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 Academic Affairs Council 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
 Date: Friday, April 2, 2021 
 Time: 10:45 AM 
 Place: Microsoft Teams 
 

I. Microsoft Teams   
Gary Hall called to order the regular meeting of the Academic Affairs Council at 10:45 a.m. on 
Friday, April 2, 2021, in Microsoft Teams. 

II. Roll Call 

The following council members were present: Dr. Sam Allen, Sherri Arrington, Vicki Badgley, 
Linda Bates, Benjamin Cagle, Dr. David Carty, Shannon Forrest, Dr. Justin Geurin, Gary Hall, 
Caroline Hammond, Mandi Haynes, Scott Larkin, Brandy Mendoza, Dr. Cindy Meyer, Justin 
Murphree, Jim Roomsburg, Phillip Shackleford, Susan Spicher, Karsten Tidwell, Dr. Susanne 
Wache, Genevieve White, Nancy Whitmore, Ray Winiecki, and Dr. James Yates. 

The following council members were excused: Brooks Walthall, Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Lillian 
Ellen, and Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez 

The following council members were absent: Alivia Zartuche 

The following guests attended the meeting: Christy Wilson, Kim Britt, Jayna Winiecki and Mary 
Kate Sumner (Recorder) 

III. Approval of minutes from the previous meeting: 
The minutes of the council meeting held on Friday, March 5, 2021 were motioned by Dr. Cynthia 
Meyer and 2nd by Philip Shackelford be approved. No objections were made. 

IV. Old Business 

a. Nothing Reported 

V. Chair Information Sharing – Gary Hall, Chair 

a. Next Academic Affairs Council Meeting will be at the end of Final Exam Week, May 7. 

b. Please make sure all changes are provided to committees in April, so then the items are 
brought to the May meeting. 

VI.  Other Councils  

a. Nothing Reported  

VII. VPAA Information Sharing – Gary Hall spoke on behalf of Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez 

a. Commencement – will be outside at El Dorado Football Stadium, May 13 – More Details to 
come.  

b. Catalog – Please get your Catalog Edits to your Deans 

c. Final Exam Schedule is posted on the website 

VIII. Standing Committee Reports 

a. Actions 
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i. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 

1. Motion:  To approve Multiple Measures 
a. This originated with Math and English instructors and members of 

Student Services to change some language in the college catalogue 
2020-2021, p. 36, ‘Basic Studies Requirements’, concerning student 
placement that has the goal to improve accessibility, student success, 
and retention, by using multiple measures to place students in 
gateway courses. 

i. Comments: Under English Placement -“Placement into Co-
Requisite Composition I” – suggestion to change to – 
“Placement into Co- Requisite Composition I with Lab” 

ii. Concerns: Will all items be available for all advisors, 
including faculty advisors? Items might be in scanning that 
are needed for viewing. 

2. Motion:  To accept the change to APM 3.06 Syllabus for only the “Grading 
Scale” 

a. Involving the college’s grading scale.  The change reads: “The same 
scale should be used by all sections of the same course.” 

i. Comments & Concerns: Does not include Master Syllabus 
changes. To clarify - It is not expected that all programs use 
the same grading scale, just that each course use the same 
scale between the same courses. 

Academic Standards Committee items - No objections - Approved 

ii. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 

1. Motion:  To accept the APM change to policy 3.17 Assessment Manual 
a. Comments: No changes have been made to the process, just clean up. 

Assessment Committee items - No objections - Approved 

iii. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 

iv. Motions: for Education and Early Childhood Education program changes: 
1. Removing Pre-requisites: 

a. To remove ENGL 0103 as a pre-requisite from ECTC 2303, ECTC 
2403; ECTC 2503; ECTC 2703; ECTC 2803; and EDUC 2023   

b. To remove the pre-requisite of ECE Technical Certificate from 
ECED 2053 Admin of Preschool Programs   

c. To remove the pre-requisite of EDUC 2033 from the following Early 
Childhood courses: ECTC 2303; ECTC 2503; ECTC 2703; and 
ECTC 2803 

d. To change ECED 1033 Practicum I pre-req change to – Pre/Co-
requisites: ECED 1003 or ECED 1023 and Pre-requisites: EDUC 
2033 

e. To remove all pre-requisites from ECTC 2703 Preschool Curriculum 
f. To remove all pre-requisites from ECTC 2903 Future Perspectives 

2. To create a Certificate of Proficiency of Early Childhood Special needs.  It 
would consist of 12 credits. 
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3. To create a Basic Certificate in Early Childhood Education: Infants and 
Toddlers. 

4. To create a Basic Certificate in School-age and After School Care. 
5. To create a Basic Certificate in Early Childhood Education Administration.   

v. Motion:  Name Change BTEC 2413 Advanced Microsoft Office to BTEC 2413 
Advanced Business Applications 

vi. Motions: for Technical Writing 
1. Create a new course: ENGL 1143 Technical Writing I 
2. Change ENGL 2043: Technical Writing for Industry to Technical Writing II 

All Curriculum Committee items - No objections - Approved 

vii. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 

1. Motion: To approve “Shooting for the Stars” as SouthArk’s official plan for 
designing and implementing an institution-wide open education resource 
initiative. 

a. Comments and Concerns: Will the timeline be adjusted? Pilot Plan 
timeline will need to be adjusted. However, the overall timeline is 
still on track to be piloted in the Fall.  Ultimate goal is to target the 
10 highest enrolled courses. Requests feedback on how to initiate 
pilot plan. 

All Academic Support Committee items - No objections - Approved  

viii. Faculty Affairs Committee – Lillian Ellen, Vice- Chair 
1. No Report  

b. Discussions 

i. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
1. No Report 

ii. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
1. No Report 

iii. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
1. No Report 

iv. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
1. No Report 

v. Faculty Affairs Committee – Lillian Ellen, Vice- Chair 
1. No Report 

 

A. Committee Announcements 

i. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
2. No Report 

ii. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
3. No Report 

iii. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
4. No Report 

iv. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
5. No Report 
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v. Faculty Affairs Committee – Lillian Ellen, Vice- Chair 
6. No Report  

 
IX. Announcements 

Congratulate Justin Murphree’s wife, Kerry, as Arkansas Nurse Practitioner of the year.                 

X. Adjourn 
Meeting Adjourned at 11:43 a.m.  
 

Prepared by: Mary Kate Sumner 


	MEETING MINUTES
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 Academic Affairs Council 
MEETING MINUTES 


 


 Date: Friday, March 5, 2021 


 Time: 10:45 AM 


 Place: Microsoft Teams 
 


I. Microsoft Teams   
Gary Hall called to order the regular meeting of the Academic Affairs Council at 10:45 a.m. on 


Friday, March 5, 2021, in Microsoft Teams. 


 


Voting was conducted by poll in Microsoft teams.   


II. Roll Call 


The following council members were present:  Mandi Haynes, Sherri Arrington, Gary Hall, Jim 


Roomsburg, Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez, Dr. Cindy Meyer, Linda Bates, Susan Spicher, Susan 


Wache, Lillian Ellen, Caroline Hammond, Benjamin Cagle, Justin Guerin, Sam Allen, Dr. James 


Yates, Ray Winiecki, Shannon Forrest, Jim Roomsburg, Genevieve White, Justin Murphree, Phillip 


Shackleford, Scott Larkin, Vicki Badgley, Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Nancy Whitmore, Jennifer Baine, 


and Dr. David Carty. 


The following council members were excused: Brooks Wathall 


The following council members were absent: Zanna Linder, Brandy Mendoza, Amy Sturdivant, 


and Alivia Zartuche 


The following guests attended the meeting: Dr. Bentley Wallace, Christy Wilson, Cynthia Reyna, 


Dr. Carolyn Langston, and Michele Hildreth (Recorder) 


Votes recorded by: Michele Hildreth (Recorder) 


III. Approval of minutes from the previous meeting: 
The minutes of the council meeting held on Friday, February 5, 2021 were voted to be accepted and 


approved. Motioned by Dr. Sterling Claypoole and 2nd by Linda Bates. 
 


IV. Old Business 


A. Nothing Reported 
 


V. Chair Information Sharing – Gary Hall, Chair 


A. Curriculum Change Forms 


B. Deadlines 


 


VI.   Other Councils  


A. Nothing Reported  
 


VII. Interim VPAA Information Sharing – Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez 


A. Calendar and Schedule Plans 


B. HLC Four Year Assurance Review Update 


Additional Information:  English Editor will be Christy Wilson and evidence editor will be 


Phillip Shackleford 


VIII. Standing Committee Reports 
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A. Actions 


1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 


a. No Report. 


2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 


a. No Report 


3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 


a. Motion: To change Course Prefix designation: BSTD 0211 Comp I lab to ENGL 0211 


Comp I lab as part of a national change to reduce remediation and move to the 


requisite lab model. This will eliminate all BSTD prefixed courses from the catalog 


and is the final element in the move to the CoReq model which commenced in Spring 


2020 with Math courses and CoReq labs and continued with the recently approved  


change from BSTD 0163 English to ENGL 0103 English Fundamentals 


Vote: Approved  


4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 


a. No Report. 


5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 


a. No Report  


B. Discussions 


1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 


a. No Report 


2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 


a. No Report 


3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 


No Report 


4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 


a. No Report 


5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 


a. No Report 
 


C. Committee Announcements 


1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 


a. The A motion was made that the ad hoc group change its name from master syllabus 


ad hoc committee to ad hoc syllabus committee. Abbie Gail Jeffers seconded the 


motion and the committee voted unanimously in favor. 


2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 


a. No Report 


3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 


a. No Report 


4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 


a. JAG - Justin Geurin 


-Blackboard Ultra 


5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 


a. No Report  
 


IX. Announcements 
          Nothing to Report                  
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X. Adjourn 


Meeting Adjourned at 11:10 a.m.  


 


Prepared by: Michele Hildreth 
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Academic Affairs Council 
MEETING AGENDA 



 
 Date: Friday, March 5, 2021 
 Time: 10:45 a.m. 
 Place: Microsoft Teams 
 
I. Approval of minutes of the last meeting held on Friday, February 5, 2021. 



II. Old Business 



A. No Report. 



III.     Chair Information Sharing – Gary Hall, Chair  



A. Curriculum Change Forms 
B. Deadlines 



IV. Interim VPAA Information Sharing – Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez 



A. Calendar and Schedule Plans 
B. HLC Four Year Assurance Review Update 



V. Standing Committee Reports 



A. Actions 



1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
a. No Report. 



2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
a. No Report 



3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. Motion:  To change Course Prefix designation: BSTD 0211 Comp I lab to ENGL 



0211 Comp I lab as part of a national change to reduce remediation and move to the 
requisite lab model. This will eliminate all BSTD prefixed courses from the catalog 
and is the final element in the move to the CoReq model which commenced in Spring 
2020 with Math courses and CoReq labs and continued with the recently approved  
change from BSTD 0163 English to ENGL 0103 English Fundamentals. 



4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 



5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Chair 
a. No Report 



B. Discussions 



1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
a. No Report 



2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
a. No Report 



3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. No Report 



4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 
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5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Chair 
a. No Report 



 
C.  Announcements 



1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
a. A motion was made that the ad hoc group change its name from master syllabus ad 



hoc committee to ad hoc syllabus committee. Abbie Gail Jeffers seconded the motion 
and the committee voted unanimously in favor. 



2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
a. No Report 



3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. No Report 



4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 



 



5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Chair 
a. No Report 



 



VI. Announcements 



  
VII.   Adjourn 



 








			MEETING AGENDA


			A. No Report.















Page 1 of 3 
 




 Academic Affairs Council 




M EETING M INUTES 
 




 Date: Friday, February 5, 2021 




 Time: 10:45 AM 




 Place: Microsoft Teams 
 




I. Microsoft Teams   
Gary Hall called to order the regular meeting of the Academic Affairs Council at 10:45 a.m. on 
Friday, February 5, 2021, in Microsoft Teams. 




 




Voting was conducted by poll in Microsoft teams.   




II. Roll Call 




The following council members were present:  Mandi Haynes, Sherri Arrington, Gary Hall, 




Brandy Mendoza, Jim Roomsburg, Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez, Dr. Cindy Meyer, Linda Bates, 
Susan Spicher, Susan Wache, Lillian Ellen, Caroline Hammond, Benjamin Cagle, Justin Guerin, 
Sam Allen, Dr. James Yates, Ray Winiecki, Shannon Forrest,  Jim Roomsburg, Amy Sturdivant, 




Genevieve White, Justin Murphree, Phillip Shackleford, Scott Larkin, Vicki Badgley, Dr. Sterling 




Claypoole, Nancy Whitmore, and Dr. David Carty. 




The following council members were excused: None 




The following council members were absent: Jennifer Baine, Zanna Linder, Brooks Whathall, and 




Alivia Zartuche 




The following guests attended the meeting: Dr. Bentley Wallace, Christy Wilson, Cynthia Reyna, 




Amanda Rhodes, Dr. Carolyn Langston, Veronda Tatum, Christy Cottrell, Kim Britt, and Michele 




Hildreth (Recorder) 




Votes recorded by: Michele Hildreth (Recorder) 




III. Approval of minutes from the previous meeting: 
The minutes of the council meeting held on Friday, November 6, 2020 were voted to be accepted 




and approved. Motioned by Susan Spicher and 2nd by Mandi Haynes. 
 




IV. Old Business 




A. Nothing Reported 
 




V. Chair Information Sharing – Gary Hall, Chair 
A. Basic protocols for motions and deadlines 




B. Clarification on the grade scale addition to the syllabus 




 




VI.   Other Councils  




A. Nothing Reported  
 




VII. Interim VPAA Information Sharing – Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez 
A. Budgets & Grants 




B. Critical Nature of 11th day rosters 




C. Scholarship Promotion 
D. Blackboard Ultra  
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VIII. Standing Committee Reports 




A. Actions 




1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 




a. No Report. 




2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 




a. Motion: APM Change – 3.17 Appendix 5 – Assessment Rubric 




       Vote: Approved 




3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. Motion: English 1 name change to English Fundamentals 




Vote: Approved  




4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report. 




5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 




a. No Report  




B. Discussions 




1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 




a. No Report 




2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 




a. No Report 




3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
No Report 




4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 




a. No Report 




5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 




a. No Report 
 




C. Committee Announcements 




1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 




a. The academic standards committee discussed concerns regarding the present Master 




Syllabi. The topics included: 




i. Discuss description of classroom modality and online recordings.  




ii. Check the wording of policies that were added. 




iii. Check organization and need for an acceptable length of the document, 




iv. Suggest other revisions, additions, and deletions. 




v. Checking for provision of equity-based design of course syllabi outside of ADA 




related language 




b. Two motions were adopted at our Ad hoc Master syllabus meetings (see attachment):  




i. the technical requirement and materials inclusion in the master syllabus 




ii. the grading scale inclusion 




2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 




a. No Report 
3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 




a. No Report 




4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 
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5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 




a. Lillian Ellen elected Vice-Chair 




b. Next Faculty Affairs Committee meeting – February 18th, via Teams at 4:30 pm  




6. Visitors –  




a. Scholarships – Veronda Tatum and Cynthia Reyna 




i. Suspense for scholarship submissions is March 1st. 
 




II. Announcements 
          Nothing to Report                  




III. Adjourn 




Meeting Adjourned at 11:40 a.m.  




 
Prepared by: Michele Hildreth 
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Academic Affairs Council 
MEETING AGENDA 





 
 Date: Friday, February 5, 2021 
 Time: 10:45 a.m. 
 Place: Microsoft Teams 
 
I. Approval of minutes of the last meeting held on Friday, November 6, 2020. 





II. Old Business 





A. No Report. 





III.     Chair Information Sharing – Gary Hall, Chair  





A. Basic protocols for motions and deadlines 
B. Clarification on the grade scale addition to the syllabus. 





IV. Interim VPAA Information Sharing – Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez 





A. Budgets & Grants 
B. Critical Nature of 11th day rosters 
C. Scholarship Promotion 
D. Blackboard Ultra 





V. Standing Committee Reports 





A. Actions 





1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
a. No Report. 





2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
a. APM Change – 3.17 Appendix 5 – Assessment Rubric – form attached 





3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. English 1 name change to English Fundamentals – form attached 





4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 





5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Chair 
a. No Report 





B. Discussions 





1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
a. No Report 





2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
a. No Report 





3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. No Report 





4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 





5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Chair 
a. No Report 
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C.  Announcements 





1. Academic Standards Committee – Dr. Susanne Wache, Chair 
a. The academic standards committee discussed concerns regarding the present Master 





Syllabi. The topics included: 
i. Discuss description of classroom modality and online recordings.  
ii. Check the wording of policies that were added. 
iii. Check organization and need for an acceptable length of the document, 
iv. Suggest other revisions, additions, and deletions. 
v. Checking for provision of equity-based design of course syllabi outside of ADA 





related language 
b. Two motions were adopted at our Ad hoc Master syllabus meetings (see attachment):  





i. the technical requirement and materials inclusion in the master syllabus 
ii. the grading scale inclusion 





2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 
a. No Report 





3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 
a. No Report 





4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 
a. No Report 





 





5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Dr. Sterling Claypoole, Chair 
a. Lillian Ellen elected Vice-Chair 
b. Next Faculty Affairs Committee meeting – February 18th, via Teams at 4:30pm 





6. Visitors – 
a. Scholarships – Veronda Tatum and Cynthia Reyna 





 





VI. Announcements 





  
VII.   Adjourn 





 














					MEETING AGENDA




					A. No Report.
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 Academic Affairs Council 
MEETING MINUTES 






 






 Date: Friday, November 6, 2020 






 Time: 10:45 AM 






 Place: Microsoft Teams 
 






I. Microsoft Teams   






Gary Hall called to order the regular meeting of the Academic Affairs Council at 10:45 a.m. on 






Friday, November 6, 2020, in Microsoft Teams. 






 






Voting was conducted by poll in Microsoft teams.   






II. Roll Call 






The following council members were present:  Mandi Haynes, Sherri Arrington, Gary Hall, 






Brandy Mendoza, Jim Roomsburg, Dr. Michael Murders, Dr. Cindy Meyer, Linda Bates, Susan 






Spicher, Susan Wache, Lillian Ellen, Caroline Hammond, Benjamin Cagle, Justin Guerin, Sam 






Allen, Dr. James Yates, Ray Winiecki, Shannon Forrest, Zanna Linder, Jim Roomsburg, Amy 






Sturdivant, Genevieve White, Justin Murphree, Phillip Shackleford, Scott Larkin, Brooks Whathall, 






and Dr. David Carty. 






The following council members were excused: Micheal Champion, Dr. Sterling Claypoole, and 






Nancy Whitmore 






The following council members were absent: Jennifer Baine, Vicki Badgley, Zanna Linder, and 






Alivia Zartuche 






The following guests attended the meeting: Dr. Bentley Wallace, Dr. Stephanie Tully-Dartez, 






Dean Inman, Roselyn Turner, Mary Kate Sumner, Kim Britt, and Michele Hildreth (Recorder) 






Votes recorded by: Michele Hildreth (Recorder) 






III. Approval of minutes from the previous meeting: 






The minutes of the council meeting held on Friday, October 2, 2020 were voted to be accepted and 






approved. Motioned by Susan Spicher and 2nd by Linda Bates. 
 






IV. Old Business 






A. Nothing Reported 
 






V. Chair Information Sharing – Gary Hall, Chair 






A. Faculty Manual 






B. December Meeting 






 






VI.   Other Councils  






A. Nothing Reported  
 






VII. VPAA Information Sharing – Michael Murders 






A. Commencement  






B. Nurse Pinning 






C. PTK 






D. Convocation 
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E. Assessment 






F. Academic Calendar 






 






VIII. Standing Committee Reports 






A. Actions 






1. Academic Standards Committee – Susanne Wache, Chair 






a. No Report. 






2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 






a. No Report 






3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 






a. No Report  






4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 






a. No Report. 






5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 






a. Motion: Request Approval of revised Faculty Manual 2020. 






Vote: Approved with amendment 






B. Discussions 






1. Academic Standards Committee – Susanne Wache, Chair 






a. No Report 






2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 






a. No Report 






3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 






a. No Report.  






4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 






a. This OER plan is being shared so that the Academic Support Committee can gather as 






much feedback as possible and ultimately make plans for developing a sustainable 






OER initiative at SouthArk. Please read through the plan and send any thoughts or 






feedback to Philip Shackelford or Genevieve White. 






5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 






a. No Report 






C. Committee Announcements 






1. Academic Standards Committee – Susanne Wache, Chair 






a. No Report 






2. Assessment Committee – Scott Larkin, Chair 






a. No Report 






3. Curriculum Committee – Nancy Whitmore, Chair 






a. No Report 






4. Academic Support Committee – Genevieve White, Chair 






a. In an effort to provide SouthArk students with a common navigational experience in 






Blackboard, the Academic Support Committee is recommending a new policy for the 






Distance Learning Policy and Procedure manual that states:  “All new faculty will 






have their Blackboard course navigation menu locked until they have completed the 






Blackboard training course. The navigation menu will be unlocked once the training is 






complete and Academic Support receives approval from the appropriate dean” 
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a.  






5. Faculty Affairs Committee – Susan Spicher, Interim Chair 






a. No Report 
 






II. Announcements 






          Nothing to Report                  






III. Adjourn 






Meeting Adjourned at 11:21 a.m.  






 






Prepared by: Michele Hildreth 




























 
Course/ Program 
Reviewed:  
Reviewer:  
 Date: Established Missing or Needs Work 
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Course Learner 
Outcomes (CLOs) 
are measurable 
statements that 
convey what 
students are 
expected to learn 
in a course.  While 
goals and 
objectives can be 
written more 
broadly, CLOs are 
specific in nature. 






 ____ Outcomes total at least 3 
but no more than 9.  






 ____ Outcomes are clearly 
stated. 






 ____ Outcomes are measurable.   






 ____ At least one critical thinking 
outcome is identified. 






 ____ Too few or too many outcomes are listed. 






 ____ Outcomes are not clearly stated.   






 ____ Outcomes are not measurable. 






 ____ The critical thinking outcome is not identified. 






 ____ No outcomes are identified. 






 ____ Other:  






As
se






ss
m






en
t M






et
ho






ds
 






Assessment 
Methods are the 
tools used to 
evaluate the CLO.  
Methods will vary 
depending on the 
CLO to be 
measured.  Some 
examples are 
portfolios, rubric 
graded 
assignments or 
essays, skills 
check-off form, 
cumulative or unit 
exams, etc. 






 ____ Methods are clearly stated. 






 ____ Methods provide a direct 
measure of student 
learning. 






 ____ Grading tools are attached 
to the report (i.e. rubrics, 
skill assessments, exams, 
etc.)  






 ____ The results clearly identify 
strengths or weaknesses 
of the outcomes. 






 ____ Methods are identified but are unclear 






 ____ It is unclear whether the results can be used to 
identify strengths or weaknesses of the 
outcomes. 






 ____ Assessment tools are not attached 






 ____ No methods are identified. 






 ____ Other:  
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Performance 
targets are the 
specific goals set 
for student 
assessment.  
These targets 
describe the 
percentage of 
student work that 
will meet the 
performance 






 ____ Performance targets are 
identified and clearly 
stated. 






 ____ Targets are consistent with 
historical data. 






 ____ Targets are sufficiently high 
for a college class. 






 ____ Performance targets are identified, but they are 
inconsistent with historical data.  






 ____ Targets are not sufficiently high for a college 
class. 






 ____ No performance targets are identified. 






 ____ Other:  
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standard for a 
CLO. 
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Analyzing data 
includes 
determining how to 
organize, compare, 
and present the 
assessment 
results.  This 
analysis is guided 
by how the CLO is 
written and if the 
performance 
targets are met 
based on the 
assessment 
method. 






