose the questions: How do our courses, or the sequence of courses, assist students as they build and develop essential skills?  And, how do we best assess the competencies of our students exiting programs?

Some questions have emerged with our current system—the subject matter portfolio; but the current system requires significant adjustment if it is to succeed.  In the future, we need to develop a sequence of consequences for those who do not meet portfolio standards; these consequences might include two paths: one path, for example, might require a student to take remedial coursework to enhance his subject matter proficiency; yet another might nudge a student to spend more self-directed time learning and developing particular subject-matter related skills required for successful teaching in diverse public school settings.  We also require a thorough examination of coursework to determine how courses meet newly crafted CTC standards.  Without a doubt, our questions about curriculum and assessment require attention.
3.   Detailed Description of Project Activities
1. Create a brochure describing and showcasing English education and the portfolio assessment of subject matter competency (Fall 2002— Joe Potts and Gary Gary Griswold);

2. Redesign the subject-matter portfolio assessment rubric to align with 2002-2003 California Teaching Credential Subject Matter Standards; examine English education syllabi to determine alignment with CTC standards (Fall 2002-spring 2003—Susan Carlile, Nancy Sheley, Joe Potts, Gary Griswold); 

3. Provide three intensive workshops for students and developing portfolios and for teacher-evaluators reading the portfolios; two workshops will occur before the portfolio evaluation and another workshop, following the evaluation, designed for transforming portfolios into job search or National Board for Teaching Standards-like tools (Fall 2002-Spring 2003—Nancy and Susan)

4. Gather a “full company” of public school teachers, university faculty, and pre-service teachers together for a day (November and April) each term to evaluate students’ subject matter competency.  Students will submit their portfolios before this meeting and teams of 3 or 4 public school and university faculty will evaluate students’ portfolios(ALL parties—Fall 2002-Spring 2003)

5. Meet with public school and university faculty two times (November 2002 and April 2003) to discuss programs, curriculum, instruction, and assessment.   
6. Connect ideas, data, assessment outcomes to the English Department’s spring retreat and strategic planning (Spring 2003)
List of Participants

This faculty has agreed to participate in the implementation of this grant by reading and assessing portfolios, by conducting workshops, by streamlining the portfolio and readjusting current CTC standards, or by creating materials for public dissemination:

English Department Faculty




Public School Faculty

Eileen Klink, Chairperson





Elizabeth Hartung-Cole, LBUSD

Mimi Hotchkiss, Undergraduate Academic Advisor


Richard Cornwell, LBUSD

Dianne Vipond, Professor





Shawn Cote, HBUHSD

Mark Williams, Director of Composition



Don Hohl, HBUHSD

Mark Wiley, Director, FCPD




Nancy Kemmer, LBUSD

Gary Griswold, Director, Writing Resource Lab


Susan Starbuck, LBUSD

Fred Wegener, Graduate Coordinator



Pia Alexander, LBUSD

Tim Caron, Assistant Chairperson




Stacey Casanave, LBUSD

Joseph Potts, Credential Coordinator



Elaine Lanz, HBUHSD

Susan Carlile, Assistant Professor




Mike Switzer, AUHSD

Nancy Sheley, Assistant Professor




Julie Lecesne, AUHSD

Jerry Sullivan, Professor Emeritus




Shelley Gustafuson. LBUSD

David Peck, Professor Emeritus




Liisa Potts, GGUSD



Barton Saunders, Lecturer





Darnell Johnnie, GGUSD

Elizabeth Hoffman, Lecturer




Kasey Spencer, BUSD

Kathleen DiVito, Lecturer

Barbara Butler, Lecturer

Glenn Bach, Lecturer and Office Supervisor

4. Budget
· Workshop stipends for English education faculty



1200.00


(100.00 per workshop for two faculty members to complete three workshops per term)
Justification:  These workshops will function as essential opportunities for faculty and students to discuss current levels of performance and to develop effective presentation methods for the portfolio; moreover one workshop per term will provide students the opportunity to transform their portfolios into job search tools and to learn helpful suggestions about conducting successful job searches in public schools.

· Printing and development expenses for brochure



700.00

Justification:  We need to disseminate information regarding the English Program and the portfolio process so that students entering our program understand full well the rigor, expectations, and standards required to advance to student teaching at CSULB.  This brochure will appear in the English Education web page. 

· Stipends 110.00 per term for public school teacher portfolio readers 

(25 teachers per term= 2500.00 per term)




5500.00

Justification:  Little of this budget goes to university faculty; we know that the success of this project depends largely on their involvement with public school teachers who will evaluate and converse with our pre-service educators.  Money in public schools is tight and increasingly, administrators are reluctant to release a teacher without substitute compensation; we have devoted the majority of this grant for teacher stipends so that teachers can pay for substitutes on the two portfolio conversation days.
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