 ____ Data was collected from all 
relevant faculty members 
or sections.  






 ____ A thorough analysis of all 
data is provided. 






 ____ Raw data is attached to 
support analysis. 






 ____ Analysis includes 
comparison of previous 
year results. 






 ____ Data & analysis include all 
modes of delivery.  






 ____ Data was not collected from all relevant faculty 
members or sections. 






 ____ Minimal to no data analysis exists.  






 ____ Raw data is incomplete or missing. 






 ____ Previous year data is not addressed. 






 ____ Different modes of delivery are not addressed. 






 ____ Other:  
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Plans of Action 
complete the 
assessment 
process for each 
CLO and describe 
how to improve 
student learning for 
the next 
assessment cycle. 






 ____ Plans of action 
demonstrate continuous 
improvement from the last 
assessment cycle. 






 ____ Plans address current 
strengths and weaknesses 
to improve student 
learning. 






 ____ Plans consider different 
modes of delivery. 






 ____ Strengths and weaknesses are not identified. 






 ____ Previous assessment data is not addressed. 






 ____ Different modes of delivery are not addressed. 






 ____ No plans of action are present. 






 ____ Other: 
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South Arkansas Community College is fully accredited by the Higher Learning Commission. 
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Course Number: 






Course Title: 






Course Description: 






College Wide Student Learner Outcomes: 






☐Critical Thinking  ☐Responsibility   ☐Communication 






ACTS Course☐  Program Course ☐  






ACTS Outcomes (If Applicable): 






Program Outcomes: 






Course Learner Outcomes: 






Course 
Learner Outcomes 
(CLO) 
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CLO 1         
CLO 2         
CLO 3         
CLO 4         
CLO 5         
CLO 6         






 






Unit Outcomes/ Competencies/ Objectives (If Applicable) 






Assessment: (those that are course wide regardless of section and used to assess the Course Learner Outcomes) 






Materials and Technical Requirements 






For the most current materials and technical requirements for the course, please follow this link. 
 
[5 YES- 4 – NO.   ALL ELIGIBLE MEMBERS VOTED IN THE DEC. 8, 2020 MEETING] 
 






Grading Scale: (a consistent grade scale should be placed on each master syllabus to be used by all sections of one 
course)  






[6 YES–TO -2 NO VOTES IN THE JAN 7, 2021 MEETING] 






 Click here to enter a date. 
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Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 




Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 




Originator: 
Name:      Program/Area:     Date:    




Program Modification 
☐ Title Change     ☐ Reconfiguration    ☐ Online  ☐ New certificate/degree ☐ Delete certificate/degree 




Proposed Effective Date/Term:  ☐Fall   ☐Spring    ☐Summer    




Description of Curriculum Change (attach current and proposed GPS, syllabi, course outlines, etc.):   
 




Coordination Requirements: 
☐Program Accreditor (or equivalent) 
☐Registrar 
☐Advising 
☐Business Office 
☐Financial Aid 
☐Jenzabar 
☐IR/Planning 




Coordination Notes: 
 




Reviewed to ensure viable and availability of resources 
 
Division Dean: ______________________________ VPAA: ___________________________________ 
 




Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed:     Meeting Date 
☐Curriculum Committee ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Academic Affairs Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Planning Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Cabinet ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
Actions for Academic Affairs: 
☐Requires BOT approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires ADHE approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires HLC Update  ☐Yes  ☐No 




Formal Approval by ADHE: 
Date       (attach letter from ADHE and other approval resources) 
After Actions and Updates: 
☐Catalog              
☐Guided Pathway(s)             
☐Marketing / Website            
☐Business Office / Administration Office          
☐Financial Aid             
☐Registrar / Jenzabar             
☐Advising              
☐MOU / 2+2 agreements             















Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 




Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 




Continuation 
 




 















Directions and Explanation of Form 




Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 




Originator – originator of request and required contact information 




Program Modification(s) 




1. Title Change – Change program name 
2. Reconfiguration – broad category that consists of changes in course name; course prefix; 




course credits; or other program restructuring 
3. Online – changing percentage of program to online 
4. New certificate/degree – creating new Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 




option area under degree, or new Associate degree 
5. Delete certificate/degree – Deletion of Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 




option area under degree, or entire Associate degree 




Proposed Effective Date/Term – which term is being proposed for this request  




Description of Curriculum Change – description of changes so other stakeholders can 
understand proposed changes. Include purpose, availability of resources, support from industry, 
etc. Also required to provide current and proposed GPS (if applicable). 




Coordination Requirements – external and internal stakeholders that provide any obstacles or 
issues that need to be considered as part of the proposal. 




1. Program Accreditor (or equivalent) – input from accreditor/endorsement/professional 
organization 




2. Registrar – preview of necessary academic changes 
3. Advising – preview of proposed academic changes 
4. Business Office – preview of potential fees changes and budget concerns 
5. Financial Aid – preview of potential financial aid, rehabilitation, WIOA, and scholarship 




ramifications 
6. Jenzabar – preview of necessary Jenzabar modifications 
7. IR/Planning – review of possible changes with ADHE, ADE, HLC; also reporting concerns 




Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed – documenting the completion of 
each level of shared governance. Whether the program change requires action by committees or 
is informational (i.e. course description), document coordination by all committees and councils. 




After Actions and Updates – ensure all internal stakeholders have been notified of approval of 
the program changes and appropriate actions can be taken by the stakeholders. 




1. Catalog – ensure catalog is updated with modifications to include GPS updates. 
2. Guided Pathway(s) – ensure new graduation path is documented and available to students 




and advisors 
3. Website – provides work order for website to reflect new changes 
4. Business Office / Administration Office – implement any necessary business procedures 




such as changes in fees or other issues affecting budget/revenue/expenses. 
5. Financial Aid – aware of changes to support student financial aid, scholarships, 




rehabilitation, WIOA, and other third-party support programs 
6. Registrar / Jenzabar – aware of new program requirements for graduation; and make changes 




to Jenzabar to implement changes 
7. Advising – understand retention and graduation ramifications 
8. MOU / 2+2 agreements – modify agreements to continue pathways to 4-year degrees  











				Name: Dr. James Yates



				ProgramArea: Arts and Sciences



				Date: 2/25/21



				Title Change: Off



				Reconfiguration: Off



				Online: Off



				New certificatedegree: Off



				Delete certificatedegree: Off



				undefined: 2021



				undefined_2: 



				Fall: On



				Spring: Off



				Summer: Off



				undefined_3: 



				Description of Curriculum Change attach current and proposed GPS syllabi course outlines etc: To change  Course Prefix designation: BSTD 0211 Comp I lab to ENGL 0211 Comp I lab as part of  a national change to reduce remediation and move to the requisite lab model. This will eliminate all BSTD prefixed courses from the catalog and is the final element in the move to the CoReq model which commenced in Spring 2020 with Math courses and CoReq labs and continued with the recently approved  change from BSTD 0163 English to ENGL 0103 English Fundamentals. 



				Program Accreditor or equivalent: Off



				Registrar: On



				Advising: On



				Business Office: On



				Financial Aid: On



				Jenzabar: On



				IRPlanning: On



				Coordination Notes: 



				Curriculum Committee: On



				Academic Affairs Council: On



				Planning Council: On



				Cabinet: On



				Yes  without change: On



				Yes  without change_2: On



				Yes  without change_3: On



				Yes  without change_4: On



				Yes  with modifications: Off



				Yes  with modifications_2: Off



				Yes  with modifications_3: Off



				Yes  with modifications_4: Off



				Meeting Date 1: 



				Meeting Date 2: 



				Meeting Date 3: 



				Meeting Date 4: 



				Actions for Academic Affairs Requires BOT approval Yes No Requires ADHE approval Yes No Requires HLC Update Yes No: 



				Requires BOT approval: Off



				Requires ADHE approval: Off



				Requires HLC Update: Off



				Date_2: NA



				Catalog: On



				Guided Pathways: On



				Marketing  Website: On



				Business Office  Administration Office: On



				Financial Aid_2: On



				Registrar  Jenzabar: On



				Advising_2: On



				MOU  22 agreements: Off



				1: 



				2: 



				3: 



				4: 



				5: 



				6: 



				7: 



				8: 



				Continuation: 



								2021-02-25T11:02:53-0600



				James Yates











								2021-02-25T11:25:58-0600



				Stephanie Tully-Dartez











				Check Box1: 



				0: Off



				1: Off



				2: Off



				3: Off







				Check Box2: 



				0: 



				0: Off



				1: Yes







				1: 



				0: Off



				1: Yes







				2: 



				0: Off



				1: Yes






















Motion: To improve accessibility, student success, and retention, multiple measures will be used to place 
students in gateway courses.  
 
Math Placement  
Placement directly into College Algebra, Intro to Statistics, Math Reasoning, or any other college-level math 
class:  


• Score of 19 or higher on the math portion of the ACT, or the test equivalent or  
• All of the following:  


o Enrollment within 5 years of high school or a 2- or 4-year college/university.  
o An overall high school or college gpa of 3.25 or higher.  
o A high school grade of A or B in Algebra II.  
o Student choice for placement in course, with advisor approval.  


Placement into College Algebra with Lab (ALP), Math Reasoning with Lab (ALP), Technical Math, or Math for 
Health Professionals:  


• Score of 17 or higher on the math portion of the ACT, or the test equivalent   or  
• All of the following:  


o Enrollment within 10 years of high school or a 2- or 4-year college/university.  
o An overall high school or college gpa of 2.5 or higher.  
o A high school grade of A or B in Algebra II.  
o Student choice for placement in course, with advisor approval.  


Placement into Technical Math with Lab (ALP):  
• Score of 16 or below on the math portion of the ACT, or the test equivalent or  
• Has not been enrolled in a high school or college in more than 10 years.  
• Does not meet the other requirements above.  


  
English Placement  
Placement directly into Composition I  


• Score of 19 or higher on the English portion of the ACT, or the test equivalent or 2 of the following:  
o Enrollment within 5 years of high school or a 2- or 4-year college/university.  
o An overall high school or college GPA of 2.5 or higher.  
o A high school grade of c or better in high school English courses.  
o Student choice for placement in course with advisor approval.  


Placement into Co-Requisite Composition I  
• Score of 16 or higher on the English portion of the ACT, or the test equivalent or 2 of the following:  


o Enrollment within 10 years of high school or a 2-or 4-year college/university.  
o An overall high school or college GPA of 2.0 or lower.  
o A high school grade of D or higher in high school English courses.  
o Student choice for placement in course with advisor approval.   


Placement into Fundamentals of English:  
• Score of 15 or below on the English portion of the ACT, or the test equivalent or  
• Has not been enrolled in a high school or college in more than 10 years.  
• Does not meet the other requirements above.  
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Course Number: 


Course Title: 


Course Description: 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes: 


☐Critical Thinking  ☐Responsibility   ☐Communication 


ACTS Course☐  Program Course ☐  


ACTS Outcomes (If Applicable): 


Program Outcomes: 


Course Learner Outcomes: 
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CLO 1         


CLO 2         


CLO 3         


CLO 4         


CLO 5         


CLO 6         


 


Unit Outcomes/ Competencies/ Objectives (If Applicable) 


 


Materials: Only include required by all sections of the course. Include full textbook information and ISBN. 
Technological requirements may include such things as access codes, lab codes, headphones, webcams, etc. 


Assessments: (those that are course wide regardless of section and used to assess the Course Learner Outcomes)  


Click here to enter a date. 


Grading Scale: (To be entered by the dean, program director, or their designee. The same scale should be used by 
all sections of the same course). 
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Introductory Information 
 
Mission of the College 
South Arkansas Community College promotes excellence in learning, teaching, and service; 
provides lifelong educational opportunities; and serves as a cultural, intellectual, and economic 
resource for the community. 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of assessment for the faculty, according to The Scholarship of Teaching and Learning 
Reconsidered, is the scholarship of teaching and learning and the work "of the faculty for the 
faculty, who use its findings to improve the experience of their own students in their own settings." 
However, the authors continue by explaining that assessment often is concerned with institutional 
effectiveness and is conducted for audiences that include "trustees, policy makers, parents, and 
others who want to know if higher education is meeting its promises to students and society." 
Although these two purposes historically have been parallel but not always intertwining, there is a 
shift, as noted in an epigraph from St. Olaf College, to "build bridges between scholarship of 
teaching and learning and institutional assessment." South Arkansas Community College 
(SouthArk) seeks to build those bridges. By linking course outcomes and assessments to 
institutional outcomes, the college is able to  
• use data to improve student learning  
• show how the institution is fulfilling the promises of a quality education 
 
Student learning assessment at SouthArk is designed to 
• review and document learning continually at the following levels: 


o course 
o program  
o institutional  


• create conversations about student achievement 
• improve learning  
 
The primary purpose continues to be to provide the best possible education to our students. 
Educators know that student success is influenced by many factors, but assessment asks how well 
the student performs the outcome and why. Instructors then analyze the information and make 
changes where warranted so that courses are improved continually and students’ opportunities for 
success increase. From the perspective of institutional effectiveness, this process is documented so 
that stakeholders may understand the process and its results. In summary, the purpose of assessment 
is to improve student learning through this process. 
 
Academic Assessment at SouthArk 
 
Academic assessment at SouthArk is the responsibility of the office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs through the academic deans and faculty.  This assessment process is designed to 
promote the continuous review and improvement of learner outcomes.  SouthArk’s tiered structure 
connects course learner outcomes to college-wide student learner outcomes to promote faculty-
wide, consistent participation while ensuring that every instructor’s data collection efforts 
contribute not only to their courses but also to learning as a whole.  In order to make the most of the 
academic assessment process, the assessment committee has created a structure to assist faculty 
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members with embedding assessment into their normal teaching practices.  This process begins with 
the notation of course learner outcomes on the master syllabi and cycles annually as faculty create 
action plans on their assessment results during designated assessment days at the end of each major 
semester.   


For a quick reference of faculty and dean responsibilities as well as a glossary of commonly used 
assessment terms, see Appendix 1. 


Process of Development 
When formal academic assessment first began at SouthArk in the early 2000s, it was considered 
interchangeable with institutional effectiveness.  Common measures of institutional effectiveness 
such as retention and student satisfaction were included among the measures of academic 
assessment.  In order to gauge the college-wide student learner outcomes, which were referred to as 
general education outcomes, courses were selected on a rotating schedule and faculty were asked to 
measure the outcome in their classes.  This collection methodology, along with standardized testing, 
proved difficult to implement and yielded minimal data.  As the process evolved, it became 
apparent that academic assessment needed to not only occur on a broader scale, but also be more 
predictable and easier for the faculty to perform.  Consequently, the Assessment Committee, 
formerly the Faculty Assessment Committee, reviewed the elements of the 2006 plan and 
systematically developed a new structure to improve the effectiveness of the assessment process.   


Beginning in fall 2009, faculty were asked to reflect on and improve course and program outcomes.  
Designated assessment days were noted on the academic calendar to ensure that faculty had 
adequate time to participate in assessment activities.  Professional development was offered at 
convocation, and materials were provided by the Director of Institutional Research and 
Effectiveness to assist with this process.  For program faculty, this review included curriculum 
mapping, aligning program courses to the program learner outcomes, thereby illuminating the 
connection between course content and graduate expectations.  Mapping began the standardization 
of assessment activities, and the establishment of master syllabi assisted in communication of 
expected outcomes.  Subsequent form and template development for program and non-program 
faculty further improved the assessment process. 


The Assessment Committee also thoroughly reviewed the general education outcomes.  The 
committee discussed the college’s mission, the strategic plan, and other guiding documents, as well 
as faculty members’ priorities for graduates. (See Figure 1 for alignment of the student learner 
outcomes with SouthArk’s mission.) The result of this process was the redevelopment of those 
graduate outcomes into three college-wide student learner outcomes – critical thinking, 
communication, and responsibility - which were then approved through the shared governance 
structure and endorsed by the Executive Cabinet.   
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Figure 1: College-Wide Student Learner Outcomes mapped to the SouthArk mission 


The tiered structure and individual responsibilities for assessment are reflected in the Academic 
Assessment Grid, Appendix 3. 


Academic Assessment Structure 
The SouthArk Academic Assessment process evaluates student learning from multiple vantage 
points inside and outside the classroom.  
 
• Assessment in the Classroom 


Within the classroom, outcomes are identified at the course level.  These course-learner 
outcomes (CLOs) set forth the expectations of the student’s ability upon completion of the 
course.  CLOs are identified for each course and are uniform for each section of the course 
regardless of instructor, location, or modality.  This uniformity allows instructors academic 
freedom in their delivery approach while simultaneously providing for consistent student 
outcomes.  CLO uniformity also facilitates the collection of assessment data across all course 
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sections, thereby engaging all instructors.  CLOs are aligned also to the other tiers of outcomes, 
as noted on the master syllabus. 


Non-program courses may be part of the Arkansas Course Transfer System (ACTS).  ACTS has 
designated course outcomes for all general education courses that are guaranteed transfer 
between Arkansas public colleges and universities.  ACTS outcomes must be included in these 
courses, but the courses are not limited to these outcomes alone.  SouthArk aligns CLOs to 
ACTS outcomes when applicable; this alignment is for clarity and communication. 


Program courses contribute to program learner outcomes (PLOs).  PLOs declare the anticipated 
performance expectations of a program graduate.  As curriculum mapping elucidates, each 
course impacts the student’s development on each PLO, but not all course outcomes clearly 
connect to a PLO.  Some CLOs in program courses, however, will align with PLOs.  This 
alignment communicates progress to the student and allows data aggregation for the assessment 
of PLOs at intermediate points in the program as well as at its conclusion. 


The College Wide Student Learner Outcomes (CWSLO) are the performance expectations for 
any SouthArk graduate of a certificate or degree.  Every course at SouthArk contributes to at 
least one of the CWSLOs.  In order to clarify the connection, each CWSLO has multiple 
descriptors [Appendix 2] which are aligned with the CLOs.  On the master syllabus, the student 
and faculty members see the connection between course and graduate expectations through the 
noted alignment.  The college also has the ability to collect evidence of CWSLO success 
through WEAVE from all courses that indicate the alignment on their master syllabi.   


Assessment measures used in course learner outcome assessment include embedded questions in 
exams, rubric-graded essays, and standardized performance measures. (See Figure 2 for the 
strength of various assessment measures.)  While grades alone are not adequate measures of 
student outcome performance, variations in grade distribution can help to identify potential 
issues, such as a need for changes in prerequisites or an opportunity for professional 
development.  As a supplement to the outcomes-based assessment plan, SouthArk collects grade 
distribution to promote interdepartmental conversations and to encourage changes to improve 
student success and completion. 
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Figure 2: Assessment Measure Strength 


• Assessment Outside the Classroom 


SouthArk collects evidence of the CWSLOs outside the classroom through external institutional 
measures and cross-curricular assessment.  Examples of external institutional measure would be 
the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), licensure exams, the 
Voluntary Framework of Accountability (VFA), and graduation rates.  These institutional 
measures are intended to give year-to-year and peer comparisons for setting performance 
targets.  Cross-curricular assessment shows the contribution of non-academic departments to the 
development of student learning and guides improvement in these areas.  The CWSLO of 
responsibility is heavily measured in student services, for example, as it is reflected in student 
progress and completion. 
 


 
 
  


Embedded questions that 
only test content 
knowledge.  These sorts of 
tests are weak for upper 
level learning but can be 
used to demonstrate pure 
content knowledge. 
Example: A vocabulary test


Embedded questions 
in a test that reflect 
multiple levels of 
Blooms Taxonomy.
Example: See the 
Embedded Questions 
Totaling Tutorial 


An external 
quantitative measure 
or a department 
developed quantitative 
measure which allows 
for the breakdown of 
data to individual 
components. Example: 
A department 
developed and 
validated rubric graded 
assignment


A task oriented 
measure with external 
or internal evaluation 
criteria.  There must be 
a very clear and 
documented indication 
of proficiency.  If 
someone from the field 
or another class is able 
to step in and evaluate 
the students 
comparably, then 
criteria are well 
documented.  Example: 
An accrediting agency’s 
evaluation form for an 
observed activity


An External, 
quantitative measure 
which allows for the 
breakdown of data to 
individual 
components. 
Example: NOCTI
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Data Collection and Evaluation  
 
The linked outcome structure means that faculty members collect data on their courses each year 
and have the opportunity to create action plans on their course data while simultaneously 
contributing to the collection of evidence for the college-wide student learner outcomes. (See 
Appendix 4 for flow charts of the assessment process.)  Institution-wide and cross-curricular 
assessment is conducted also for the college-wide student learner outcomes.  These data are 
aggregated with faculty data per the Academic Assessment Grid.  The CWSLOs are reviewed by 
the Assessment Committee and the Planning Council for the evaluation of progress, identification 
of needed professional development, and institutional action plans.  


Tie to Budgeting and Planning 
 
While academic assessment budget justifications may be tied to core indicators of the strategic plan, 
faculty members also have an opportunity to request resources using the same form on which they 
send action plans to their deans.  These requests are reviewed and added to the budget review 
process.  In addition, the Assessment Committee has the option of requesting budgetary changes to 
improve learning and to facilitate professional development in academic assessment for all faculty 
members.   
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Academic Assessment Process 
 
Roles in Academic Assessment 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


Role of the Assessment 
Committee 


Provide a structure for the 
articulation of outcomes 
and collection of academic 
assessment data (Master 
Syllabi and Assessment 
Report Form) 


Provide tools for the review 
of the assessment data 
(Assessment Report 
Rubric) 


Review the assessment data 
for assigned courses 
(Review Team Process) 


Provide assistance to 
faculty on 
assessment reports 
to assist in future 
assessment cycles 


Watch for trends in the 
assessment reports 
to determine 
professional 
development and 
resource needs of 
the faculty related to 
assessment  


Make 
recommendations on 
budget requests 
related to 
assessment  


Make 
recommendations on 
professional 
development 
activities related to 
assessment  


Role of the Deans 
Ensure articulation of 


outcomes and connection 
to transfer, program, and 
college wide student 
learner outcomes (Master 
Syllabi) 


Ensure faculty participation 
in the assessment process 
(Faculty Evaluation Plan) 


Review the assessment data 
for all division courses 
(Rubric in Appendix 5) 


Ensure that 
assessment reports 
are complete before 
being turned in for 
Assessment 
Committee Review 


Provide Feedback to 
faculty on 
assessment reports 
to assist the 
instructors in future 
assessment cycles 


Mentor faculty who 
need additional 
assistance with the 
assessment process 


Role of the Assessment 
Coach 


Assist with the assessment 
process 


Assist faculty with 
creating well worded 
outcomes 


Assist faculty with 
identifying and 
implementing 
effective assessment 
measures 


Assist faculty with 
identifying 
appropriate 
performance targets 


Assist faculty with self-
evaluating their 
assessment reports  


Assist faculty with data 
analysis 


Assist faculty with 
assessment report 
entry into Weave 


Role of the Assessment 
Committee Chair 


Assign assessment reports 
to the review teams. 


Mediate in the event that a 
review team cannot come 
to a consensus 


Collect assessment report 
rubrics and Review Team 
Assessment Reports from 
the review teams 


Aggregate the data 
from all teams 


Complete a report of 
major findings and 
submit that report to 
the assessment 
committee for 
approval 


Distribute the 
committee approved 
major findings report 
to the Academic 
Affairs Council and 
the VPAA 


Collect budget requests and 
committee 
recommendations to 
present at the college 
budget hearings 
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Establishing the Assessment Process for a New Course 
 
Prior to the start of the semester 


• Relevant stakeholders (course faculty, deans, advisory committees, etc.) will collaborate to 
develop course learner outcomes (CLOs) as part of the submission of a course to the 
curriculum committee.  Outcomes should be clear and measurable.  Consulting Blooms 
taxonomy is advisable to assist in the development process.   


• Following Curriculum Committee approval of the course, faculty teaching the course will 
identify appropriate assessment measures for the CLOs.  The assessment measure(s) and 
evaluation of the results will be the same for all faculty teaching the class.  Examples might 
include a common final exam with embedded questions, an essay graded with a 
departmental rubric, or a national exam. 


• The faculty members will meet to create one master syllabus for the course.  CLOs will be 
aligned with program learner outcomes (PLOs), Arkansas Course Transfer System (ACTS) 
outcomes, and college wide student learner outcomes (CWSLOs).  The master syllabus will 
also include the identified common assessment measure as well as the course description as 
it appears in the catalog. 


• The completed master syllabus will be reviewed by the appropriate academic dean and 
turned into the office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs.  The common elements of 
the course syllabus must match the master syllabus. 


 
Schedule for Assessment Report Review Teams (ARRT)  
 
Each semester, the Assessment Committee will submit to the office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs (VPAA) a report based on the data and information collected as outlined in this 
document.  The assessment report review process is as follows: 
1. An assessment subcommittee, appointed by the Assessment Committee chair, will collect a 


sampling of course assessment reports (Appendix 6) and distribute these reports to assessment 
report review teams (ARRTs) for review.  The subcommittee will choose no less than 10 
percent and no more than 30 percent of each division’s/department’s reports 


2. After a review of the reports, each ARRT will report to the Committee a summary of its 
findings. 


3. The Assessment Committee will review the ARRT findings and make any necessary 
recommendations for budgetary needs, assessment plan changes, and professional development 
activities. 


4. The Assessment Committee chair will compile the summaries into a report and will send the 
report to the Committee for approval.   


5. After approval, the Assessment Committee chair will submit the approved report and any 
recommendations to the Academic Affairs Council and the VPAA. 


6. All recommended action items from the Assessment Committee will be distributed to the 
appropriate committee chair or cabinet member.   


 
Disseminating the Report and Creating Discussions about Learning 
The Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Assessment Committee chair will be responsible 
for ensuring Academic Assessment professional development is offered annually. 
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 Appendix 1: Glossary and Check Sheets 
 Glossary 


Action Plan The instructor’s plan for addressing insufficient learner outcome performance 
or improving outcome performance in the next academic cycle. 


Aggregate 


To collect the results of all students completing the assessment measure within 
the designated assessment period (can be multiple sections, methods of 
delivery, delivery by faculty status, delivery by location, and semesters) into a 
numeric value representing the groups' success on the learner outcome.  
Example: 65% of all students completing the assessment measure were 
proficient. 


Analysis/ Analyze To compare the results of an assessment measure to the performance target and 
reasonably speculate on the cause or causes of any difference between the two 


Arkansas Course Transfer System 
(ACTS) Outcomes Learner outcomes designated by the Arkansas Department of Higher Education 


Assessment Coach The faculty member given release time in the fall and spring semesters in order 
to provide assistance to faculty with the assessment process 


Assessment Measure How the instructor determines whether or not a student can successfully 
demonstrate a learner outcome 


Assessment Report 
Report created in WEAVE which documents the performance targets, results, 
and action plans for course learner outcomes during the specified assessment 
period 


Assessment Report Rubric The tool by which assessment report strength is measured and opportunities for 
assessment process improvements are identified 


Author A WEAVE user that has been added to an assessment report by the creator and 
has the ability to edit the contents of the document 


Budgetary Implications/ Budget 
Requests 


Documents if action plans will require any additional personnel or fiscal 
resources and the requests of those resources in WEAVE 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes 


What the student should be able to accomplish after earning a technical 
certificate or higher 


Course Learner Outcomes What the student should be able to accomplish after completing all course 
work in a course 


Course Syllabus All of the contents of the master syllabus plus instructor, location, how the 
course is offered (online or in the classroom), and term specific information 


Disaggregate  Breakdown of aggregated data within a report by method of delivery 
In Progress Status in WEAVE indicating that the faculty report is in progress 


Internal Review Status in WEAVE indicating that the faculty member or members have 
completed the assessment report and that it is ready for review by the dean 


Complete Status in WEAVE indicating that the dean has completed review of the 
assessment report  


Master Syllabus A syllabus containing descriptions of all course elements that remain constant 
regardless of instructor, location, or other specifics about the course 


Performance Target 
The pre-set numeric target for the results of the assessment measure; this 
number represents the portion of students who will score proficient or higher 
on the assessment measure 


Program Learner Outcomes 
What the student should be able to accomplish after completing all course 
work in a program and any additional activities required for completion of the 
degree or certificate 


Results Performance of students as a group 


WEAVE (Centrieva Academic Effect) The web-based assessment management system 
used in the creation and storage of assessment reports 







 


11 
 


Appendix 2: College- Wide Student Learner Outcomes Definitions and Descriptors 
 


College- Wide Student Learner Outcomes Definitions and Descriptors 
 


 
Critical thinking is a systematic process of addressing a problem that explores, analyzes, and evaluates relevant 


evidence, observations, and artifacts, through the lens of our assumptions, experiences, and beliefs to formulate 


new ideas and decisions. 


• CT1. Inquiry & Analysis identifies and analyzes an issue, concept, or insightful pattern, and practices 


information literacy by gathering information from a variety of sources, evaluating reliability, and organizing and 


synthesizing to make an informed decision or to arrive at an informed result. 


• CT2. Quantitative problem solving is designing, evaluating, and implementing a strategy to solve a problem 


though interpreting and analyzing numerical data, thereby generating a highly competent argument that is 


communicated clearly through graphs, charts, tables, mathematical equations, et cetera.  


• CT3. Logical reasoning is the process of using deductive, abductive, and inductive thinking to arrive at a 


hypothesis or conclusion that avoids fallacies. It is based solely on proof and sound premise. 


• CT4. Scientific reasoning is the cycle of making observations, generating a theory, hypothesis, or prediction, 


outlining methods and data collection, conducting analysis, discussing findings, and drawing logical conclusions 


that consider the limitations and gaps of the study and future directions to test the theory, hypothesis, or 


prediction.  


• CT5. Creative thinking is innovating, imagining, taking risks, and thinking divergently. 


 
Communication is the exchange of ideas, messages, and information through a variety of media. 


• C1. Written Communication is the purposeful expression of thought through text following the accepted 


conventions of a specific discipline or task including content, organization, fluency, correctness, and style to 


achieve clarity for the audience.   


• C2. Oral Communication is the presentation of a compelling message or idea through speech, body language, 


and expressiveness using a variety of supporting materials which may include statistics, illustrations, analogies, 


and quotations in order to inform or promote change.  


• C3. Visual Communication is the expression of a message through viewable media to inform, enlighten, or 


entertain an audience. 


• C4. Performance Communication is the appropriate and technically accurate artistic expression through action 


and application of skills in the performing arts to convey meaning or entertain an audience.  
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Responsibility is the self-directed charge to understand one’s role in and effect on the local and global 
community and to act in a manner that protects or improves not only one’s self and others and reflect integrity, 
honesty, tolerance, and fairness. 


 


• R1. Diversity is engaging with cultures and backgrounds other than one’s own which results in gaining diverse 


perspectives which raises awareness of personal biases and increases the effectiveness of collaboration. 


• R2. Safety is the practice of taking responsible actions, informed by professional standards, to ensure the 


protection of persons and property. 


• R3. Ethical behavior is the practice of evaluating the local and broader consequences of one’s actions and 


making informed responsible choices about those actions.  Guiding ethical principles may be personal, academic, 


or field based. 


• R4. Service is active civic engagement through the reflection on and application of one’s skills as needed by the 


community.   


• R5. Progression is the incremental completion of required work, fulfilment of obligations, and achievement of 


milestones for the purpose of becoming an active member of the workforce and community.  Milestones may 


include credential attainment, licensure, or employability.   
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Appendix 3:  Assessment Grid 
 


 
 


Level Indicator 
Collection of Data 


Notes 
 Who When 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 
Individual Faculty General 
Education Course Success 


Percentage 
IR Each Semester The individual faculty member results will be sent by course to the 


dean. Longitudinal results will be included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course Individual Faculty Program 
Course Success Percentage IR Each Semester The individual faculty member results will be sent by course to the 


dean. Longitudinal results will be included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course General Education Course 
Success Percentage IR Each Year The aggregate results will be sent by course to the dean.  Longitudinal 


results will be included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course Program Course Success 
Percentage IR Each Semester The aggregate results will be sent by course to the dean.  Longitudinal 


results will be included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 
Discipline Level General 


Education Course Success 
Percentage 


IR Each Year The aggregate results will be sent by discipline to the dean. 
Longitudinal results will be included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course Aggregate Program Course 
Success Percentage IR Each Year The aggregate results will be sent by discipline to the dean. 


Longitudinal results will be included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


Course General Education Course 
Learner Outcomes Faculty Each Semester The results of all faculty teaching the course will be aggregated and the 


action plan is decided on and implemented by this faculty cohort. 







 


14 
 


 
Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


Course Cohort Program Course 
Learner Outcomes Faculty Each Semester The results of all faculty teaching the course will be aggregated and the 


action plan is decided on and implemented by this faculty cohort. 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


Course Non-Cohort Program Course 
Learner Outcomes Faculty Each Semester The results of all faculty teaching the course will be aggregated and the 


action plan is decided on and implemented by this faculty cohort. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 


Program Cohort Program Learner 
Outcomes 


Program 
Faculty Each Semester 


Program Learner Outcomes are tied to course learner outcomes.  See 
program curriculum map and master syllabi.  The faculty will aggregate 
the results from the appropriate course level as determined by their 
program assessment plan. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 


Program 
Non- Cohort Program Learner 


Outcomes including the 
Associate of Arts 


Program 
Faculty Each Semester 


Program Learner Outcomes are tied to course learner outcomes.  See 
program curriculum map and master syllabi.  The faculty will aggregate 
the results from the appropriate course level as determined by their 
program assessment plan. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Cohort Program Retention IR 
Once per cohort 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Cohort Program Graduation IR 
Once per cohort 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Non-Cohort Program 
Graduation IR 


Once per year 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Cohort Program Licensure Faculty 
Once per cohort 
unless needed 


more frequently 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Non-Cohort Program Licensure Faculty 
Once per year 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Cohort Program Employment Faculty 
Once per cohort 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Non-Cohort Program 
Employment Faculty Once per year  


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Four-year transfer for Associate 
of Arts Graduates IR 


Once per year 
unless needed 


more frequently 
Transfer is tracked through the National Student Clearinghouse. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Four-year transfer graduations 
for Associate of Arts Graduates IR 


Once per year 
unless needed 


more frequently 
Transfer is tracked through the National Student Clearinghouse. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Cohort Program Employer 
Surveys Faculty 


Once per cohort 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Non- Cohort Program 
Employer Surveys Faculty Once per year  


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Cohort Program Graduate 
Surveys Faculty 


Once per cohort 
unless needed 


more frequently 
 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Non- Cohort Program Graduate 
Surveys Faculty Once per year  
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


Pr
og


ra
m


 
G


oa
ls


 


Program Program Advisory Committee 
Survey 


Dean or 
Committee 


Chair 
Once per year  


Sp
ec


ia
l 


In
iti


at
iv


es
 


an
d 


C
om


pl
ia


nc
e 


Program Arkansas Department of Higher 
Education Program Review Faculty Cycle set by 


ADHE 
 


Sp
ec


ia
l 


In
iti


at
iv


es
 


an
d 


C
om


pl
ia


nc
e 


Program Program Accrediting Body 
Review Faculty 


Cycle set by 
program 


accrediting 
body 


 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/ 
A


ca
de


m
ic


 
A


ss
es


sm
en


t 


College Community College Survey of 
Student Engagement IR Once per year 


(Summer) 
The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any 
needed action plans. 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/ 
A


ca
de


m
ic


 
A


ss
es


sm
en


t 


College SouthArk Graduate Survey IR Once per year 
(Summer) 


The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any 
needed action plans. 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/ 
A


ca
de


m
ic


 
A


ss
es


sm
en


t 


College Graduation Rate IR Once per year 
(Summer) 


The graduation rate goal should be set to lead to continuous 
improvement from the previous year's results until SouthArk reaches the 
average two-year college rate at which point the goal will be 
reevaluated. The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action plans. 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/ 
A


ca
de


m
ic


 
A


ss
es


sm
en


t 


College Retention Rate IR Once per year 
(Summer) 


The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any 
needed action plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Safety 


Safety Course Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to safety related 
course learner outcomes.  See CWSLO curriculum map and master 
syllabi.  The CIEAO will aggregate the results.  The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action 
plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Ethics 


Professional Ethics Course 
Outcomes 


 
 


IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to professional ethics 
course learner outcomes.  See CWSLO curriculum map and master 
syllabi.  The CIEAO will aggregate the results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action 
plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Ethics 


Academic Ethics Course 
Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to academic ethics 
course learner outcomes.  See CWSLO curriculum map and master 
syllabi.  The CIEAO will aggregate the results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action 
plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome –


Responsibility: 
Diversity 


Diversity Course Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to diversity course 
learner outcomes.  See CWSLO curriculum map and master syllabi.  
The CIEAO will aggregate the results. The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Diversity 


Community College Survey of 
Student Engagement- Diversity 


Responses 
IR Once per year 


(Summer) 


CCSSE questions about diversity will be pre-identified by the 
assessment committee. The assessment Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Service 


Course or program service 
project participation IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to course learner 
outcomes.  See CWSLO curriculum map and master syllabi.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the results. The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Progress 


Voluntary Framework of 
Accountability Two-Year 


progress measures 
IR Once a year 


Fall-to-Fall retention/ attainment of credential seeking cohort and credit 
threshold. The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Progress 


Voluntary Framework of 
Accountability Six-Year 


progress measures 
IR Once a year 


Award and transfer of credential seeking cohort. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action 
plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Responsibility: 
Progress 


Voluntary Framework of 
Accountability Career 
Technical Education 


IR Once a year 
Employment and licensure as a percentage of all contacted as well as 
total. The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Communication: 
Written 


Writing Communication 
Course Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to writing related 
course learner outcomes.  The writing assignment must follow the 
stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO will aggregate the 
results. The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Communication: 
Oral 


Oral Communication Course 
Outcomes 


 
IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to speaking related 
course learner outcomes.  The speaking assignment must follow the 
stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO will aggregate the 
results. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Communication: 
Visual 


Visual Communication Course 
Outcomes 


 
IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to visual presentation 
course learner outcomes.  The visual presentation assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 


O
ut


co
m


es
 College Wide 


Student Learner 
Outcome -


Communication: 
Performance 


Performance Communication 
Course Outcomes 


 
IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to performance course 
learner outcomes.  The performance assignment must follow the 
stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO will aggregate the 
results. The assessment Committee will identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College Wide 
Student Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Inquiry and 


Analysis 


Inquiry and Analysis Course 
Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to inquiry and 
analysis course learner outcomes.  The inquiry and analysis assignment 
must follow the stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO 
will aggregate the results. The assessment Committee will identify 
faculty and staff to develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College Wide 
Student Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Quantitative 


Problem Solving 


Quantitative Problem-Solving 
Course Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to Quantitative 
Problem-Solving course learner outcomes.  The Quantitative Problem-
Solving assignment must follow the stipulations of the CWSLO 
definitions.  The CIEAO will aggregate the results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action 
plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College Wide 
Student Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Logical 


Reasoning 


Logical Reasoning Course 
Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to Logical Reasoning 
course learner outcomes.  The Logical Reasoning assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The assessment Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College Wide 
Student Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Scientific 
Reasoning 


Scientific Reasoning Course 
Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to Scientific 
Reasoning course learner outcomes.  The Scientific Reasoning 
assignment must follow the stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the results. The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to develop any needed action plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data 
Notes 


 Who When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College Wide 
Student Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Creative 
Thinking 


Creative Thinking Course 
Outcomes IR Once a year 


College Wide Student Learner Outcomes are tied to Creative Thinking 
course learner outcomes.  The Creative Thinking assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the CWSLO definitions.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The assessment Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed action plans. 
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Appendix 4: Assessment Process Flow Charts 


 
 
 


Standard Course Assessment Cycle for Faculty 


Set Course 
Outcomes on the 


course master 
syllabus and 


assessment report.


Identify 
Assessment 


Measures that will 
identify whether or 
not students are 


proficient on 
outcomes.


Set Performance 
Targets based on 


previously 
collected data, at 
least 70% for a 
baseline year.


Collect data as 
you conduct your 


assessment 
measures.


Aggregate your 
data with other 


faculty who teach 
the course.


Discuss results with co 
teachers and/or 
division dean if 


outcome results are 
not consistent with 
your perception of 


student performance.


Determine action plans to 
improve student learning. 


Include these plans in 
your course design the 
next time it is taught.
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Set Course 
Outcomes on the 


course master 
syllabus and 


assessent report.


Identify 
Assessment 


Measures that will 
identify whether or 
not students are 
proficient at an 


outcomes.


Set Performance 
Targets based on 


previously collected 
data, at least 70% 


for a baseline year.
Collect data as 


you conduct your 
assessment 
measures.


Aggregate your 
data with the 


other faculty who 
teach the course.


Discuss results with 
co teachers and/or 


division dean if 
outcome results are 
not consistent with 
your perception of 


student performance.


Determine action plans to 
improve student learning. 


Include these plans in your 
course design the next 


time it is taught.


Do the outcomes 
need to be 


reviewed and 
rewritten? 


YES            NO 


Was your 
assessment 


method not well 
aligned with your 


outcomes? 
Do you need to 


change your 
implementation 
to ensure better 
participation? 


Were your results 
significantly 
different than 


your performance 
target? 
Higher? 
Lower? 


Questions to ask when the results of your assessment do not match your perception of student level 
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Course Assessment Process for Faculty, Deans, and the Assessment Committee 
 
Prior to the semester start: 
● Faculty: Enter outcomes, assessment measures and performance targets into Weave. 
● Deans: Review outcomes from the master syllabus.  
 


During the semester: 


● Faculty: Collect data from applicable measurement tools through the semester. 
 


During assessment week: 
● The lead faculty member for the course collects assessment report data from other faculty members who have taught other sections of the course, 


if applicable. 
● Faculty members aggregate the data that has been collected 
● Faculty will create ONE assessment report for the course for the academic year and enter into Weave. 


○ If the course is only taught once per year, the faculty will enter their results, analysis, and action plan in Weave at the end of the semester 
in which the course was taught. 


○ If the course is taught multiple times per year, the faculty will save the current semester’s data in their assessment report and follow the 
above process in the final semester of the year. 


○ If course sections were taught using more than one method of instruction (ex: in-class, hybrid, and/or online), the faculty will aggregate 
all data into ONE report and enter it into Weave but will also upload the raw disaggregated data from each course section and instruction 
method as an attachment.  All modes of course delivery (i.e. in-class, online, hybrid, concurrent) must be included in the disaggregated 
data that is attached. 


● Faculty will mark their assessment reports in Weave as ‘Internal Review’ when it is completed and ready for the dean to review. 
● Faculty will add their applicable division dean if he/she isn’t already included as a team member within the report. 
● Deans will review all assessment reports at the end of the assessment cycle using the Assessment Report Rubric, reviewing budget needs when 


included. 
○ This review step ensures that all faculty participate in assessment as required by the faculty evaluation process and it provides preliminary 


feedback to the faculty for future reports. 
○ Assessment feedback will be returned to the faculty by the dean at or before the next convocation. 


 


After assessment reports are completed for the semester/academic year: 
● The Assessment Committee will randomly select completed assessment reports from across campus based on the assessment schedule for review by the 


ARRT teams.  
● The ARRT teams will review assigned reports using the Assessment Report Rubric and will submit their generalized findings to the Assessment 


Committee. 
● The committee members will then discuss the overall results and will make recommendations for the need of any professional development based upon 


the findings.  
● ARRT reviews by the Assessment Committee will be used for assessment training purposes only and not for faculty evaluation. 
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Committee:
Randomly select 
reports campus-wide 
for review by the 
ARRTs. 
ARRT teams:
Review assigned 
reports using the 
rubric. 
Submit generalized 
findings to the 
Assessment 
Committee.
Assessment 
Committee:
Discuss overall results 
and make 
recommendations to 
the VPAA for 
professional 
development.  


After Assessment 
Reports 


Completed:


Faculty:
If course is taught once/yr.:
Enter results, analysis and action 
plan in Weave at the end of the 
semester in which the course is 
taught.
If course is taught multiple 
times/yr:
Save current semester’s raw 
data in assessment report. 
Complete report process at end 
of last semester of the year in 
which the course is taught.
If multiple methods of 
instruction across course 
sections:
Aggregate all data into ONE 
report, enter into Weave, and 
upload disaggregated (by 
instructional method) raw data 
to the report.
Mark reports in Weave as 
Internal Review (completed and 
ready for dean to review). Add 
division dean to the report.
Deans:
Review reports using rubric, 
reviewing budget needs where 
applicable.  Mark as reports as 
complete when finished.
Provide feedback to faculty 
member(s) before next 
convocation.


During Assessment 
Week:


Lead Faculty:
Collect data from 
other faculty 
members, if 
applicable
Aggregate the data 
from all course 
sections
Create ONE 
assessment report 
for the course for the 
academic year and 
enter into Weave
Attach disagrregated 
data based on modes 
of delivery to the 
WEAVE report


During the 
Semester:


Faculty: 
Collect data from 
applicable 
measurement tools 


During 
Assessment 


Week:


Faculty:
Enter outcomes, 
assessment measures 
and performance 
targets into Weave
Deans: 
Review outcomes from 
the master syllabus


Prior to the 
Semester Start:
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Appendix 5:  Assessment Report Rubric 


Assessment Report Rubric 
Course/ Program Reviewed:  
Reviewer:   Date: Established Missing or Needs Work 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 Course Learner Outcomes (CLOs) 
are measurable statements that 
convey what students are expected to 
learn in a course.  While goals and 
objectives can be written more 
broadly, CLOs are specific in nature. 


 ____ Outcomes total at least 3 but no more than 9.  


 ____ Outcomes are clearly stated. 


 ____ Outcomes are measurable.   


 ____ At least one critical thinking outcome is 
identified. 


 ____ Too few or too many outcomes are listed. 


 ____ Outcomes are not clearly stated.   


 ____ Outcomes are not measurable. 


 ____ The critical thinking outcome is not identified. 


 ____ No outcomes are identified. 


 ____ Other:  


A
ss


es
sm


en
t 


M
et


ho
ds


 


Assessment Methods are the tools 
used to evaluate the CLO.  Methods 
will vary depending on the CLO to 
be measured.  Some examples are 
portfolios, rubric graded 
assignments, or essays, cumulative 
or unit exams, etc. 


 ____ Methods are clearly stated. 


 ____ Methods provide a direct measure of student 
learning. 


 ____ Grading tools are attached to the report (i.e. 
rubrics, skill assessments, exams, etc.)  


 ____ The results clearly identify strengths or 
weaknesses of the outcomes. 


 ____ Methods are identified but are unclear 


 ____ It is unclear whether the results can be used to identify 
strengths or weaknesses of the outcomes. 


 ____ Assessment tools are not attached 


 ____ No methods are identified. 


 ____ Other:  


Pe
rf


or
m


an
ce


 
T


ar
ge


ts
 Performance targets are the specific 


goals set for student assessment.  
These targets describe the percentage 
of student work that will meet the 
performance standard for a CLO. 


 ____ Performance targets are identified and clearly 
stated. 


 ____ Targets are consistent with historical data. 


 ____ Targets are sufficiently high for a college class. 


 ____ Performance targets are identified, but they are inconsistent 
with historical data.  


 ____ Targets are not sufficiently high for a college class. 


 ____ No performance targets are identified. 


 ____ Other:  


D
at


a 
C


ol
le


ct
io


n 
an


d 
A


na
ly


si
s 


Analyzing data includes determining 
how to organize, compare, and 
present the assessment results.  This 
analysis is guided by the how the 
CLO is written and if the 
performance targets are met based on 
the assessment method. 


 ____ Data was collected from all relevant faculty 
members or sections.  


 ____ A thorough analysis of all data is provided. 


 ____ Raw data is attached to support analysis. 


 ____ Analysis includes comparison of previous year 
results. 


 ____ Data & analysis include all modes of delivery.  


 ____ Data was not collected from all relevant faculty members 
or sections. 


 ____ Minimal to no data analysis exists.  


 ____ Raw data is incomplete or missing. 


 ____ Previous year data is not addressed. 


 ____ Different modes of delivery are not addressed. 


 ____ Other:  
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Comments: 


Pl
an


s o
f 


A
ct


io
n Plans of Action complete the 


assessment process for each CLO 
and describe how to improve student 
learner for the next assessment cycle. 


 ____ Plans of action demonstrate continuous 
improvement from the last assessment cycle. 


 ____ Plans address current strengths and weaknesses 
to improve student learning. 


 ____ Plans consider different modes of delivery. 


 ____ Strengths and weaknesses are not identified. 


 ____ Previous assessment data is not addressed. 


 ____ Different modes of delivery are not addressed. 


 ____ No plans of action are present. 


 ____ Other:   
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Appendix 6: Assessment Report Review Schedule 
 


General Education/ Multi Program Courses 


  Total Reviewed by the Assessment Committee 


Arts/Humanities 10 2 (20%) 
Art 1  
Literature 2  
Music 1  
Theater 1  
History 5  


Science and Math 16 3 (19%) 
Math 4  
Computer and Information 
Processing 1  


Medical Terminology 1  
Health and PE 1  
Biology 5  
Chemistry 2  
Geology 1  
Physical Science 1  


Social Science 11 2 (18%) 
Economics 2  
Geography 1  
Political Science 2  
Psychology 3  
Sociology 3  


Writing/ Rhetoric 6 1 (17%) 
English 5  
Speech 1  


Grand Total 43 8 (19%) 
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Appendix 9: Assessment Report Review Schedule 


 


 
 


 Program Courses 


  Total Reviewed by the Assessment Committee 


Arts and Science 64 9 (14%) 
Accounting  4  
Business 15  
Computer Information Tech 12  
Criminal Justice 6  
Education 19  
Entertainment and Media Arts 8  


Career Technical 46 8 (17%) 
Automotive 8  
Culinary 8  
Industrial Tech/ Mechatronics 10  
Nursing Assistant 3  
Process Technology 9  
Welding 8  


Health Science 108 18 (17%) 
Emergency Medical Services 17  
Medical Coding 9  
Occupational Therapy Assistant 18  
Phlebotomy 2  
Practical Nursing 16  
Physical Therapy Assistant 10  
Radiology Technician 24  
Surgical Technician 12  


Total 218 35 (16%) 





		After assessment reports are completed for the semester/academic year:
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Introductory Information 
 
 
 
Mission of the College 
South Arkansas Community College promotes excellence in learning, teaching, and service; 
provides lifelong educational opportunities; and serves as a cultural, intellectual, and economic 
resource for the community. 
 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of assessment for the faculty, according to The Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning Reconsidered, is the scholarship of teaching and learning and the work "of the faculty 
for the faculty, who use its findings to improve the experience of their own students in their own 
settings." However, the authors continue by explaining that assessment often is concerned with 
institutional effectiveness and is conducted for audiences that include "trustees, policy makers, 
parents, and others who want to know if higher education is meeting its promises to students and 
society." Although these two purposes historically have been parallel but not always 
intertwining, there is a shift, as noted in an epigraph from St. Olaf College, to "build bridges 
between scholarship of teaching and learning and institutional assessment." South Arkansas 
Community College (SouthArk) seeks to build those bridges. By linking course outcomes and 
assessments to institutional outcomes, the college is able to  
• use data to improve student learning  
• show how the institution is fulfilling the promises of a quality education 
 
Student learning assessment at SouthArk is designed to 
• review and document learning continually at the following levels: 


o course 
o program  
o institutional  


• create conversations about student achievement 
• improve learning  
 
The primary purpose continues to be to provide the best possible education to our students. 
Educators know that student success is influenced by many factors, but assessment asks how 
well the student performs the outcome and why. TeachersInstructors then analyze the 
information and make changes where warranted so that the courses isare improved continually 
and students’ opportunities for success are improvedincrease. From the perspective of 
institutional effectiveness, this process is documented so that stakeholders may understand the 
process and its results. In summary, the purpose of assessment is to improve student learning 
through this process. 
 
Academic Assessment at SouthArk 
 
Academic assessment at SouthArk is the responsibility of the office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs through the academic deans and faculty.  This assessment process is designed 
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to promote the continuous review and improvement of learner outcomes.  SouthArk’s tiered 
structure connects course learner outcomes to college-wide student learner outcomes to promote 
faculty-wide, consistent participation while ensuring that every instructor’s data collection 
efforts contribute not only to their courses but also to learning as a whole.  In order to make the 
most of the academic assessment process, the assessment committee has created a structure to 
assist faculty members with embedding assessment into their normal teaching practices.  This 
process begins with the notation of course learner outcomes on the master syllabi and cycles 
annually as faculty create action plans on their assessment results during designated assessment 
days at the end of each major semester.   


For a quick reference of faculty and dean responsibilities as well as a glossary of commonly used 
assessment terms, see Appendix 1. 


Process of Development 
When formal academic assessment first began at SouthArk in the early 2000s, it was considered 
interchangeable with institutional effectiveness.  Common measures of institutional effectiveness 
such as retention and student satisfaction were included among the measures of academic 
assessment.  In order to gauge the college-wide student learner outcomes, which were referred to 
as general education outcomes, courses were selected on a rotating schedule and faculty were 
asked to measure the outcome in their classes.  This collection methodology, along with 
standardized testing, proved difficult to implement and yielded minimal data.  As the process 
evolved, it became apparent that academic assessment needed to not only occur on a broader 
scale, but also be more predictable and easier for the faculty to perform.  Consequently, the 
Assessment Committee, formerly the Faculty Assessment Committee, reviewed the elements of 
the 2006 plan and systematically developed a new structure to improve the effectiveness of the 
assessment process.   


Beginning in fall 2009, faculty were asked to reflect on and improve, if necessary, course and 
program outcomes.  Designated assessment days were noted on the academic calendar to ensure 
that faculty had adequate time to participate in assessment activities.  Professional development 
was offered at convocation, and materials were provided by the Director of Institutional 
Research and Effectiveness to assist with this process.  For program faculty, this review included 
curriculum mapping, which alignedaligning program courses to the program learner outcomes, 
thereby illuminating the connection between course content and graduate expectations.  Mapping 
began the standardization of assessment activities, and the establishment of master syllabi 
assisted in communication of expected outcomes.  Subsequent form and template development 
for program and non-program faculty further improved the assessment process. 


The Assessment Committee also thoroughly reviewed the general education outcomes.  The 
committee discussed the college’s mission, the strategic plan, and other guiding documents, as 
well as faculty members’ priorities for graduates. (See Figure 1 for alignment of the student 
learner outcomes with SouthArk’s mission.) The result of this process was the redevelopment of 
those graduate outcomes into three college-wide student learner outcomes – critical thinking, 
communication, and responsibility - which were then approved through the shared governance 
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structure and endorsed by the Executive Cabinet:  critical thinking, communication, and 
responsibility.   


 


Figure 1: College-Wide Student Learner Outcomes mapped to the SouthArk mission 


The tiered structure and individual responsibilities for assessment are reflected in the Academic 
Assessment Grid,  Appendix 3. 


Academic Assessment Structure 
The SouthArk Academic Assessment process evaluates student learning from multiple vantage 
points inside and outside the classroom.  
 
• Assessment in the Classroom 


Within the classroom, outcomes are identified at the course level.  These course-learner 
outcomes (CLOs) set forth the expectations of the student’s ability upon completion of the 
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course.  CLOs are identified for each course and are uniform for each section of the course 
regardless of instructor, location, or modality.  This uniformity allows instructors academic 
freedom in their delivery approach while simultaneously providing for consistent student 
outcomes.  CLO uniformity also facilitates the collection of assessment data across all course 
sections, thereby engaging all instructors.  CLOs are aligned also to the other tiers of 
outcomes, as noted on the master syllabus. 


Non-program courses may be part of the Arkansas Course Transfer System (ACTS).  ACTS 
has designated course outcomes for all general education courses that are guaranteed transfer 
between Arkansas public colleges and universities.  ACTS outcomes must be included in 
these courses, but the courses are not limited to these outcomes alone.  SouthArk aligns 
CLOs to ACTS outcomes when applicable; this alignment is for clarity and communication. 


Program courses contribute to program learner outcomes (PLOs).  PLOs declare the 
anticipated performance expectations of a program graduate.  As curriculum mapping 
elucidates, each course impacts the student’s development on each PLO, but not all course 
outcomes clearly connect to a PLO.  Some CLOs in program courses, however, will align 
with PLOs.  This alignment communicates progress to the student and allows data 
aggregation for the assessment of PLOs at intermediate points in the program as well as at its 
conclusion. 


The College Wide Student Learner Outcomes (CWSLO) are the performance expectations 
for any SouthArk graduate of a certificate or degree.  Every course at SouthArk contributes 
to at least one of the CWSLOs.  In order to clarify the connection, each CWSLO has multiple 
descriptors [Appendix 2] which are aligned with the CLOs.  On the master syllabus, the 
student and faculty members see the connection between course and graduate expectations 
through the noted alignment.  The college also has the ability to collect evidence of CWSLO 
success through WEAVE from all courses that indicate the alignment on their master syllabi.   


Assessment measures used in course learner outcome assessment include embedded 
questions in exams, rubric-graded essays, and standardized performance measures. (See 
Figure 2 for the strength of various assessment measures.)  While grades alone are not 
adequate measures of student outcome performance, variations in grade distribution can help 
to identify potential issues, such as a need for changes in prerequisites or an opportunity for 
professional development.  As a supplement to the outcomes-based assessment plan, 
SouthArk collects grade distribution to promote interdepartmental conversations and to 
encourage changes to improve student success and completion. 
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Figure 2: Assessment Measure Strength 


• Assessment Outside the Classroom 


SouthArk collects evidence of the CWSLOs outside the classroom through external 
institutional measures and cross-curricular assessment.  Examples of external institutional 
measure would be the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), 
licensure exams, the Voluntary Framework of Accountability (VFA), and graduation rates.  
These institutional measures are intended to give year-to-year and occasionally peer 
comparisons for setting performance targets.  Cross-curricular assessment shows the 
contribution of non-academic departments to the development of student learning and guides 
improvement in these areas.  The CWSLO of responsibility is heavily measured in student 
services, for example, as it is reflected in student progress and completion. 
 


 
 


Embedded questions that 
only test content 
knowledge.  These sorts of 
tests are weak for upper 
level learning but can be 
used to demonstrate pure 
content knowledge. 
Example: A vocabulary test


Embedded questions 
in a test that reflect 
multiple levels of 
Blooms Taxonomy.
Example: See the 
Embedded Questions 
Totaling Tutorial 


An external 
quantitative measure 
or a department 
developed quantitative 
measure which allows 
for the breakdown of 
data to individual 
components. Example: 
A department 
developed and 
validated rubric graded 
assignment


A task oriented 
measure with external 
or internal evaluation 
criteria.  There must be 
a very clear and 
documented indication 
of proficiency.  If 
someone from the field 
or another class is able 
to step in and evaluate 
the students 
comparably, then 
criteria are well 
documented.  Example: 
An accrediting agency’s 
evaluation form for an 
observed activity


An External, 
quantitative measure 
which allows for the 
breakdown of data to 
individual 
components. 
Example: NOCTI
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Data Collection and Evaluation  
 
The linked outcome structure means that faculty members collect data on their courses each year 
and have the opportunity to create action plans on their course data while simultaneously 
contributing to the collection of evidence for the college-wide student learner outcomes. (See 
Appendix 4 for flow charts of the assessment process.)  Institution-wide and cross-curricular 
assessment is conducted also for the college-wide student learner outcomes.  These data are 
aggregated with faculty data per the Academic Assessment Grid.  The CWSLOs are reviewed by 
the Assessment Committee and the Planning Council for the evaluation of progress, 
identification of needed professional development, and institutional action plans.  


Tie to Budgeting and Planning 
 
While academic assessment budget justifications may be tied to core indicators of the strategic 
plan, faculty members also have an opportunity to request resources using the same form on 
which they send action plans to their deans.  These requests are reviewed and added to the 
budget review process.  In addition, the Assessment Committee has the option of requesting 
budgetary changes to improve learning and to facilitate professional development in academic 
assessment for all faculty members.   
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Academic Assessment Process 
 
Roles in Academic Assessment 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Role of the Assessment 
Committee 


Provide a structure for the 
articulation of outcomes 
and collection of academic 
assessment data (Master 
Syllabi and Assessment 
Report Form) 


Provide tools for the review 
of the assessment data 
(Assessment Report 
Rubric) 


Review the assessment data 
for selectassigned courses 
(Review Team Process) 


Provide assistance to 
faculty on 
assessment reports 
to assist in future 
assessment cycles 


LookWatch for trends 
in the assessment 
reports to determine 
professional 
development and 
resource needs of 
the faculty related to 
assessment  


Make 
recommendations on 
budget requests 
related to 
assessment  


Make 
recommendations on 
professional 
development 
activities related to 
assessment  


Role of the Deans 
Ensure articulation of 


outcomes and connection 
to transfer, program, and 
college wide student 
learner outcomes (Master 
Syllabi) 


Ensure faculty participation 
in the assessment process 
(Faculty Evaluation Plan) 


Review the assessment data 
for all division courses 
(Rubric in Appendix 5) 


Ensure that 
assessment reports 
are complete before 
being turned in for 
Assessment 
Committee Review 


Provide Feedback to 
faculty on 
assessment reports 
to assist the 
instructors in future 
assessment cycles 


Mentor faculty who 
need additional 
assistance with the 
assessment process 


Role of the Assessment 
Coaches 


Assist with the assessment 
process 


Assist faculty onwith 
creating well worded 
outcomes 


Assist faculty onwith 
identifying and 
implementing 
effective assessment 
measures 


Assist faculty withon 
identifying 
appropriate 
performance targets 


Assist faculty inwith 
self-evaluating their 
assessment reports 
using the rubric 


Assist faculty with data 
analysis 


Assist faculty with 
assessment report 
entry into Weave. 


Role of the Assessment 
Committee Chair 


Assign assessment reports 
to the review teams. 


Mediate in the event that a 
review team cannot come 
to a consensus 


Collect assessment report 
rubrics and Review Team 
Assessment Reports from 
the review teams 


Aggregate the data 
from all teams 


Complete a report of 
major findings and 
submit that report to 
the assessment 
committee for 
approval 


Distribute the 
committee approved 
major findings report 
to the Academic 
Affairs Council and 
the VPAA 


Collect budget requests and 
committee 
recommendations to 
present at the college 
budget hearings 
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Establishing the Assessment Process for a New Course 
 
Prior to the start of the semester 


• Relevant stakeholders (course faculty, deans, advisory committees, etc.) will collaborate 
to develop course learner outcomes (CLOs) as part of the submission of a course to the 
curriculum committee.  Outcomes should be clear and measurable.  Consulting Blooms 
taxonomy is advisable to assist in the development process.  If the course may be taught 
online, the outcomes will also have to be approved through Distance Learning as part of 
the Quality Matters process. 


• Following Curriculum Committee approval of the course, faculty teaching the course will 
identify appropriate assessment measures for the CLOs.  The assessment measure(s) and 
evaluation of the results will be the same for all faculty teaching the class.  Examples 
might include a common final exam with embedded questions, an essay graded with a 
departmental rubric, or a national exam. 


• The faculty members will meet to create one master syllabus for the course.  CLOs will 
be aligned with program learner outcomes (PLOs), Arkansas Course Transfer System 
(ACTS) outcomes, and college wide student learner outcomes (CWSLOs).  The master 
syllabus will also include the identified common assessment measure as well as the 
course description as it appears in the catalog. 


• The completed master syllabus will be reviewed by the appropriate academic dean and 
turned into the office of the Vice President offor Academic Affairs.  The common 
elements of the course syllabus must match the master syllabus. 


 
Schedule for Assessment Report Review Teams (ARRT)  
 
Each semester, the Assessment Committee will submit to the Ooffice of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs (VPAA) a report based on the data and information collected as outlined in 
this document.  The assessment report review process is as follows: 
1. An assessment subcommittee, appointed by the Assessment Committee chair, will collect a 


sampling of course assessment reports – see example in (Appendix 6) – and distribute these 
reports to assessment report review teams (ARRTs) for review.  The subcommittee will 
choose no less than 10 percent and no more than 30 percent of thateach 
division’s/department’s reports 


2. After a review of the reports, each ARRT will report to the Committee a summary of its 
findings. 


3. The Assessment Committee will review the ARRT findings and will make any necessary 
recommendations for budgetary needs, assessment plan changes, and professional 
development activities. 


4. The Assessment Committee chair will compile the summaries into a report and will send the 
report to the Committee for approval.   


5. After approval, the Assessment Committee chair will submit the approved report and any 
recommendations to the Academic Affairs Council and the VPAA. 
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6. All recommended action items from the Assessment Committee will be distributed to the 
appropriate committee chair or cabinet member.   


 
 
Disseminating the Report and Creating Discussions about Learning 
 
The Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Assessment Committee chair will be 
responsible for ensuring Academic Assessment professional development is offered annually. 
  
 
Outcomes  
Outcomes from using assessment coaches include improvement in the following areas: 


• Faculty involvement with course assessment 
• Data collection about course assessment 
• Training about course assessment 
• Training about weave 
• Dean information about course/faculty master syllabi 
• Dean information about course/faculty course assessment 
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Appendix 1: Glossary and Check Sheets 


 Glossary 


Action Plan  The instructor’s plan for addressing insufficient learner outcome 
performance or improving outcome performance in the next academic cycle. 


Aggregate To collect the results of all students completing the assessment measure 
within the designated assessment period (can be multiple sections, methods 
of delivery, delivery by faculty status, delivery by location, and semesters) 
into a numeric value representing the groups' success on the learner 
outcome.  Example: 65% of all students completing the assessment measure 
were proficient.) 


Analysis/ Analyze To compare the results of an assessment measure to the performance target 
and reasonably speculate on the cause or causes of any difference between 
the two 


Arkansas Course Transfer System 
(ACTS) Outcomes 


Learner outcomes designated by the Arkansas Department of Higher 
Education 


Assessment Coach The faculty member given release time in the fall and spring semesters in 
order to provide assistance to  faculty with the assessment proceduresprocess 


Assessment Measure How the instructor determines whether or not a student can successfully 
demonstrate a learner outcome 


Assessment Report DocumentReport created in WEAVE which documents the performance 
targets, results, and action plans for the course learner outcomes during the 
specified assessment period 


Assessment Report Rubric The tool by which assessment report strength is measured and opportunities 
for assessment process improvements are identified 


Author A WEAVE user that has been added to an assessment report by the creator 
and has the ability to edit the contents of the document 


Budgetary Implications/ Budget 
Requests 


Documents if the action plans will require any additional personnel or fiscal 
resources to complete and the requests of those resources in WEAVE 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes 


What the student should be able to accomplish after earning a technical 
certificate or higher 


Course Learner Outcomes What the student should be able to accomplish after completing all course 
work in a course 


Course Syllabus All of the contents of the master syllabus plus instructor, location, how the 
course is offered (online or in the classroom), and term specific information 


Disaggregate  Breakdown of aggregated data within a report by method of delivery 
 In Progress Status in WEAVE indicating that the faculty report is in progress 
  Internal Review Status in WEAVE indicating that the faculty member or members have 


completed the assessment report and that it is ready for review by the dean 
 Complete Status in WEAVE indicating that the dean has completed review of the 


assessment report  
Master Syllabus A syllabus containing descriptions of all course elements that remain 


constant regardless of instructor, location, or other specifics about the course 
Performance Target The pre-set numeric target for the results of the assessment measure; this 


number represents the portion of students who will score proficient or higher 
on the assessment measure 


Program Learner Outcomes What the student should be able to accomplish after completing all course 
work in a program and any additional activities required for completion of 
the degree or certificate 


Results Performance of students as a group 
WEAVE (Centrieva Academic Effect) The web- based assessment management 


system used in the creation and storage of assessment reports 
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Appendix 2: College- Wide Student Learner Outcomes Definitions and Descriptors 
 


College- Wide Student Learner Outcomes Definitions and Descriptors 


• Critical thinking is a systematic process of addressing a problem that explores, analyzes, and evaluates 


relevant evidence, observations, and artifacts, through the lens of our assumptions, experiences, and beliefs 


to formulate new ideas and decisions. 


• CT1. Inquiry & Analysis identifies and analyzes an issue, concept, or insightful pattern, and practices 


information literacy by gathering information from a variety of sources, evaluating reliability, and organizing and 


synthesizing to make an informed decision or to arrive at an informed result. 


• CT2. Quantitative problem solving is designing, evaluating, and implementing a strategy to solve a problem 


though interpreting and analyzing numerical data, thereby generating a highly competent argument that is 


communicated clearly through graphs, charts, tables, mathematical equations, et cetera.  


• CT3. Logical reasoning is the process of using deductive, abductive, and inductive thinking to arrive at a 


hypothesis or conclusion that avoids fallacies. It is based solely on proof and sound premise. 


• CT4. Scientific reasoning is the cycle of making observations, generating a theory, hypothesis, or prediction, 


outlining methods and data collection, conducting analysis, discussing findings, and drawing logical conclusions 


that consider the limitations and gaps of the study and future directions to test the theory, hypothesis, or 


prediction.  


• CT5. Creative thinking is innovating, imagining, taking risks, and thinking divergently. 


• Communication is the exchange of ideas, messages, and information through a variety of media. 


• C1. Written Communication is the purposeful expression of thought through text following the accepted 


conventions of a specific discipline or task including content, organization, fluency, correctness, and style to 


achieve clarity for the audience.   


• C2. Oral Communication is the presentation of a compelling message or idea through speech, body language, 


and expressiveness using a variety of supporting materials which may include statistics, illustrations, analogies, 


and quotations in order to inform or promote change.  


• C3. Visual Communication is the expression of a message through viewable media to inform, enlighten, or 


entertain an audience. 


• C4. Performance Communication is the appropriate and technically accurate artistic expression through action 


and application of skills in the performing arts to convey meaning or entertain an audience.  


• Responsibility is the self-directed charge to understand one’s role in and effect on the local and global 


community and to act in a manner that protects or improves not only one’s self and others and reflect 


integrity, honesty, tolerance, and fairness. 
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Appendix 2: College- Wide Student Learner Outcomes Definitions and Descriptors 


• R1. Diversity is engaging with cultures and backgrounds other than one’s own which results in gaining diverse 


perspectives which raises awareness of personal biases and increases the effectiveness of collaboration. 


• R2. Safety is the practice of taking responsible actions, informed by professional standards, to ensure the 


protection of persons and property. 


• R3. Ethical behavior is the practice of evaluating the local and broader consequences of ones actions and making 


informed responsible choices about those actions.  Guiding ethical principles may be personal, academic, or field 


based. 


• R4. Service is active civic engagement through the reflection on and application of one’s skills as needed by the 


community.   


• R5. Progression is the incremental completion of required work, fulfilment of obligations, and achievement of 


milestones for the purpose of becoming an active member of the workforce and community.  Milestones may 


include credential attainment, licensure, or employability.   
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Appendix 3:  Assessment Grid 
 


 
 


Level Indicator 
Collection of Data Threshold 


for action 
plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes 


 Who When Who When Who When Where When 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 


Individual 
Faculty 
General 


Education 
Course Success 


Percentage 


IR Each 
Semester 


Determined 
by Dean and 


faculty 
member 


Individual 
Faculty 
Member 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean 
when action 


plans are 
submitted 


results 
and 


action 
plans are 
between 
faculty 


and dean 
only 


NA 


The individual 
faculty member 


results will be sent 
by course to the 


dean. Longitudinal 
results will be 


included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 


Individual 
Faculty 
Program 


Course Success 
Percentage 


 
 
 
 


IR 
Each 


Semester 


Determined 
by Dean and 


faculty 
member 


Individual 
Faculty 
Member 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean 
when action 


plans are 
submitted 


results 
and 


action 
plans are 
between 
faculty 


and dean 
only 


NA 


The individual 
faculty member 


results will be sent 
by course to the 


dean. Longitudinal 
results will be 


included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 


General 
Education 


Course Success 
Percentage 


 
 


IR Each 
Year 


80% or 
greater 


(70% for 
courses with 
fewer than 


20 
enrollments) 


Faculty 
Members 
of each 
course 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The aggregate results 
will be sent by 


course to the dean.  
Longitudinal results 
will be included if 


available. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes 


 Who When Who When Who When Where When 
C


ou
rs


e 
Su


cc
es


s 


Course 
Program 


Course Success 
Percentage 


 
 
 


IR Each 
Semester 


80% or 
greater 


(70% for 
courses with 
fewer than 


20 
enrollments) 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The aggregate results 
will be sent by 


course to the dean.  
Longitudinal results 
will be included if 


available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 


Discipline 
Level General 


Education 
Course Success 


Percentage 


IR Each 
Year 


80% or 
greater 


(70% for 
courses with 
fewer than 


20 
enrollments) 


Faculty 
Members 
of each 


discipline 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The aggregate results 
will be sent by 


discipline to the 
dean. Longitudinal 


results will be 
included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


Su
cc


es
s 


Course 


Aggregate 
Program 


Course Success 
Percentage 


IR Each 
Year 


80% or 
greater 


(70% for 
courses with 
fewer than 


20 
enrollments) 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The aggregate results 
will be sent by 


discipline to the 
dean. Longitudinal 


results will be 
included if available. 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


Course 


General 
Education 


Course Learner 
Outcomes 


Faculty Each 
Semester 


Determined 
by faculty 
(minimum 


70%) 


Faculty 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
Assessment 
Committee 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The results of all 
faculty  teaching the 


course will be 
aggregated and the 


action plan is 
decided on and 


implemented by this 
same group of 


faculty. 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


Course 


Cohort 
Program 


Course Learner 
Outcomes 


Faculty Each 
Semester 


Determined 
by faculty 
(minimum 


70%) 


Faculty 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
Assessment 
Committee 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The results of all 
faculty  teaching the 


course will be 
aggregated and the 


action plan is 
decided on and 


implemented by this 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes 


 Who When Who When Who When Where When 
same group of 


faculty. 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 O
ut


co
m


es
 


Course 


Non-Cohort 
Program 


Course Learner 
Outcomes 


Faculty Each 
Semester 


Determined 
by faculty 
(minimum 


70%) 


Faculty 


Yearly 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
Assessment 
Committee 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June 


The results of all 
faculty  teaching the 


course will be 
aggregated and the 


action plan is 
decided on and 


implemented by this 
same group of 


faculty. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 L
ea


rn
er


 O
ut


co
m


es
 


Program 


Cohort 
Program 
Learner 


Outcomes 


Program 
Faculty 


Each 
Semester 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 
(minimum 


70%) 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
Assessment 
Committee 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Program Learner 
Outcomes are tied to 


course learner 
outcomes.  See 


program curriculum 
map and master 


syllabi.  The faculty 
will aggregate the 
results from the 


appropriate course 
level as determined 


by their program 
assessment plan. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes 


 Who When Who When Who When Where When 
Pr


og
ra


m
 L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 


Program 


Non- Cohort 
Program 
Learner 


Outcomes 
including the 
Associate of 


Arts 


Program 
Faculty 


Each 
Semester 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 
(minimum 


70%) 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
Assessment 
Committee 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Program Learner 
Outcomes are tied to 


course learner 
outcomes.  See 


program curriculum 
map and master 


syllabi.  The faculty 
will aggregate the 
results from the 


appropriate course 
level as determined 


by their program 
assessment plan. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 
Cohort 


Program 
Retention 


IR 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 
Cohort 


Program 
Graduation 


IR 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 
Non-Cohort 


Program 
Graduation 


IR 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 
Cohort 


Program 
Licensure 


Faculty 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 







18 
 


 
Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes 


 Who When Who When Who When Where When 
Pr


og
ra


m
 G


oa
ls


 


Program 
Non-Cohort 


Program 
Licensure 


Faculty 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 
Cohort 


Program 
Employment 


Faculty 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 
Non-Cohort 


Program 
Employment 


Faculty Once per 
year 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 


Four-year 
transfer for 


Associate of 
Arts Graduates 


IR 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by 


Associate of 
Arts faculty 


Associate 
of Arts 
faculty 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Transfer is tracked 
through the National 


Student 
Clearinghouse. 


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 


Four-year 
transfer 


graduations for 
Associate of 


Arts Graduates 


IR 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by 


Associate of 
Arts faculty 


Associate 
of Arts 
faculty 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Transfer is tracked 
through the National 


Student 
Clearinghouse. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes 


 Who When Who When Who When Where When 
Pr


og
ra


m
 G


oa
ls


 


Program 


Cohort 
Program 


Employer 
Surveys 


Faculty 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June  


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 


Non- Cohort 
Program 


Employer 
Surveys 


Faculty Once per 
year 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June  


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 


Cohort 
Program 
Graduate 
Surveys 


Faculty 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
cohort 
unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June  


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 


Non- Cohort 
Program 
Graduate 
Surveys 


Faculty Once per 
year 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report 
June  


Pr
og


ra
m


 G
oa


ls
 


Program 


Program 
Advisory 


Committee 
Survey 


Dean or 
Committee 


Chair 


Once per 
year 


Determined 
by program 


faculty 


Program 
Faculty 


Members 


Once per 
year 


unless 
needed 
more 


frequently 


Dean, 
VPAA 


when action 
plans are 
submitted 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


Sp
ec


ia
l I


ni
tia


tiv
es


 
an


d 
C


om
pl


ia
nc


e 


Program 


Arkansas 
Department 
of Higher 
Education 
Program 
Review 


Faculty 
Cycle 
set by 
ADHE 


NA 


Progra
m 


Faculty 
Membe


rs 


Cycle 
set by 
ADHE 


Dean, 
VPAA 


Cycle set 
by 


ADHE 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


Sp
ec


ia
l I


ni
tia


tiv
es


 a
nd


 
C


om
pl


ia
nc


e 


Program 


Program 
Accrediting 


Body 
Review 


Faculty 


Cycle 
set by 


program 
accredit


ing 
body 


NA 


Progra
m 


Faculty 
Membe


rs 


Cycle 
set by 
progra


m 
accredit


ing 
body 


Dean, 
VPAA 


Cycle set 
by 


program 
accrediti
ng body 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/
  


A
ca


de
m


ic
 A


ss
es


sm
en


t 


College 


Communit
y College 
Survey of 
Student 


Engagemen
t 


IR 


Once 
per year 
(Summe


r) 


Determined 
by the 


Assessment 
Committee 
(minimum 


small 
college 


average) 


Assess
ment 


Commit
tee 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/
  


A
ca


de
m


ic
 A


ss
es


sm
en


t 


College 
SouthArk 
Graduate 
Survey 


IR 


Once 
per year 
(Summe


r) 


Determined 
by the 


Assessment 
Committee 
(minimum 


small 
college 


average) 


Assess
ment 


Commit
tee 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l E


ff
ec


tiv
en


es
s/


  
A


ca
de


m
ic


 A
ss


es
sm


en
t 


C
ol


le
ge


 


Graduation 
Rate IR


 IR
 Once 


per year 
(Summe


r) 


Determined 
by the 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


The graduation rate goal should 
be set to lead to continuous 


improvement from the previous 
year's results until SouthArk 
reaches the average two-year 
college rate at which point the 
goal will be reevaluated. The 
assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


In
st


itu
tio


na
l 


E
ff


ec
tiv


en
es


s/
  


A
ca


de
m


ic
  


C
ol


le
ge


 


Retention 
Rate 


   IR
 


Once 
per year 
(Summe


r) 


Determined 
by the 


Assessment 
Committee A


ss
es


sm
en


t 
C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Safety 


Safety 
Course 


Outcomes 


   IR
 Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to safety 


related course learner outcomes.  
See CWSLO curriculum map 


and master syllabi.  The CIEAO 
will aggregate the results.  The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Ethics 


Professiona
l Ethics 
Course 


Outcomes 


   IR
 Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to 


professional ethics course 
learner outcomes.  See CWSLO 


curriculum map and master 
syllabi.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Ethics 


Academic 
Ethics 
Course 


Outcomes 


IR
 Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report.  


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to academic 
ethics course learner outcomes.  
See CWSLO curriculum map 


and master syllabi.  The CIEAO 
will aggregate the results. The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome 
–


Responsib
ility 


:Diversity 


Diversity 
Course 


Outcomes 


 
 
 


IR 
Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to diversity 
course learner outcomes.  See 
CWSLO curriculum map and 


master syllabi.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Diversity 


Communit
y College 
Survey of 
Student 


Engagemen
t- Diversity 
Responses 


   IR
 


Once 
per year 
(Summe


r) 


Determined 
by the 


Assessment 
Committee 
(minimum 


small 
college 


average) 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t 


C
om


m
itt


ee
 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


CCSSE questions about 
diversity will be pre-identified 
by the assessment committee. 


The assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Service 


Course or 
program 
service 
project 


participatio
n 


 
 
 


IR 
Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to course 


learner outcomes.  See CWSLO 
curriculum map and master 
syllabi.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 
College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Progress 


Voluntary 
Framework 


of 
Accountabil


ity Two-
Year 


progress 
measures 


 
 
 


IR Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee A


ss
es


sm
en


t 
C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Fall-to-Fall retention/ attainment 
of credential seeking cohort and 
credit threshold. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Progress 


Voluntary 
Framework 


of 
Accountabil
ity Six-Year 


progress 
measures 


 
 
 


IR Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee A


ss
es


sm
en


t 
C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Award and transfer of credential 
seeking cohort. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Responsib


ility: 
Progress 


Voluntary 
Framework 


of 
Accountabil
ity Career 
Technical 
Education 


 
 
 


IR Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


Employment and licensure as a 
percentage of all contacted as 
well as total. The assessment 


Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Communi


cation: 
Written 


Writing 
Communic


ation 
Course 


Outcomes 


 
 
 


IR 
Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to writing 


related course learner outcomes.  
The writing assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the 


CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the 


results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 
College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Communi


cation: 
Oral 


Oral 
Communic


ation 
Course 


Outcomes 


 
 
 


IR Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee A


ss
es


sm
en


t 
C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to speaking 


related course learner outcomes.  
The speaking assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the 


CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the 


results. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t 
L


ea
rn


er
 O


ut
co


m
es


 College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Communi


cation: 
Visual 


Visual 
Communic


ation 
Course 


Outcomes 


 
 
 


IR Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee A


ss
es


sm
en


t 
C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to visual 
presentation course learner 


outcomes.  The visual 
presentation assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the 


CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the 


results. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Communi


cation: 
Performan


ce 


Performanc
e 


Communic
ation 


Course 
Outcomes 


   IR
 Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to 


performance course learner 
outcomes.  The performance 
assignment must follow the 
stipulations of the CWSLO 


definitions.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Inquiry 


and 
Analysis 


Inquiry and 
Analysis 
Course 


Outcomes 


 
 
 


IR 


Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to inquiry and 


analysis course learner 
outcomes.  The inquiry and 


analysis assignment must follow 
the stipulations of the CWSLO 
definitions.  The CIEAO will 


aggregate the results. The 
assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 
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Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Quantitati


ve 
Problem 
Solving 


Quantitativ
e Problem 
Solving 
Course 


Outcomes 


 
 
 
 


IR 
Once a 


year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to 


Quantitative Problem Solving 
course learner outcomes.  The 
Quantitative Problem Solving 
assignment must follow the 
stipulations of the CWSLO 


definitions.  The CIEAO will 
aggregate the results. The 


assessment Committee will 
identify faculty and staff to 
develop any needed action 


plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Logical 


Reasoning 


Logical 
Reasoning 


Course 
Outcomes 


     Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to Logical 


Reasoning course learner 
outcomes.  The Logical 


Reasoning assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the 


CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the 


results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Scientific 
Reasoning 


Scientific 
Reasoning 


Course 
Outcomes 


     Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to Scientific 


Reasoning course learner 
outcomes.  The Scientific 


Reasoning assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the 


CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the 


results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 







26 
 


 
Level Indicator 


Collection of Data Threshold 
for action 


plan 


Action Plan Reviewed by Reported 
Notes  Who When Who When Who When Where When 


C
ol


le
ge


 W
id


e 
St


ud
en


t L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 


College 
Wide 


Student 
Learner 


Outcome -
Critical 


Thinking: 
Creative 
Thinking 


Creative 
Thinking 
Course 


Outcomes 


     Once a 
year 


Determined 
by 


Assessment 
Committee 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t C


om
m


itt
ee


 


Once 
per year 


(Fall) 


Academi
c Affairs 
Committ


ee, 
Planning 
Council, 
Cabinet 


when 
action 


plans are 
submitte


d 


Internal 
outcomes 


report/ 
public 


outcomes 
report 


June/ 
July 


College Wide Student Learner 
Outcomes are tied to Creative 


Thinking course learner 
outcomes.  The Creative 


Thinking assignment must 
follow the stipulations of the 


CWSLO definitions.  The 
CIEAO will aggregate the 


results. The assessment 
Committee will identify faculty 
and staff to develop any needed 


action plans. 
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Appendix 4: Assessment Process Flow Charts 


 
 
 


Standard Course Assessment Cycle for Faculty 


Set Course 
Outcomes on the 


course master 
syllabus and 


assessment report.


Identify 
Assessment 


Measures that will 
identify whether or 
not students are 


proficient on 
outcomes.


Set Performance 
Targets based on 


previously 
collected data, at 
least 70% for a 
baseline year.


Collect data as 
you conduct your 


assessment 
measures.


Aggregate your 
data with other 


faculty who teach 
the course.


Discuss results with co 
teachers and/or 
division dean if 


outcome results are 
not consistent with 
your perception of 


student performance.


Determine action plans to 
improve student learning. 


Include these plans in 
your course design the 
next time it is taught.
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Set Course 
Outcomes on the 


course master 
syllabus and 


assessent report.


Identify 
Assessment 


Measures that will 
identify whether or 
not students are 
proficient at an 


outcomes.


Set Performance 
Targets based on 


previously collected 
data, at least 70% 


for a baseline year.
Collect data as 


you conduct your 
assessment 
measures.


Aggregate your 
data with the 


other faculty who 
teach the course.


Discuss results with 
co teachers and/or 


division dean if 
outcome results are 
not consistent with 
your perception of 


student performance.


Determine action plans to 
improve student learning. 


Include these plans in your 
course design the next 


time it is taught.


Do the outcomes 
need to be 


reviewed and 
rewritten? 


YES            NO 


Was your 
assessment 


method not well 
aligned with your 


outcomes? 
Do you need to 


change your 
implementation 
to ensure better 
participation? 


Were your results 
significantly 
different than 


your performance 
target? 
Higher? 
Lower? 


Questions to ask when the results of your assessment do not match your perception of student level 
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Delete page and replace with the following two pages.


Prior to the semester start, 
faculty can enter their outcomes, 


assessment measures, and 
performance targets into Weave.  
If more than one faculty member 
is teaching, only one report will 


be created for the course. 
Deans have already reviewed 


outcomes from the master 
syllabus. 


During the semester, the faculty 
collect data and aggregate that 


data during the assessment 
week.   


If the course is only taught once 
per year, the faculty will enter 


their results, analysis and action 
plan in Weave.   


If the course is taught multiple 
times per year, the faculty will 
save the current term’s data in 
their assessment report and 


follow the above process in the 
final semester of the year. 


Deans will review all assessment 
reports to which they are added 
using the Assessment Report 


Rubric.   
This review step ensures that all 
faculty participate in assessment 


as required by the faculty 
evaluation process and provides 


preliminary feedback to the 
faculty for future reports.   


Assessment feedback will be 
returned to the faculty by the 


dean at or before the next 
convocation. 


A selection of the completed 
assessment reports based on the 
review schedule will be submitted 
to the Assessment Committee for 


review by the review teams.  
Additionally, all assessment 


reports with budget requested for 
the action plan will be reviewed.   


The team members will 
preliminarily review each report 


individually using the 
Assessment Report Rubric.  
They will then discuss their 


results and create one feedback 
report using the rubric which will 


be returned to the faculty 
member via the dean.   


Those assessment reports with 
budget requests tied to the action 
plan will be flagged for review in 


the budget hearings.  These 
requests will also come with a 


recommendation from the 
assessment committee. 


Course Assessment Process for Faculty, Deans, and the Assessment Committee 
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Course Assessment Process for Faculty, Deans, and the Assessment Committee 
 
Prior to the semester start: 
● Faculty: Enter outcomes, assessment measures and performance targets into Weave. 
● Deans: Review outcomes from the master syllabus.  
 


During the semester: 


● Faculty: Collect data from applicable measurement tools through the semester. 
 


During assessment week: 
● The lead faculty member for the course collects assessment report data from other faculty members who have taught other sections of the course, 


if applicable. 
● Faculty members aggregate the data that has been collected 
● Faculty will create ONE assessment report for the course for the academic year and enter into Weave. 


○ If the course is only taught once per year, the faculty will enter their results, analysis and action plan in Weave at the end of the semester 
in which the course was taught. 


○ If the course is taught multiple times per year, the faculty will save the current semester’s data in their assessment report and follow the 
above process in the final semester of the year. 


○ If course sections were taught using more than one method of instruction (ex: in-class, hybrid, and/or online), the faculty will aggregate 
all data into ONE report and enter it into Weave but will also upload the raw disaggregated data from each course section and instruction 
method as an attachment.  All modes of course delivery (i.e. in-class, online, hybrid, concurrent) must be included in the disaggregated 
data that is attached. 


● Faculty will mark their assessment reports in Weave as ‘Internal Review’ when it is completed and ready for the dean to review. 
● Faculty will add their applicable division dean if he/she isn’t already included as a team member within the report. 
● Deans will review all assessment reports at the end of the assessment cycle using the Assessment Report Rubric, reviewing budget needs when 


included. 
○ This review step ensures that all faculty participate in assessment as required by the faculty evaluation process and it provides preliminary 


feedback to the faculty for future reports. 
○ Assessment feedback will be returned to the faculty by the dean at or before the next convocation. 


After assessment reports are completed for the semester/academic year: 
● The Assessment Committee will randomly select completed assessment reports from across campus based on the assessment schedule for review by the 


ARRT teams.  
● The ARRT teams will review assigned reports using the Assessment Report Rubric and will submit their generalized findings to the Assessment 


Committee. 
● The committee members will then discuss the overall results and will make recommendations for the need of any professional development based upon 


the findings. which will be returned to the faculty member via the dean. 
● Those assessment reports with budget requests tied to the action plan will be flagged for review in the budget hearings. These requests will also come 


with a recommendation from the assessment committee.   
● ARRT reviews by the Assessment Committee will be used for assessment training purposes only and not for faculty evaluation. 
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Committee:
Randomly select 
reports campus-wide 
for review by the 
ARRTs. 
ARRT teams:
Review assigned 
reports using the 
rubric. 
Submit generalized 
findings to the 
Assessment 
Committee.
Assessment 
Committee:
Discuss overall results 
and make 
recommendations to 
the VPAA for 
professional 
development.  


After Assessment 
Reports 


Completed:


Faculty:
If course is taught once/yr.:
Enter results, analysis and action 
plan in Weave at the end of the 
semester in which the course is 
taught.
If course is taught multiple 
times/yr:
Save current semester’s raw 
data in assessment report. 
Complete report process at end 
of last semester of the year in 
which the course is taught.
If multiple methods of 
instruction across course 
sections:
Aggregate all data into ONE 
report, enter into Weave, and 
upload disaggregated (by 
instructional method) raw data 
to the report.
Mark reports in Weave as 
Internal Review (completed and 
ready for dean to review). Add 
division dean to the report.
Deans:
Review reports using rubric, 
reviewing budget needs where 
applicable.  Mark as reports as 
complete when finished.
Provide feedback to faculty 
member(s) before next 
convocation.


During Assessment 
Week:


Lead Faculty:
Collect data from 
other faculty 
members, if 
applicable
Aggregate the data 
from all course 
sections
Create ONE 
assessment report 
for the course for the 
academic year and 
enter into Weave
Attach disagrregated 
data based on modes 
of delivery to the 
WEAVE report


During the 
Semester:


Faculty: 
Collect data from 
applicable 
measurement tools 


During 
Assessment 


Week:


Faculty:
Enter outcomes, 
assessment measures 
and performance 
targets into Weave
Deans: 
Review outcomes from 
the master syllabus


Prior to the 
Semester Start:
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Appendix 5:  Assessment Report Rubric 


Course/ Program Reviewed:  


Reviewer:    Date: Established Needs Work 
Missing/Wea


k 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


  


1. Are the course learner outcomes clearly 
stated and measurable?  Are there a 
sufficient number of outcomes?  Is the 
critical thinking outcome(s) identified? 


 


  
Outcomes total at least 3 but no more than 
9 and are clearly measurable.  At least one 
critical thinking outcome is identified. 


  
Insufficient measurable 
outcomes included.  The 
critical thinking outcome is 
not identified. 


  
No 
outcomes 
are 
identified. 


A
ss


es
sm


en
t M


et
ho


ds
 2. Are the method(s) for assessing student 


learning clearly stated, provide a direct 
measure of student learning, and there is 
some effort to judge reliability?  Grading 
tools must be provided (i.e. rubrics, skills 
assessments, etc.) 


 


  
Methods are identified, clear, direct, and 
reliable.  It is clear that the results can be 
used to identify strengths or weaknesses 
of the outcomes. 


  
Methods are identified but are 
unclear, indirect, or 
unreliable.  It is unclear 
whether the results can be 
used to identify strengths or 
weaknesses of the outcomes. 


  
No 
methods 
are 
identified. 


Pe
rf


or
m


an
ce


 
T


ar
ge


ts
 


3. Are the levels of expectation specifically 
defined and appropriate? 


 


  
Performance targets are identified, 
consistent with historical data, and 
sufficiently high for a college class. 


  
Performance targets are 
identified, but they are 
inconsistent with historical 
data or are not sufficiently 
high for a college class. 


  
No 
performanc
e targets 
are 
identified. 


D
at
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4. Are the data summarized adequately 
and did the method collect sufficient 
evidence to formulate recommendations?  
Do results indicate that relevant 
stakeholders were engaged in the 
discussion? 


  
Data was collected from all relevant 
faculty members or sections and a 
thorough analysis of all data was 
provided. Raw data was attached to 
support analysis. 


  
Data was collected from some 
but not all relevant faculty 
members or sections, with 
minimal analysis. Raw data 
incomplete. 


  
No data 
collection, 
analysis, or 
raw data. 
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Delete chart and replace with the following chart. 


 


Assessment Report Rubric 


Pl
an


s o
f 


A
ct
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5. Do the plans of action demonstrate 
continuous improvement from the last 
assessment cycle?  Were the current 
results used to formulate an action plan 
for the next assessment period? 


  
Plans of action consider previous 
assessment data and address current 
strengths and weaknesses in order to 
improve student learning. 


  
Strengths and weaknesses not 
identified or previous 
assessment data not 
addressed. 


  
No plans of 
action. 


Course/ Program Reviewed:  
Reviewer:   Date: Established Missing or Needs Work 


C
ou


rs
e 


L
ea


rn
er


 
O


ut
co


m
es


 Course Learner Outcomes (CLOs) 
are measurable statements that 
convey what students are expected to 
learn in a course.  While goals and 
objectives can be written more 
broadly, CLOs are specific in nature. 


 ____ Outcomes total at least 3 but no more than 9.  


 ____ Outcomes are clearly stated. 


 ____ Outcomes are measurable.   


 ____ At least one critical thinking outcome is 
identified. 


 ____ Too few or too many outcomes are listed. 


 ____ Outcomes are not clearly stated.   


 ____ Outcomes are not measurable. 


 ____ The critical thinking outcome is not identified. 


 ____ No outcomes are identified. 


 ____ Other:  


A
ss


es
sm


en
t 


M
et


ho
ds


 


Assessment Methods are the tools 
used to evaluate the CLO.  Methods 
will vary depending on the CLO to 
be measured.  Some examples are 
portfolios, rubric graded assignments 
or essays, cumulative or unit exams, 
etc. 


 ____ Methods are clearly stated. 


 ____ Methods provide a direct measure of student 
learning. 


 ____ Grading tools are attached to the report (i.e. 
rubrics, skill assessments, exams, etc.)  


 ____ The results clearly identify strengths or 
weaknesses of the outcomes. 


 ____ Methods are identified but are unclear 


 ____ It is unclear whether the results can be used to identify 
strengths or weaknesses of the outcomes. 


 ____ Assessment tools are not attached 


 ____ No methods are identified. 


 ____ Other:  
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Comments: 


Pe
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T


ar
ge


ts
 Performance targets are the specific 


goals set for student assessment.  
These targets describe the percentage 
of student work that will meet the 
performance standard for a CLO. 


 ____ Performance targets are identified and clearly 
stated. 


 ____ Targets are consistent with historical data. 


 ____ Targets are sufficiently high for a college class. 


 ____ Performance targets are identified, but they are inconsistent 
with historical data.  


 ____ Targets are not sufficiently high for a college class. 


 ____ No performance targets are identified. 


 ____ Other:  
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Analyzing data includes determining 
how to organize, compare, and 
present the assessment results.  This 
analysis is guided by the how the 
CLO is written and if the 
performance targets are met based on 
the assessment method. 


 ____ Data was collected from all relevant faculty 
members or sections.  


 ____ A thorough analysis of all data is provided. 


 ____ Raw data is attached to support analysis. 


 ____ Analysis includes comparison of previous year 
results. 


 ____ Data & analysis include all modes of delivery.  


 ____ Data was not collected from all relevant faculty members 
or sections. 


 ____ Minimal to no data analysis exists.  


 ____ Raw data is incomplete or missing. 


 ____ Previous year data is not addressed. 


 ____ Different modes of delivery are not addressed. 


 ____ Other:  


Pl
an


s o
f 


A
ct


io
n Plans of Action complete the 


assessment process for each CLO 
and describe how to improve student 
learner for the next assessment cycle. 


 ____ Plans of action demonstrate continuous 
improvement from the last assessment cycle. 


 ____ Plans address current strengths and weaknesses 
to improve student learning. 


 ____ Plans consider different modes of delivery. 


 ____ Strengths and weaknesses are not identified. 


 ____ Previous assessment data is not addressed. 


 ____ Different modes of delivery are not addressed. 


 ____ No plans of action are present. 


 ____ Other:   
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Appendix 6: Assessment Report Review Schedule 
 


General Education/ Multi Program 
Courses Turned in by Faculty Reviewed by the Assessment Team  


  Fal
l 


Sprin
g 


Gran
d 


Total 
  Grand Total 


Arts/Humanities 1 13 1416    3 (21%) 
Art  1 1     
Literature 1 4 52     
Music  1 1     
Philosophy  1 1     
Theater  1 1     
History  1 6 75       
Remedial/College Prep  5 52   1 (20%) 
Remedial Math  2 2     
Remedial English  2 2     
SouthArk Success   1 1     
Science and Math 2 20 22   5 (23%) 
Math  6 64     
Computer and Information Processing  1 1    
Medical Terminology  1 1    
Health and PE  2 21    
Biology  6 65     
Chemistry 2 2 42     
Geology  1 1     
Physical Science   1 1     
Social Science 1 9 10   3 (30%) 
Economics 1 1 2     
Geography  1 1     
Political Science  2 2     
Psychology  3 3     
Sociology   2 23     
Writing/ Rhetoric 1 4 5   1 (20%) 
English 1 3 54     
Speech   1 1     
Studio/Independent Study       
Grand Total 5 51 56   13 (23% 
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Appendix 9: Assessment Report Review Schedule 
 


 
 


 Program Courses Turned in by Faculty Reviewed by the Assessment Team  


  Fall Sprin
g 


Rotates 
with 


Course 


Gran
d 
Total 


  Grand 
Total 


Arts and Science 30 41   71   10(14%) 
Accounting   3  43     
Business 3 9  1215    
Computer Information 
Technology 14 9  2312     


Criminal Justice 3 3  6     
         
Education 6 13  19     
         
Entertainment and Media Arts 4 4   8     


Career Technical 14 21 10 45   8(18%) 
Automotive 3 4  8     
         
Culinary 4 4  8    
Industrial Tech/ Mechatronics 3 3 4 10  


   
Nursing Assistant  3  3    
Process Technology  3 6 9  


   
Welding 4 4  8  


   
Health Science 62 53  115   20(18%) 
EMS 11 6  17     
Medical Coding 5 4  9     
         
         
OTA 12 6  18     
Phlebotomy  2  2    
PN  16  16     
PTA 6 4  10     
Rad Tech 15 9  24     
         
RN 5 2  7     
Surg Tech 8 4  12     


Total 106 115 10 231   38(16%) 





		Outcomes

		After assessment reports are completed for the semester/academic year:



























































































































































Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Originator: 
Name:      Program/Area:     Date:    


Program Modification 
☐ Title Change     ☐ Reconfiguration    ☐ Online  ☐ New certificate/degree ☐ Delete certificate/degree 


Proposed Effective Date/Term:  ☐Fall   ☐Spring    ☐Summer    


Description of Curriculum Change (attach current and proposed GPS, syllabi, course outlines, etc.):   
 


Coordination Requirements: 
☐Program Accreditor (or equivalent) 
☐Registrar 
☐Advising 
☐Business Office 
☐Financial Aid 
☐Jenzabar 
☐IR/Planning 


Coordination Notes: 
 


Reviewed to ensure viable and availability of resources 
 
Division Dean: ______________________________ VPAA: ___________________________________ 
 


Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed:     Meeting Date 
☐Curriculum Committee ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Academic Affairs Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Planning Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Cabinet ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
Actions for Academic Affairs: 
☐Requires BOT approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires ADHE approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires HLC Update  ☐Yes  ☐No 


Formal Approval by ADHE: 
Date       (attach letter from ADHE and other approval resources) 
After Actions and Updates: 
☐Catalog              
☐Guided Pathway(s)             
☐Marketing / Website            
☐Business Office / Administration Office          
☐Financial Aid             
☐Registrar / Jenzabar             
☐Advising              
☐MOU / 2+2 agreements             







Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Continuation 
 


 







Directions and Explanation of Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Originator – originator of request and required contact information 


Program Modification(s) 


1. Title Change – Change program name 
2. Reconfiguration – broad category that consists of changes in course name; course prefix; 


course credits; or other program restructuring 
3. Online – changing percentage of program to online 
4. New certificate/degree – creating new Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 


option area under degree, or new Associate degree 
5. Delete certificate/degree – Deletion of Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 


option area under degree, or entire Associate degree 


Proposed Effective Date/Term – which term is being proposed for this request  


Description of Curriculum Change – description of changes so other stakeholders can 
understand proposed changes. Include purpose, availability of resources, support from industry, 
etc. Also required to provide current and proposed GPS (if applicable). 


Coordination Requirements – external and internal stakeholders that provide any obstacles or 
issues that need to be considered as part of the proposal. 


1. Program Accreditor (or equivalent) – input from accreditor/endorsement/professional 
organization 


2. Registrar – preview of necessary academic changes 
3. Advising – preview of proposed academic changes 
4. Business Office – preview of potential fees changes and budget concerns 
5. Financial Aid – preview of potential financial aid, rehabilitation, WIOA, and scholarship 


ramifications 
6. Jenzabar – preview of necessary Jenzabar modifications 
7. IR/Planning – review of possible changes with ADHE, ADE, HLC; also reporting concerns 


Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed – documenting the completion of 
each level of shared governance. Whether the program change requires action by committees or 
is informational (i.e. course description), document coordination by all committees and councils. 


After Actions and Updates – ensure all internal stakeholders have been notified of approval of 
the program changes and appropriate actions can be taken by the stakeholders. 


1. Catalog – ensure catalog is updated with modifications to include GPS updates. 
2. Guided Pathway(s) – ensure new graduation path is documented and available to students 


and advisors 
3. Website – provides work order for website to reflect new changes 
4. Business Office / Administration Office – implement any necessary business procedures 


such as changes in fees or other issues affecting budget/revenue/expenses. 
5. Financial Aid – aware of changes to support student financial aid, scholarships, 


rehabilitation, WIOA, and other third-party support programs 
6. Registrar / Jenzabar – aware of new program requirements for graduation; and make changes 


to Jenzabar to implement changes 
7. Advising – understand retention and graduation ramifications 
8. MOU / 2+2 agreements – modify agreements to continue pathways to 4-year degrees  
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		ProgramArea: CIT/Business

		Date: 03082021

		Title Change: On

		Reconfiguration: Off

		Online: Off

		New certificatedegree: Off

		Delete certificatedegree: Off

		undefined: 2021

		undefined_2: 

		Fall: On

		Spring: Off

		Summer: Off

		undefined_3: 

		Description of Curriculum Change attach current and proposed GPS syllabi course outlines etc: Change the name from BTEC 2413 Advanced Microsoft Office to BTEC 2413 Advanced Business Applications.  Advanced Microsoft Office is a continuation of BTEC 2143 Business Applications. The course objectives remain the same.  See attached catalog pages.
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Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Originator: 
Name:      Program/Area:     Date:    


Program Modification 
☐ Title Change     ☐ Reconfiguration    ☐ Online  ☐ New certificate/degree ☐ Delete certificate/degree 


Proposed Effective Date/Term:  ☐Fall   ☐Spring    ☐Summer    


Description of Curriculum Change (attach current and proposed GPS, syllabi, course outlines, etc.):   
 


Coordination Requirements: 
☐Program Accreditor (or equivalent) 
☐Registrar 
☐Advising 
☐Business Office 
☐Financial Aid 
☐Jenzabar 
☐IR/Planning 


Coordination Notes: 
 


Reviewed to ensure viable and availability of resources 
 
Division Dean: ______________________________ VPAA: ___________________________________ 
 


Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed:     Meeting Date 
☐Curriculum Committee ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Academic Affairs Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Planning Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Cabinet ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
Actions for Academic Affairs: 
☐Requires BOT approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires ADHE approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires HLC Update  ☐Yes  ☐No 


Formal Approval by ADHE: 
Date       (attach letter from ADHE and other approval resources) 
After Actions and Updates: 
☐Catalog              
☐Guided Pathway(s)             
☐Marketing / Website            
☐Business Office / Administration Office          
☐Financial Aid             
☐Registrar / Jenzabar             
☐Advising              
☐MOU / 2+2 agreements             







Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Continuation 
 


 







Directions and Explanation of Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Originator – originator of request and required contact information 


Program Modification(s) 


1. Title Change – Change program name 
2. Reconfiguration – broad category that consists of changes in course name; course prefix; 


course credits; or other program restructuring 
3. Online – changing percentage of program to online 
4. New certificate/degree – creating new Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 


option area under degree, or new Associate degree 
5. Delete certificate/degree – Deletion of Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 


option area under degree, or entire Associate degree 


Proposed Effective Date/Term – which term is being proposed for this request  


Description of Curriculum Change – description of changes so other stakeholders can 
understand proposed changes. Include purpose, availability of resources, support from industry, 
etc. Also required to provide current and proposed GPS (if applicable). 


Coordination Requirements – external and internal stakeholders that provide any obstacles or 
issues that need to be considered as part of the proposal. 


1. Program Accreditor (or equivalent) – input from accreditor/endorsement/professional 
organization 


2. Registrar – preview of necessary academic changes 
3. Advising – preview of proposed academic changes 
4. Business Office – preview of potential fees changes and budget concerns 
5. Financial Aid – preview of potential financial aid, rehabilitation, WIOA, and scholarship 


ramifications 
6. Jenzabar – preview of necessary Jenzabar modifications 
7. IR/Planning – review of possible changes with ADHE, ADE, HLC; also reporting concerns 


Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed – documenting the completion of 
each level of shared governance. Whether the program change requires action by committees or 
is informational (i.e. course description), document coordination by all committees and councils. 


After Actions and Updates – ensure all internal stakeholders have been notified of approval of 
the program changes and appropriate actions can be taken by the stakeholders. 


1. Catalog – ensure catalog is updated with modifications to include GPS updates. 
2. Guided Pathway(s) – ensure new graduation path is documented and available to students 


and advisors 
3. Website – provides work order for website to reflect new changes 
4. Business Office / Administration Office – implement any necessary business procedures 


such as changes in fees or other issues affecting budget/revenue/expenses. 
5. Financial Aid – aware of changes to support student financial aid, scholarships, 


rehabilitation, WIOA, and other third-party support programs 
6. Registrar / Jenzabar – aware of new program requirements for graduation; and make changes 


to Jenzabar to implement changes 
7. Advising – understand retention and graduation ramifications 
8. MOU / 2+2 agreements – modify agreements to continue pathways to 4-year degrees  
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		undefined: 2021
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		Fall: On

		Spring: Off
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		undefined_3: 

		Description of Curriculum Change attach current and proposed GPS syllabi course outlines etc: New Course: Technical Writing I ENGL 1143

Course Description

Students will read, analyze, and create technical documents such as instructions, service reports, proposals, and communications. Write accurately, clearly, concisely, coherently, and appropriately to the industry and situation. Focus is on clear communication and comprehension of technical documents. 

CLO 1: Summarize information from technical documents 

CLO 2: Analyze visuals from technical documents

CLO 3: Write technical documents in a variety of formats 

CLO 4: Collaborate as part of the reading and writing process

Assessment: 

1. Students will read and summarize instructional material, proposals, and other technical documents. 

2. Students will analyze and explain the content and information from visuals in technical documents. 

3. Student will write a variety of documents including memos, emails, instructions, proposals, and reports. 

These documents, responses, analysis, and explanations will be assessed for accuracy, clarity, conciseness, coherence, and appropriateness. 
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Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Originator: 
Name:      Program/Area:     Date:    


Program Modification 
☐ Title Change     ☐ Reconfiguration    ☐ Online  ☐ New certificate/degree ☐ Delete certificate/degree 


Proposed Effective Date/Term:  ☐Fall   ☐Spring    ☐Summer    


Description of Curriculum Change (attach current and proposed GPS, syllabi, course outlines, etc.):   
 


Coordination Requirements: 
☐Program Accreditor (or equivalent) 
☐Registrar 
☐Advising 
☐Business Office 
☐Financial Aid 
☐Jenzabar 
☐IR/Planning 


Coordination Notes: 
 


Reviewed to ensure viable and availability of resources 
 
Division Dean: ______________________________ VPAA: ___________________________________ 
 


Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed:     Meeting Date 
☐Curriculum Committee ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Academic Affairs Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Planning Council ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
☐Cabinet ☐Yes – without change      ☐Yes – with modifications ☐No ___________  
Actions for Academic Affairs: 
☐Requires BOT approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires ADHE approval  ☐Yes  ☐No 
☐Requires HLC Update  ☐Yes  ☐No 


Formal Approval by ADHE: 
Date       (attach letter from ADHE and other approval resources) 
After Actions and Updates: 
☐Catalog              
☐Guided Pathway(s)             
☐Marketing / Website            
☐Business Office / Administration Office          
☐Financial Aid             
☐Registrar / Jenzabar             
☐Advising              
☐MOU / 2+2 agreements             







Curriculum Change Proposal and Announcement Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Continuation 
 


 







Directions and Explanation of Form 


Version 1.0 - November 1, 2020 


Originator – originator of request and required contact information 


Program Modification(s) 


1. Title Change – Change program name 
2. Reconfiguration – broad category that consists of changes in course name; course prefix; 


course credits; or other program restructuring 
3. Online – changing percentage of program to online 
4. New certificate/degree – creating new Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 


option area under degree, or new Associate degree 
5. Delete certificate/degree – Deletion of Certificate of Proficiency, Technical Certificate, 


option area under degree, or entire Associate degree 


Proposed Effective Date/Term – which term is being proposed for this request  


Description of Curriculum Change – description of changes so other stakeholders can 
understand proposed changes. Include purpose, availability of resources, support from industry, 
etc. Also required to provide current and proposed GPS (if applicable). 


Coordination Requirements – external and internal stakeholders that provide any obstacles or 
issues that need to be considered as part of the proposal. 


1. Program Accreditor (or equivalent) – input from accreditor/endorsement/professional 
organization 


2. Registrar – preview of necessary academic changes 
3. Advising – preview of proposed academic changes 
4. Business Office – preview of potential fees changes and budget concerns 
5. Financial Aid – preview of potential financial aid, rehabilitation, WIOA, and scholarship 


ramifications 
6. Jenzabar – preview of necessary Jenzabar modifications 
7. IR/Planning – review of possible changes with ADHE, ADE, HLC; also reporting concerns 


Shared Governance Approval / Endorsement / Informed – documenting the completion of 
each level of shared governance. Whether the program change requires action by committees or 
is informational (i.e. course description), document coordination by all committees and councils. 


After Actions and Updates – ensure all internal stakeholders have been notified of approval of 
the program changes and appropriate actions can be taken by the stakeholders. 


1. Catalog – ensure catalog is updated with modifications to include GPS updates. 
2. Guided Pathway(s) – ensure new graduation path is documented and available to students 


and advisors 
3. Website – provides work order for website to reflect new changes 
4. Business Office / Administration Office – implement any necessary business procedures 


such as changes in fees or other issues affecting budget/revenue/expenses. 
5. Financial Aid – aware of changes to support student financial aid, scholarships, 


rehabilitation, WIOA, and other third-party support programs 
6. Registrar / Jenzabar – aware of new program requirements for graduation; and make changes 


to Jenzabar to implement changes 
7. Advising – understand retention and graduation ramifications 
8. MOU / 2+2 agreements – modify agreements to continue pathways to 4-year degrees  
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As an institution, we are focused on


creating lifelong learning opportunities


for individuals and progress for our


community. 


 


South Arkansas Community College


believes that everyone should have the


opportunity to learn and succeed, and we


are committed to providing for the


academic, occupational, and enrichment


needs of our community. This mission is


designed to enhance our local quality of


life and support economic development in


our region. In order to accomplish these


goals, we are committed to providing our


students access to a highly competent,


innovative, and supportive faculty and staff,


and fostering a campus environment –


both physical and technological – that


promotes student success. An important


component of this mission is to ensure that


we are providing efficient pathways to


certificate and degree completion for our


students,


supporting, respecting, and encouraging


them, and enabling them to accomplish


their educational goals. Implicit within these


priorities is the proactive elimination of


barriers that, left unaddressed, would pose


significant challenges for our students and


their individual educational journeys.


Each of us shares an understanding that


the high cost of traditional textbooks and


other proprietary educational materials exist


as one such barrier. We live in the largest


county in Arkansas by area and serve a


predominately rural population. Over 20% of


Union County residents live below the


poverty line, and of that group 88% are


minorities. Minority students make up 43.7%


of our student body here at SouthArk, and


fully 66% of all our students receive some


form of financial aid. In this environment,


and particularly now that our local economy


will be recovering from the impact of a


global pandemic, deciding between a three  







02


hundred dollar textbook and rent or food for


their family is simply not a choice. Basic


needs will – and should – take precedence


every time. 


 


This is where open educational resources


– textbooks and other course materials that


are produced and made available with


Creative Commons licenses allowing for the


free re-use of those materials – come into


play. It is important to point out that open


educational resources (OER) do not


necessarily mean digital materials – indeed


many online textbooks, test banks, and other


ancillary materials are highly proprietary and


require a purchase, paid access codes, site


licenses, or contracts. Instead, open


materials are very simply ANY resources that


are openly licensed, and the cost-saving


impact on students is compelling.


Accordingly, South Arkansas Community


College is committed to exploring OER as


positive, financially responsible, and


student-focused alternatives to many high


cost and restrictive traditional


materials. Our priorities in this effort - cost-


savings, enhanced academic freedom,


potential for innovation, and potential


positive impact on recruitment and


retention, are outlined below.


The plan that follows includes a SWOT


analysis of SouthArk's OER climate, SMART


goals for developing a successful OER


program at SouthArk, a suggested program


timeline, budgetary considerations, outreach


and communication strategies, and


recommendations for evaluation and


assessment of a pilot OER effort at SouthArk. 


Affordability is a crucial element of meeting


our mission. Open education provides a


compelling avenue to maximize affordability


for our very own SouthArk Stars.







P r i o r i t i e s  f o r  o p e n


e d u c a t i o n  a t


S o u t hAr k
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Below are four important areas that SouthArk


faculty and staff would be able to prioritize


through the use of open educational materials.


Using these as a starting point, a successful


SouthArk OER program would be able to build


on these initial successes to develop


subsequent objectives and metrics.


Significant Cost-Savings for Students


 


First and foremost, our immediate interest in


OER is the value they bring as a compelling


cost-savings measure for our students. The


simple fact of the matter is that OER materials


are often free or significantly less expensive


than their traditional counterparts. For


example, the Hole’s Human Anatomy and


Physiology (14th Edition) currently in use by our


Health Sciences students costs $333.00 to


purchase from the SouthArk Bookstore. An


OpenStax alternative, which can be used to


teach the same course, is available for free in


PDF format or can be ordered in hard copy for


$42.00, which is still more than 87% less


expensive than Hole’s Human Anatomy. 


 


Moreover, OER materials can be made


available day one of the term. Our students


would not be required to go through the


process of standing in long lines at the


bookstore, getting waitlisted for certain


resources, or having to wait on their financial


aid checks to arrive before purchasing required


materials. The hassle, challenge, and even any


potential excuse for not having access to


required course materials would no longer be


an issue, faculty would not be obliged to catch


up students who did not have the required


materials, and the decrease in queue line


pressure would bring welcome relief to the


SouthArk bookstore.
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Potential for Innovation in Teaching and


Education


Given these freedoms, OER present a unique


opportunity for faculty to develop and deploy


innovative teaching techniques, deliver tailored


content, and produce valuable resources that


instructors in other institutions will be able to


use and emulate as well. More than this, faculty


can also create opportunities to implement


open or constructive pedagogy - inviting the


students to have an active role in the


development, creation, and use of their own


instructional materials.


This potential for innovation is not only valuable


for the faculty themselves, in terms of positive


evaluations, but also attractive in terms of


enhancing student learning outcomes and


academic performance. With the freedom


afforded by OER – as opposed to relying on pre-


packaged traditional and proprietary content –


faculty are able to respond specifically to


individual student needs that they observe in


the classroom every day.


Recruitment and Retention


 


Research indicates that courses using OER


materials are able to generate similar or better


results than courses using traditional


proprietary materials. This is good news for the


student experience, learning outcomes, and


academic success. However, OER also supports


institutional recruitment and retention


objectives, through the academic value,


certainly, but also the positive financial impact


on students as well. 


Recruiting and marketing efforts at SouthArk


should be able to use this information to use


Enhanced Academic Freedom for Faculty


Traditionally-produced textbooks and course


materials have long presented certain challenges


for faculty in terms of staying up to date with the


current edition, minimal edits or changes


between editions, and – less tangible but


nonetheless a problem – not necessarily aligned


most effectively with the manner in which faculty


prefer to deliver their course content.


Another challenge coming online recently is the


emergence of “all-inclusive” packages from


vendors such as Cengage – which effectively bind


faculty members and institutions into restrictive


contracts where course materials must be


composed exclusively of Cengage


content. While this may be attractive on a surface


level, in terms of a flat, “all-inclusive” subscription


price, passed on to the students in the form of


course fees – such contracts nonetheless limit


faculty choice when determining and adopting


the course materials they will use, effectively


dampening academic


freedom.


With OER materials, faculty have the freedom to


adopt, adapt, or create materials to suit their


specific needs, taking advantage of the “5R”


permissions provided under Creative Commons


licensing – reuse, revise, remix, retain, and


redistribute. Indeed, many faculty are already


using open materials in their courses, either to


supplement required material or in direct


replacement of traditional course material.


Using OER gives faculty flexibility to build or


adjust resources to fit their courses and student


needs, and once in use faculty are able to retain


and keep using the OER, without being


interrupted by a change in editions or updates to


the materials.
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information to market SouthArk programs to


prospective students and their parents. Having


certain high-impact courses or perhaps entire


programs available with no additional costs, i.e.


textbooks, would be a compelling selling point


that SouthArk staff could highlight. In terms of


retention, with the elimination of significant


financial barriers to education in the form of high-


cost traditional course materials, in addition to


the maintenance of high academic standards,


students would be less apt to fail or drop courses


due to cost, thereby increasing retention and


promoting completion. Included in the


appendices are several studies exploring OER and


student success.







S W O T


An a lys i s


06


We are blessed with an already existing


foundation of OER work. Championed by


the SouthArk Library and staff from the


Academic Support (previously Distance


Learning) Department, this effort has


included professional development for


SouthArk faculty and staff, the development


of resources explaining OER in greater detail


and directing faculty to actual OER


materials, as well as the production of OER


“handouts” covering the basics of OER.


SouthArk is also blessed to have an


administration that is invested in the


potential positive impact of open education


for our students. College administrators


recognize the compelling cost-savings that


OER can bring, and are committed to the


removal of barriers to education that our


students face. Continued support of our


administration will be crucial to the success


of any forthcoming OER program. 


Members of our faculty are “early adopters”


of OER materials and concepts. As they


incorporate these resources and principles


into their own classes, these faculty will give


us valuable feedback that will serve to


strengthen and improve our OER efforts  


The existing conditions and climate at SouthArk


are positive for the creation and development


of an open education program. However, we do


face certain challenges. These conditions and


challenges are identified through a SWOT


analysis, examining our strengths, weaknesses,


opportunities, and threats that will serve as


contributing or potentially cumbersome factors


for our future OER efforts.


STRENGTHS:
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As always, there are and will continue to be


competing priorities for all-too-valuable


time and resources. We request that


SouthArk administrators consider these


limitations and provide time, space, and


support for OER work according to


institutional and departmental priorities.


Through the use of OER, SouthArk has the


potential to make a compelling positive


impact on recruiting and retention of


students. OER are very clearly a valuable,


cost-saving option for students, many of


whom may already be dealing with severe


financial challenges. By emphasizing OER


and encouraging more and more faculty to


use open materials in their courses,


SouthArk demonstrates its commitment to


affordability and conveys to students and


their families that our college is a


conscientious, student-focused, and


forward-thinking place to study.


Open educational materials also present an


exciting potential opportunity for


educational innovation. Free from restrictive


contracts or other limitations presented by


traditionally published course materials,


faculty will be free to explore new or


different methodologies, opportunities, and


strategies in delivering quality education to


our students. This exploration and any


subsequent advances should be celebrated, 


faculty and staff job descriptions. This will            


help integrate OER into the annual


evaluation process and provide still more


confirmation of the priority being placed on


OER by SouthArk’s administration.


OPPORTUNITIES:


 


Since the initial exploration of OER during the


SouthArk LEAD Class III in particular, there is a


strong collaborative spirit between the


SouthArk Library and the SouthArk Distance


Learning (now Academic Support)


Department. This relationship will be crucial


for developing, implementing, and


maintaining an effective and sustainable OER


program at SouthArk.


Currently there is an incomplete awareness


and buy-in regarding OER among SouthArk’s


faculty and staff. The intricacies of Creative


Commons licensing and what may or may not


constitute an open educational resource can


be confusing. It is crucial that any successful


OER effort receive active support from


SouthArk’s administration and early adopters


in order to continue de-mystifying and


promoting the use of OER.


The lack of funding for OER grants and other


incentives is also a challenge. We look forward


to exploring SouthArk Foundation mini-grants,


course releases, and other potential forms of


incentives to encourage OER work among


SouthArk faculty and staff, up to and including


the point in time when budgetary


consideration for OER support is a possibility.


In order to effectively communicate the value


that SouthArk’s administration places on


affordability and pursuing OER as a financially


responsible, student-focused initiative, it is


strongly recommended that deans and other


administrators consider adding


acknowledgment of OER responsibilities into 


      moving forward.


WEAKNESSES:
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As we have seen first-hand throughout the


COVID-19 pandemic, many of our students


OER materials oftentimes may not include


the plethora of ancillary materials, test


care to evaluate what potential impact this


effort will have on the campus


bookstore and how to strengthen


partnerships with the bookstore in a positive


way.


live and learn in rural areas that are


insufficiently provided with Internet


access, and many do not have access to a


computer or suitable device of their


own to use in their coursework. Given that


many OER materials are made


available in a digital format, these


challenges deserve special attention going


forward. This might represent a valuable


opportunity for collaboration with the


campus bookstore, if print-on-demand or


another similar program is recommended


to deliver hard copy OER materials.


banks, quizzes, and other content that


faculty have become accustomed to when


using traditionally published materials. In


addition, there may not be a direct


OER equivalent for the materials being used


in every SouthArk course. However, more


and more OER continue to be


produced, and this in fact represents an


opportunity for our faculty to do


important work in producing or modifying


their own materials to suit their own needs


and the needs of their students. 


There is currently a strong interest in OER in


the broader Arkansas academic library


community. An OER Task Force has been


organized under the auspices of ARKLink, the


Arkansas academic library consortium, with


Relinda Ruth of UA Cossatot serving as Chair,


Nithin Lakshmana of NWACC as Vice Chair,


and Philip Shackelford serving as Secretary. It


is our hope that SouthArk (and all other


academic libraries and librarians) can leverage


this statewide interest for the benefit of all


institutions involved, leading to the creation of


a statewide repository or other resources that


will be of compelling value to all academic


libraries throughout the state.


All-inclusive contracts are a threat to both


maximizing affordability and allowing faculty


flexibility to adjust teaching and course


materials as needed. Though these packages


will sometimes be masked as less expensive


options, by in large all-inclusive content comes


with restrictive limitations that sacrifices


freedom for convenience. SouthArk


administrators, faculty, and staff should have


an open dialogue about these issues and the


potential for OER as more positive, flexible,


and financially responsible options.


Though incredibly valuable for students, OER


may present a challenge to auxiliary revenue


generated by the campus bookstore. In


exploring and planning a sustainable SouthArk


OER effort, the Academic Support Committee 


recognizing both our faculty for their hard


work and creativity, as well as SouthArk’s


enduring concern for our students and their


success.


THREATS:


 







D e f i n i n g  o u r


o b j e c t i v e s :
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In setting forward a plan for a sustainable


OER program here at SouthArk, it is


imperative that we are realistic and attentive


in establishing targeted goals. Following the


“SMART” method, these goals should be


specific, measurable, attainable, relevant,


and connected to a


responsible timeline. Also, in establishing


meaningful goals, it is important to


determine the areas of greatest need,


potential impact, how we can promote


efficient implementation, and prioritize


student success. Similarly, this effort will


need to take into consideration what impact


transitioning certain courses to OER


materials would have on the SouthArk


bookstore, and how that


would affect our institution’s auxiliary


revenue. Understanding these


relationships, and given the areas of


emphasis outlined above, the following


are provided as suggested goals to target


in an initial OER effort at SouthArk.


Establish and Evaluate a Controlled Pilot


Some work in exploring and piloting OER


in SouthArk courses has already been


undertaken by the SouthArk LEAD Class III,


back in 2017. Building on this information,


a second pilot trial should be constructed


with a strong emphasis on effective


assessment. As with any OER-based trial at


SouthArk, the pilot should be designed


with efficiency and student success in


mind, and evaluated accordingly. 


SMART


G o a l s
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SouthArk's 10 highest-impact courses,


based on number of enrollments.


The AA transfer degree.


SouthArk's highest-impact credential


programs, based on number of


enrollments and market demand.


Target Specific Courses and Programs for


Conversion to OER


Deciding which courses will convert to using


OER materials is a discussion which will


necessarily involve SouthArk's faculty,


administration, and Library and Distance


Learning staff. However, the following are


suggested as valuable initial targets: 


Targeting the highest-enrolled courses would


promote an immediate positive impact for as


many students as possible. Converting the AA


transfer degree to an OER-based program


would allow students to complete the first two


years of a four-year degree free of traditional


textbook costs, thereby streamlining the


pathway to transfer. Finally, targeting


SouthArk's highest-impact credential programs


would allow for the greatest number of


students possible to complete a SouthArk


credential, textbook cost free. 


These are ambitious yet student-focused goals


that stand to make the greatest positive impact


and facilitate pathways to employment, in


keeping with the SouthArk mission, core values,


and strategic objectives. 


Continue and Expand Professional


Development Efforts


Initial steps taken by the SouthArk LEAD Class


III and the subsequently organized SouthArk


OER Task Force provided an early foundation of


OER awareness and education among


SouthArk's faculty and staff, through


Convocation in-service sessions, division


meetings, etc. Soon thereafter the SouthArk


Library was designated the "home" of all things


OER at SouthArk, and library staff developed


resource guides for faculty and staff looking to


learn more about OER and/or explore OER


alternatives for their courses. 


This work needs to be continued and expanded.


SouthArk's Planning Council is a valuable venue


for gathering a broad spectrum of input from


SouthArk faculty and staff regarding the


opportunities, challenges, and priorities


associated with OER at SouthArk. In addition to


this, further professional development and


awareness work should be conducted by


SouthArk Library and Distance Learning staff to


continue facilitating a foundational


understanding of OER among our faculty and


staff. This may and should take form in a variety


of different delivery formats, from in-person


sessions to written guides to video explainers. In


conjunction with this effort SouthArk will need


clear direction from Administration regarding


the vision for a successful OER program at


SouthArk and how such a program should be


implemented to maximize student success. 


Discussions regarding OER impact on auxiliary


revenue will be needed.  







P r o g r a m


T i m e l i n e
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October 9 - OER Action Plan introduced at


Academic Support Committee as a discussion


item 


October 31 - Action Plan has been introduced


at all academic division meetings


November 6 - Action Plan moves to Academic


Affairs Council for discussion


November 10 - Action Plan discussed at


Cabinet


November 13 - Academic Support Committee


reviews all feedback received thus far


January 6-8 - Action Plan introduced college-


wide via Convocation


January 15 - Pilot project defined, partners


and stakeholders identified


In large part, the specific timeline for completing


an OER pilot as outlined here will be dependent


on information from the SouthArk Administration


and faculty. Specific guidelines and timelines will


need to be established through shared


governance recommendations, beginning with


the Academic Support Committee. The current


challenges related to COVID-19 that our faculty,


staff, and students face will undoubtedly


complicate this process further. However, it is


recommended that the Academic Support


Committee, in collaboration with the SouthArk


Administration, SouthArk Library, Academic


Support Department, and other faculty and staff,


develop a detailed plan for a second OER pilot


before the end of the current academic year.


Implementation can then begin with the


following academic year, if approved. A suggested


timeline is below.
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February 12 - Pilot implementation plan


drafted


March 5 - Pilot plan moves to Academic


Affairs Council


March 26 - Pilot plan moves to Planning


Council


April 14 - Pilot plan moves to Cabinet for final


approval


Fall 2021 - OER Pilot Project begins
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Course release time for faculty to work on


OER projects


Mini-grants to help cover any supplies or


production costs related to generating


OER


Award stipend to encourage faculty to


develop OER projects


From this vantage point, it is unknown what


funding and other resources might be


available to put towards a college-wide OER


program at SouthArk. This information will


need to be determined by the SouthArk


Administration and shared governance


going forward.  If funding or other resources


do become available, possible options for


application of those resources could include


the following:


Marketing and promotion costs related


to promoting OER among students, etc.


Costs associated with print-on-demand


services in the SouthArk bookstore


B u d g e t


a n d


R e s o u r c e s


S u g g e s t e d


P a r t n e r s


S o u t hAr k  B o o k s t o r e


S o u t hAr k  F o u n d a t i o n


S o u t hAr k  G r a n t s  O f f i c e


S o u t hAr k  P r o f e s s i o n a l


D e v e l o p m e n t  C o m m i t t e e
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Upon approval from the Associate Vice-


President for Institutional Planning and


Academic Support, (and other members of


Cabinet as needed), this plan will go before


the Academic Support Committee as a


discussion item at the October 2020


meeting. Following that meeting, pending


any adjustments or changes that may or


may not be requested, copies of this plan


will be distributed to all academic divisions,


deans, Cabinet members, and staff of the


SouthArk Library and Academic Support


Department. The plan will also be brought


before the Academic Affairs Council and


Planning Council as an information item for


discussion. This distribution will hopefully


generate an initial dialogue that will allow


the Academic Support Committee to refine, 


adjust, and develop a more detailed and


specific action plan. 


The Library Director plans to present on the


action plan at division, committee, and other


meetings as requested to answer questions


and spread awareness. SouthArk faculty are


the most important group of stakeholders to


engage, and by discussing this plan in detail in


both shared governance committees as well as


division meetings and other groups - even


informally - valuable feedback can be gathered


which will give faculty a crucial voice in


SouthArk's OER activities. Also, OER-related


trainings are being planned for Spring 2021. 


If approved, communication and outreach


would follow the timeline as recommended in


the Program Timeline, above.


O u t r e a c h  a n d


C o m m u n i c a t i o n


P l a n







e v a l u a t i o n  a n d


a s s e s s m e n t


p l a n
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Class Retention


Student Academic Performance


Class/Program Completion


Course Evaluations


Faculty Surveys


Student Surveys


CCSSE Data


Enrollment in OER-based Courses


Semester-to-Semester Retention


Faculty Engagement with OER


As mentioned previously, any successful OER


program at SouthArk will need to emphasize


positive financial impact, efficient


implementation, and student success. Strategies


for measuring these areas could include but


would not necessarily be limited to the following: 


A second phase, as word circulates about


SouthArk's OER activity, would also measure:


Quantitative and qualitative reference and


assistance statistics from the SouthArk Library and


Distance Learning Department should also be


evaluated to explore faculty and student


engagement with OER. 


It would also be valuable to determine what


financial impact, if any, was observed by the


SouthArk Bookstore following the start of an OER


program. 







Ap p e n d i c e s
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There are multiple indicators which suggest that completion, quality, and affordability are the three 
greatest challenges for higher education today in terms of students, student learning, and student 
success.  Many colleges, universities, and state systems are seeking to adopt a portfolio of solutions 
that address these challenges.  This article reports the results of a large-scale study (21,822 students) 
regarding the impact of course-level faculty adoption of Open Educational Resources (OER).  
Results indicate that OER adoption does much more than simply save students money and address 
student debt concerns.  OER improve end-of-course grades and decrease DFW (D, F, and 
Withdrawal letter grades) rates for all students.  They also improve course grades at greater rates and 
decrease DFW rates at greater rates for Pell recipient students, part-time students, and populations 
historically underserved by higher education.  OER address affordability, completion, attainment gap 
concerns, and learning.  These findings contribute to a broadening perception of the value of OERs 
and their relevance to the great challenges facing higher education today. 


 
The Impact of Open Educational Resources on 


Student Success Metrics 
 


The Association of American Colleges and 
Universities (AAC&U) performed a member survey of 
its 1,400-member institutions in 2017 to better 
understand the challenges facing colleges and 
universities today (AAC&U, 2018).  In regard to 
students, student learning, and student success, among 
the greatest challenges were issues surrounding 
retention and completion, the quality and assessment of 
student learning, and the affordability of higher 
education.  As you survey the higher education 
landscape and consider state and national initiatives 
with the widest presence, it comes as little surprise that 
these challenges are being voiced.  As an example, with 
39 states currently in their alliance, Complete College 
America exists to “significantly increase the number of 
students successfully completing college and achieving 
degrees… and close attainment gaps for traditionally 
underrepresented populations” (Complete College 
America, 2018).  Their recommendations for higher 
education focus predominantly on how to keep students 
in college and accelerate their time to a degree.  
Furthermore, a key component of the larger completion 
agenda involves attainment gaps (AAC&U, 2015; 
Perna & Finney, 2014; Tinto, 2012).   


The attainment gap refers to the rates at which 
different ethnicities earn college degrees. The U.S. 
Census Bureau tracks educational attainment, and in 
2016, they reported that 37.3% of White Americans over 
the age of 24 had received a bachelor’s or higher degree.  
For African Americans in 2016 the attainment rate was 
21.8%, and for Hispanic Americans the rate was 15.4% 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2016).  
AAC&U encourages the use of equity-minded practices 
to enable higher education to better address attainment 
gaps.  Among the recommendations they promote is 


encouragement for institutions to disaggregate their 
student data to better understand disparities in student 
learning outcomes and degree attainment by considering 
socioeconomic status, as well as race and ethnicity 
(AAC&U, 2015; Gavin, Bolton, Fine, & Morse, 2018).  
In truth, the attainment gap has long been recognized, but 
as demographics continue to shift in the United States, it 
is becoming a national imperative that higher education 
better serve all populations. 


While strategic attention is being placed on issues 
of retention, completion, and attainment, it is also 
argued that “the quality shortfall is just as urgent as the 
attainment shortfall” (AAC&U, 2010, p. 1), and there 
are a number of initiatives and organizations nationally 
that are designed to address quality.  The Professional 
and Organizational Development (POD) Network in 
Higher Education exists to promote quality through 
improved teaching and learning practice and is the 
central professional association for those engaged in 
faculty development.  Quality is central to the work of 
AAC&U’s LEAP Initiative, which promotes excellence 
in learning through faculty development, general 
education reform, high impact educational practices, 
and authentic assessment (Finley & McNair, 2013; Kuh 
& O’Donnell, 2013).  In truth, most institutions are at 
work today developing a portfolio of solutions that 
address issues of quality, retention, completion, and 
attainment. 


 
Tuition, Textbooks, and Student Debt 
 


Although completion and quality are central to higher 
education’s work, the dominant public concern for most 
outside of higher education is cost (Humphries, 2012).  
Since the mid-1980’s, the cost of a post-secondary degree in 
the United States has been rapidly increasing (Kuh, Kinzie, 
Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006) due to increased tuition 
and associated miscellaneous costs, such as textbooks 
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(Paulson & St. John, 2002; Senack & Donoghue, 2016).  
Indeed, increases in tuition have been a direct response to 
the shift of cost away from the public in the form of taxes to 
students and/or their families (Humphries, 2012).  Years of 
cuts in state funding for public colleges and universities 
have driven up tuition and harmed students’ educational 
experiences by forcing faculty reductions, fewer course 
offerings, and campus closings.  These choices have made 
college less affordable and less accessible for students who 
need degrees to succeed in today’s economy (Mitchell, 
Leachman, & Masterson, 2016). 


Although tuition has been the largest contributor in 
the equation of student debt, textbooks and ancillary 
materials are a key variable as well, especially since many 
students find it challenging to budget for the cost of books 
because they typically don’t learn about the true scope of 
those expenses until the beginning of a semester.  
Depending on the specific course or discipline, the 
associated traditional commercial textbook can cost 
students several hundred dollars each semester (Fischer, 
Hilton, Robinson, & Wiley, 2015; Hilton, 2016).   


While the increasing costs of attending college 
affect all students, low-income individuals and their 
families face greater difficulties than other 
socioeconomic groups in paying rising tuition and 
textbook fees (Kuh et al., 2006).  This can directly affect 
their decision regarding where to apply and ultimately 
decide to attend college.  Students with unmet financial 
need are more likely to delay their college enrollment or 
may not even attend college (Paulsen & St. John, 2002; 
Provasnik & Planty, 2008).  This, of course, can have a 
cascading impact on future career decisions and 
employment opportunities (St. John, Paulson, & Carter, 
2005).  For individuals who do enroll in higher education 
institutions, some will make the financial decision to take 
courses without purchasing the textbook (Watson, 
Domizi, & Clouser, 2017), presumably negatively 
affecting their understanding of the course material, their 
subsequent performance (i.e., grade) in the class, and 
potentially their persistence in the discipline (Buczynski, 
2007; Fischer et al., 2015). 


 
Open Educational Resources 
 


In an effort to curb the inflating cost of a 
postsecondary education and reduce student debt, there 
has been a growing movement in higher education 
regarding the authoring, adoption, and use of Open 
Educational Resources (OER) in course settings. OER 
are broadly defined as “the open provision of 
educational resources, enabled by information and 
communication technologies, for consultation, use, and 
adaptation by a community of users for non-
commercial purposes” (UNESCO, 2002, p. 24).  Within 
the higher education context, OER typically encompass 
free, online learning content, software tools, and 


accumulated digital curricula that are not restricted by 
copyright license and available to retain, reuse, revise, 
remix, and redistribute (Hilton, Fischer, Wiley, & 
Williams, 2016).  Within the context of this study, OER 
refer to free, open textbooks, which replaced previously 
adopted expensive, traditional, commercial textbooks.  
The narrative traditionally supporting the adoption and 
implementation of OER textbooks has focused on cost 
savings by making high-quality educational resources 
freely available to the students.   


It is well documented in the literature that high-
quality OER can lead to significant financial benefits 
for students and/or institutions, as well as reduce the 
potential of financial debt (Bliss, Robinson, Hilton, & 
Wiley, 2013; de los Arcos, Farrow, Perryman, Pitt, & 
Weller, 2014; Farrow et al., 2015; Fischer et al., 2015; 
Hilton, Gaudet, Clark, Robinson, & Wiley, 2013; 
Watson, Domizi, & Clouser, 2017).  In empirical 
studies by Bliss, Robinson, Hilton, and Wiley (2013) 
and Hilton, Robinson, Wiley, and Ackerman (2014), 
college teachers and students reported significant cost 
savings on textbooks due to the implementation of OER 
in classes.  Furthermore, several studies have shown 
evidence that the affordability of OER can effectively 
support at-risk learners in their efforts to finish their 
studies (de los Arcos et al., 2014; Farrow et al., 2015; 
Winitzky-Stephens & Pickavance, 2017). 


Additionally, previous studies have found that a 
majority of faculty and students perceive OER to be 
equal to, or better than, commercial textbooks in terms of 
quality (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Bliss et al., 2013; 
Watson, Domizi, & Clouser, 2017).  Many students 
preferred using OER instead of traditional textbooks 
(Feldstein et al., 2012; Petrides, Jimes, & Hedgspeth, 
2012), citing the benefits of cost, access, and attributes of 
online textbooks (Bliss et al., 2013; Watson, Domizi, & 
Clouser, 2017).  When evaluating faculty perception, a 
majority of the faculty rated OER equal or superior to 
traditional resources in terms of current content (91.2%), 
ease of use (88.1%), efficacy (84.6%), trusted quality 
(73.6%), and cost (97.9%) (Allen & Seaman, 2014).  


While studies focusing on cost savings and student 
and faculty perceptions have dominated the OER research 
landscape, there has been less research that has looked at 
the impact OER have on student learning.  Several studies 
have shown that implementations of OER may result in 
similar or improved academic performance in addition to 
saving students’ money (Bowen, Chingos, Lack, & 
Nygren, 2014; Feldstein et al., 2012; Hilton & Laman, 
2012; Lovett, Meyer, & Thille, 2008; Pawlyshyn, 
Braddlee, Casper, & Miller, 2013).  It was found that 
students enrolled in courses that have implemented OER 
as the textbook perform just as well, if not better, in 
comparison to students enrolled in courses that use 
traditional commercial textbooks (Hilton, 2016; Hilton et 
al., 2016).  Faculty also described OER as having prepared 
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students at the same level of rigor, and in some cases more 
so, as traditional textbooks (Bliss, Hilton, Wiley, & 
Thanos, 2013; Bliss et al., 2013).  Further, some studies 
suggest that OER may indirectly improve student 
performance through increased satisfaction, engagement, 
and interest in the subjects (de los Arcos et al., 2014; 
Farrow et al., 2015; Pitt, 2015).   


In regard to measures of student performance (i.e., 
final grades), several studies suggest that courses that 
have implemented OER result in higher student grades 
(Feldstein et al., 2012), higher pass rates (Fischer et al., 
2015; Pawlyshyn et al., 2013), or lower failing and 
withdrawal rates (Feldstein et al., 2012) than courses that 
do not use OER materials. However, other studies do not 
find any significant difference in grades between OER 
adoption and traditional textbook use (Croteau, 2017; 
Feldstein et al., 2012; Lovett, Meyer, & Thille, 2008).   


Of the studies that have evaluated student 
performance in OER vs. non-OER courses, we have not 
found any that examine differences between full- and 
part-time student performance, although research has 
shown that part-time students are less likely than full-
time to graduate (Shapiro & Bray, 2011).  Further, we 
are not aware of any research that has evaluated student 
performance with regard to student financial need or 
disaggregated student data to better understand the 
impact OER might be having on various student sub-
populations, especially those that might be at the 
greatest risk of leaving college.  In truth, one would not 
necessarily anticipate that OER would positively impact 
the performance of a student who would have otherwise 
been able to purchase a traditional commercial 
textbook; however, one would imagine that a free 
textbook would indeed help those students who might 
choose to forgo a textbook in a course due to the cost. 


 
Purpose and Research Questions 
 


The purpose of this research, then, was to better 
understand how courses employing OER impact student 
success metrics and student academic achievement by 
disaggregating student performance based upon federally 
determined financial need (Federal Pell Grant status), 
ethnicity, and registration status (part-time vs. full-time).  
We predicted that students from low socioeconomic 
backgrounds that require substantial financial assistance to 
attend college would exceedingly benefit from courses that 
have adopted a free textbook when compared to previous 
semesters when traditional, commercial textbooks were 
used (for the purposes of this paper are referenced as “non-
OER” courses).  Additionally, we predicted that all students 
perform better in courses that have adopted OER—
regardless of socioeconomic or demographic background—
as all students will indeed possess the materials needed to 
succeed in the course.  In order to address these research 
predictions, we sought to answer the following questions:  


1) What is the impact of OER textbooks on 
student academic performance, quantified by 
evaluating final grades and DFW (D, F, and 
withdrawal letter grades) rates? 


2) Does the use of OER textbooks affect students 
from a low socioeconomic background 
(quantified by Federal Pell Grant eligibility 
status) disproportionately compared to 
students who do not qualify for Federal Pell 
Grant status? 


3) Does student performance increase 
significantly for those from underserved 
populations when a free OER textbook is used 
instead of a traditional textbook? 
 


Ultimately, we sought to determine if OER might 
address all three of the great challenges facing higher 
education today. 
 


Method 
 


Context of Study 
 


The Center for Teaching and Learning (CTL) at the 
University of Georgia (UGA) began encouraging 
faculty to adopt OER in the summer of 2013.  Like 
many institutions pursuing OER, the goal was to 
decrease the cost of higher education and student debt 
by helping faculty find and adopt free, high quality, 
online textbooks.  With limited resources, the CTL 
developed a model that they anticipated would 
maximize cost savings for students while also 
minimizing the scope of work for the Center.  They 
chose to pursue faculty who taught large enrollment 
courses and who were also currently using an expensive 
textbook or textbook/technology package.  In this way, 
it was theorized that significant savings would be had 
by students with only a relatively small number of 
faculty adoptions of free textbooks.  As a result of this 
course profile, the majority of the courses transitioned 
were large enrollment general education courses at the 
1000-level.  By the end of the Fall 2017 semester, it is 
estimated that 35,985 students had been enrolled in a 
UGA course that had switched from an expensive 
textbook to a free textbook.  It is further estimated that 
these students had collectively saved $3,266,930 as a 
result of this adoption (Watson & Colvard, 2018).  
While several different OER textbooks were used in 
this initiative, the majority were created by OpenStax, a 
nonprofit OER textbook publisher based at Rice 
University that is largely funded through philanthropic 
foundations, including the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation, the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, 
and several others (OpenStax, 2018a).  The OpenStax 
publication process mirrors processes implemented by 
the “big five” textbook publishers: faculty author and 
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Figure 1 
Timeline of the eight courses and adoption of OER. The black cells represent when the instructor did not teach that 
respective course for the given semester. The white cells represent when the instructor taught the respective course 


but used a traditional, commercial textbook. The gray cells represent when the instructor taught the respective 
course and used an OER for the course text. 


 
 
 


Table 1. 
Count of Student Grade-Level for All Students Enrolled in non-OER and OER Courses. The Grade-Level: Other 


accounts for Transient, Graduate, and Unclassified students. 
Grade-Level Non-OER OER 
Freshmen 4328 3689 
Sophomore 5001 3782 
Junior 1560 1735 
Senior 768 908 
Other 24 27 
Total 11681 10141 


 
 


peer review of these textbooks.  OpenStax’s textbooks 
are 100% free and openly licensed (OpenStax, 2018b).  
The open license enables faculty to make changes to 
the textbooks if they so choose.  As a result of 
OpenStax’s publication approach and their OER’s 
editable attributes, the CTL chose to focus the 
majority of their OER adoption efforts on titles 
provided by OpenStax. 
 
Courses 
 


This study evaluated historical student academic 
performance data (i.e., final grades) for eight different 
undergraduate courses at the University of Georgia (UGA) 
from Fall 2010 – Fall 2016.  These courses were selected 
because they adopted OpenStax OER textbooks in place of 
traditional commercial textbooks.  The eight courses in 
question span a range of disciplines, including science and 
social science courses: 


• American History since 1865  
• American History to 1865  
• Anatomy and Physiology II 
• Basic Concepts in Biology 
• Elementary Psychology 
• Introduction to Sociology 
• Organismal Biology 
• Principles of Biology 


 
All of these are large introductory courses within their 
respective departments.  Some of the courses are designed 
for majors, whereas most are designed to satisfy UGA’s 
general education requirements.   


While UGA launched its OER initiative in Fall 
2013, the semester of adoption of the OER differed 
across these eight courses, but all courses used OpenStax 
OER textbooks. The courses under consideration used 
OER textbooks between two and seven semesters (see 


Discipline Course Fall	2010 Spring	2011 Fall	2011 Spring	2012 Fall	2012 Spring	2013 Fall	2013 Spring	2014 Fall	2014 Spring	2015 Fall	2015 Spring	2016 Fall	2016


Biology


Basic	Concepts	 in	Biology


Organismal	Biology


Principles	of	 Biology


Anatomy	and	Physiology	II


History


American	History	to	1865


American	History	since	1865


Psychology Elementary	Psychology


Sociology Introduction	 to	Sociology
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Figure 1 for course by course specifics).  Additionally, 
only sections of courses taught by the same instructor 
were considered.  This was done to control for instructor 
bias in the analysis of pre- and post-OER adoption.  For 
example, we did not consider sections of Principles of 
Biology taught by anyone other than the instructors who 
eventually adopted OER for their courses.   


 
Participants 
 


The timeframe selected for this study provided two 
large groups of students bridging multiple disciplines, 
as well as provided two groups of students of similar 
size.  Specifically, there were 11,681 students in the 
group who were in courses using traditional 
commercial textbooks, and there were 10,141 students 
in the group who were in courses using free, OER 
textbooks.  The grade-level breakdown of students 
enrolled in the non-OER courses and OER courses is 
listed in Table 1, with a majority of the students 
enrolled in the eight courses of interest for this study 
being largely comprised of lower level classmen 
(Freshmen and Sophomores, n=9,329 students for non-
OER courses and n=7,471 students for OER courses) 
compared to the number of upper level classmen 
(Juniors and Seniors, n=2,328 students for non-OER 
courses and n=2,643 students for OER courses).   


In total, there were 21,822 students in this study.  
Of those, 5,427 (24.9%) were Federal Pell Grant 
recipient students.  Our study’s Pell eligibility 
percentage closely approximates UGA’s overall Pell 
eligibility percentage of 23.8%.  In Fall 2016 UGA had 
a total undergraduate enrollment of 27,951 students 
with a sex distribution of 43.7% male and 56.3% 
female students.  In this study, 35% of the students 
were male while 65% were female.  For the purposes of 
this study, Pell eligibility served as a proxy for student 
socioeconomic status, and therefore, by evaluating 
student performance within the context of Pell 
eligibility, it allowed us to make an inference on how 
OER affected the grades of students from lower 
socioeconomic backgrounds. 


In Fall 2016, the ethnic origin characteristics of 
UGA undergraduate students consisted of 4,835 non-
White students (17.30%; not accounting for the Asian 
student population = 3,226, 11.54%) and 19,672 White 
students (70.38%).  The ethnic origin characteristics of 
the students enrolled in courses under consideration for 
this study were 4,078 non-White students (18.69%; not 
accounting for the Asian student population = 2,549, 
11.68%) and 14,938 White students (68.45%).  
Therefore, the breakdown of student ethnic origin in this 
study is representative of the student demographics of the 
university.  All student ethnicity data were self-reported, 
so students that were classified as “Not Reported” were 


removed from the analysis (n= 257 students, 1.18%).  
Additionally, the aggregation of “non-White” student 
ethnicities did not account for Asian students who are 
outperforming White students in terms of degree 
attainment (National Center for Education Statistics, 
2016).  Our non-White category represents ethnicities 
that have been historically underserved by higher 
education and are attaining college degrees at 
significantly lower rates than White students and Asian 
students.  The non-White category is comprised of 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, Black or African 
American, Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Hispanic 
or Latino, and “Two or More Races” students. 


Additionally, the registration status of 
undergraduate students enrolled at UGA in Fall 2016 
was 26,328 (94.19%) full-time students and 1,623 
(5.81%) part-time students.  There were 19,419 
(88.99%) full-time students and 2,403 (11.01%) part-
time students enrolled in the courses of interest.  
However, when evaluating the registration status 
respective for the OER courses (between Fall 2013 and 
Fall 2016), the number of full-time students (9,649; 
95.15%) and part-time students (492; 4.85%) more 
closely follows the breakdown in student registration 
status for the university in Fall 2016.    


 
Data and Sources 
 


Examination of student academic performance 
consisted of a multi-level approach.  First, we evaluated 
academic performance of all students enrolled in select 
courses pre- and post-OER adoption.  We then 
disaggregated the data to evaluate differences in 
academic performance for Federal Pell Grant recipient 
students and for non-Pell grant recipients.  Finally, we 
again disaggregated based on student demographic 
data—student ethnic origin (White and non-White) and 
registration status (full-time and part-time)—and again 
compared academic performance pre- and post-OER 
adoption.  Our data set consisted of all letter grades (+/-) 
and aggregated DFW grades, and all were de-identified 
to ensure student anonymity.  All letter grades were 
converted to numerical representations (i.e., A = 4, A- = 
3.7, B+ = 3.3, and so on) for statistical analyses.  For all 
three sets of comparisons, we evaluated grade 
distribution, average course grade, and percent DFW 
grades for these respective student populations. 


At UGA the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) 
possesses student course grade information and most 
student demographic information; however, the Office of 
Student Financial Aid (OSFA) is the institutional steward 
of Federal Pell Grant status.  OSFA, working within strict 
and emerging federal guidelines, required that each course 
grade grouping contain at least 20 students within each 
category.  This requirement was designed to protect 
student identities and thus required that we collapse the D, 
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Table 2. 
Percent Student Grade Distribution Data for All Students Enrolled in non-OER and OER Courses. 


Grade Non OER OER 
A 17.96 23.46 
A- 11.33 19.06 
B+ 12.99 14.13 
B 22.10 17.02 
B- 9.25 7.94 
C+ 6.75 3.90 
C 7.75 5.55 
C- 1.01 0.74 


DFW 10.87 8.19 
 


Table 3. 
Percent Student Grade Distribution Based on Pell Eligibility in non-OER and OER Courses. 


 Non-Pell Recipients  Pell Recipients  
Grade Non-OER OER Non-OER OER 


A 19.48 24.90 13.48 18.97 
A- 11.72 19.83 10.17 16.66 
B+ 13.70 13.90 10.88 14.84 
B 22.49 16.46 20.95 18.77 
B- 8.92 7.54 10.20 9.16 
C+ 6.30 3.87 8.11 4.01 
C 6.88 5.20 10.30 6.65 
C- 0.89 0.72 1.35 0.81 


DFW 9.62 7.57 14.56 10.13 
 
 


Figure 2 
Average grade (Final grade) of students enrolled in courses pre-OER adoption (Non-OER) and post-OER adoption (OER).  This 
analysis compared students that were not recipients of the Federal Pell Grant (Non-Pell) and students that did receive the Federal 


Pell Grant (Pell).  The numbers over each bar represent the total number of students in that respective classification. 
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Figure 3 
Percent of DFW students comparing Non-Pell and Pell recipients in course pre-OER adoption (Non-OER) and post-


OER adoption (OER). 


 
 
 
F, and W (Withdrawal) letter grades into a single DFW 
grade category. This collapsed category is also a metric of 
interest at UGA and many other institutions interested in 
DFW rates.  Further, all “other” final grade classifications 
(e.g., Medical Leave, Military Leave, etc.) were deleted 
prior to analysis as such reasons for course withdrawal 
would not be related to course performance, financial 
need, or OER adoption.   


To analyze the data for all students and groups 
involved in the study, two sample t-tests were used 
to compare non-OER to OER courses.  To compare 
student financial aid status (Pell and non-Pell 
recipients), ethnic origin characteristics (White and 
non-White students), and registration status (full-
time and part-time) with regard to enrollment in non-
OER and OER courses, we used two-way ANOVAs 
with grade as the dependent variable and OER status 
and student demographic information as fixed 
factors.  All analyses were completed using IBM 
SPSS Statistics for Macintosh, Version 22.0.  This 
study received IRB approval from the University of 
Georgia Human Subject Division in the Office of 
Research.  All data received from OIR and OSFA 
were de-identified in order to maintain student 
privacy and anonymity.  In compliance with the IRB 
approval, all data were stored, analyzed, and 
interpreted on one computer device. 


 


Results 
 
All Students 
 


We first compared academic performance of all 
students categorized into two groups – non-OER courses 
and OER courses – without stratification based upon 
financial need or student demographics, and there was a 
statistically significant improvement in final course grades 
for students in the OER courses (M = 3.048, SE = 0.011) 
compared to non-OER courses (M = 2.806, SE = 0.011) 
(t(21,820) = -15.95, p < .001).  Table 2 displays the grade 
distributions for both groups of students, showing there was 
a decrease in the percent of DFW through B grades and an 
increase in the percent of B+ through A grades in courses 
using OER.  For A grades, there was a 5.50% increase after 
OER adoption, a 7.73% increase for A- grades, and an 
1.14% increase for B+ grades.  Importantly, the presence of 
OERs decreased the DFW rate by 2.68% for all students 
enrolled in the respective courses.   


 
Federal Pell Grant Recipient Students 
 


Analysis of student performance for Federal Pell Grant 
recipients maintained the same trend as described for all 
students, with a statistically significant difference when 
comparing student Pell eligibility status (F(1,21818) = 
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173.54, p < .001), OER use (F(1,21818) = 232.161, p < 
.001) and Pell eligibility  ́OER use, F(1,21818) = 9.348, p 
= .002).  This study found there was a notable increase in 
B+ through A grades and a decrease in B through DFW 
grades.  For non-Pell recipients, after OER adoption there 
was a 5.42% increase for A grades, a 8.11% increase for A- 
grades, and a 0.20% increase for B+ grades.  For Pell 
recipients, after OER adoption we observed a 5.49% 
increase for A grades, a 6.49% increase for A- grades, and a 
3.96% increase for B+ grades (see Table 3).   


For non-OER courses, the final average course 
grade was 2.878 ± 0.012 (±SE) for non-Pell 
recipients and 2.594 ± 0.022 for Pell recipients; for 
OER courses, the final average course grade was 
3.091 ± 0.012 for non-Pell recipients and 2.914 ± 
0.023 for Pell recipients (Figure 2).  This resulted 
in a 6.90% increase in non-Pell recipients’ end-of-
course grade and a 10.98% increase for Pell 
recipients end-of-course grade with the adoption of 
OER into the courses.  In this analysis, OER 
adoption resulted in a 2.05% reduction in DFW 
grades for non-Pell recipients and a 4.43% decline 
in DFW grades for Pell recipients (Figure 3) 


 
Student Ethnic Origin 
 


When evaluating White and non-White students’ 
academic performance, there was a statistically significant 


difference in student ethnic origin (F(1,19012) = 195.56, p < 
.001), OER use (F(1,19012) = 306.98, p < .001), and 
student ethnic origin  ́OER use (F(1,19012) = 10.374, p = 
.001).  There were statistically significant differences in 
grade distribution for White and non-White students’ 
academic performance; however, both groups’ academic 
performance increased in the OER courses.  Additionally, 
non-White students had a greater increase in B through A 
grades relative to the grade distribution of White students 
(Table 4).  When comparing average course grades for these 
two demographic groupings, the results demonstrated a 
narrowing in the gap in academic performance between 
these student groups following the adoption of OER (Figure 
4).  In non-OER courses, White students (n = 8152) had an 
average course grade of 2.925 ± 0.012 compared to 2.525 ± 
0.027 for non-White students (n = 2029).  Once OER were 
adopted for these courses, the average course grade 
increased for both groups, specifically to 3.132 ± 0.013 for 
White students (n = 6,786), and to 2.857 ± 0.025 for non-
White students (n = 2,049) (Figure 4).  This resulted in a 
7.09% increase in average grade for White students and a 
13.13% increase for non-White students.  Additionally, 
there was a large decline in DFW grades once OER were 
adopted in these courses.  For White students, DFW grades 
accounted for 8.70% of the final grades before OER 
adoption, and that percentage dropped to 7.19% after OER 
adoption.  For non-White students, we observed that DFW 
final grades accounted for 15.28% when traditional 


 
 


Figure 4 
Average grade (Final grade) of students enrolled in courses pre-OER adoption (Non-OER) and post-OER adoption (OER).  This analysis 
compared self-identified White students and Non-White students – aggregating all other self-identified ethnicities, excluding Asian.  The 


numbers over each bar represent the total number of students in that respective classification. 
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Table 4. 
Percent Student Grade Distribution Based on Ethnicity in Non-OER and OER Courses. 


 White Students  Non-White Students  
Grade Non-OER OER Non-OER OER 


A 20.22 26.27 11.83 15.96 
A- 12.51 19.95 8.33 17.23 
B+ 13.85 14.65 10.45 13.91 
B 22.42 16.05 22.08 19.52 
B- 8.91 7.54 10.40 8.44 
C+ 5.96 3.24 9.27 5.47 
C 6.59 4.48 10.89 8.10 
C- 0.85 0.62 1.48 1.22 


DFW 8.70 7.19 15.28 10.15 
 
 


Figure 5 
Percent of DFW students for non-OER and OER based courses for White and Non-White students.  Students 


classified as “Asian” were removed from the analyses. 


 
 
 


textbooks were used, and we noted a disproportionally 
greater decline in DFW grades to 10.15% with the adoption 
of OER (a decline of 5.13%) (Figure 5).   


 


Student Registration Status 
 


Finally, we evaluated the impact of OER when 
considering student registration status by comparing 
full-time and part-time students.  When evaluating 
grade distribution data for full-time and part-time 
students before and after OER adoption, there were two 
striking results that emerged. First, the shift to higher-
level grades, while present for both groups of students, 


was more pronounced for part-time students than full 
time students after OER were implemented. Second, 
DFW grades dropped significantly more for part-time 
students than full-time students with OER (Table 5).  
We found a significant difference in student registration 
status (F(1,21818) = 141.90, p < .001), OER use 
(F(1,21818) = 968.41, p < .001), and student 
registration status ´ OER use (F(1,21818) = 59.68, p < 
.001) for both full-time and part-time students.  For 
both groups, OER adoption helped to raise average 
course grades (full-time: M = 3.080, SE = 0.011; part-
time: M = 2.420, SE = 0.067) compared to course 
grades prior to OER adoption (M = 2.986, SE = 0.010; 
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Table 5 
Percent Student Grade Distribution Based on Registration Status in Non-OER and OER Courses. 


 Full-Time Students  Part-Time Students  
Grade Non-OER OER Non-OER OER 


A 20.25 23.70 6.28 18.70 
A- 12.67 19.47 4.45 10.98 
B+ 14.05 14.41 7.54 8.74 
B 22.85 17.15 18.26 14.43 
B- 9.11 7.80 9.94 10.57 
C+ 6.32 3.87 9.00 4.67 
C 7.48 5.49 9.11 6.71 
C- 0.99 0.73 1.10 1.02 


DFW 6.28 7.38 34.33 24.19 
 
 


Figure 6 
Average grade (Final grade) of students enrolled in courses pre-OER adoption (Non-OER) and post-OER adoption (OER).  This 
analysis compared students enrolled in the university at least 12 credit hours per semester (Full-time) to those students enrolled in 


at least 6, but no more than 12 credit hours per semester (Part-time).  The numbers over each bar represent the total number of 
students in that respective classification. 


 
 


 
part-time: M = 1.889, SE = 0.033).  OER helped to 
narrow the gap in performance by increasing average 
course grades by 3.18% for full-time students and by 
28.13% for part-time students (Figure 6).   


When evaluating the impact OER had on DFW 
rates, we observed a slight increase from 6.28% to 
7.38% in DFW grades for full-time students, though for 
part-time students OER adoption resulted in a decrease 
in DFW grades from 34.28% to 24.19%, which was a 
10.14% decline (Figure 7).  Closer analysis of these 
data showed the trend in DFW grades increasing for 
full-time students in OER courses, and this was 


attributed to more reported Withdrawal grades (from 
173 to 405 students) and fewer D and F grades (299 and 
142 to 171 and 136 students, respectively), when 
compared to full-time students enrolled in non-OER 
courses.  However, we did not evaluate why students 
withdrew from a course. 


 
Discussion 


 
While the financial benefits of OER are well-


documented (Dimeo, 2017; Lieberman, 2018; Watson & 
Colvard, 2018), this study sought to determine if OER 
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adoption (in our case, free OpenStax textbooks) by 
faculty in course settings has additional benefits beyond 
saving students money.  Statistically significant and 
important additional benefits were discerned.  Without 
disaggregating the data, it was first found that students 
tend to perform better in course settings when OER 
textbooks were used in place of expensive, commercial 
textbooks.  DFW rates also decreased.  Following 
recommendations from AAC&U (AAC&U, 2015; 
Gavin, Bolton, Fine, & Morse, 2018), we obtained 
demographic information which allowed us to 
disaggregate our data by Pell eligibility status, ethnicity, 
and registration status.  This enabled us to look more 
deeply into the data to better understand course 
performance outcomes for subpopulations of interest.  
While end of course grades increased for all groups 
considered, DFW rates decreased dramatically for 
student populations we hypothesized would benefit the 
most from free textbooks (e.g., Pell eligible students, 
underserved populations, and part-time students). 


When considering Federal Pell eligibility, we 
observed an increase in A through B+ letter grades and a 
decrease in B through DFW grades when evaluating 
courses that have implemented OER at the University of 
Georgia.  A significant decrease in DFW rates for Pell-
eligible students was found (a 4.43% change) when OER 
were adopted as the textbook for the class.  These results 
reveal a measurable decrease in the number of students 


failing or withdrawing from a course when OER are 
adopted, and that decrease in the number of failing or 
withdrawal grades is more significant for students from 
low socioeconomic backgrounds (see Figure 3).  


This research also evaluated student 
demographic metrics – ethnic origin and registration 
status – which helped to provide a more nuanced 
understanding of student academic performance with 
regard to OER adoption.  This research revealed 
significant differences in academic performance 
(average final grade) for both White and non-White 
students enrolled in OER courses compared to 
previous semesters when OER were not yet adopted.  
The finding that students’ final grades improved in 
courses that adopted OER is encouraging, but the 
magnitude in which non-White students’ grades 
improved is very compelling.   


Additionally, the benefits of OER are significant 
for part-time students.  This study found a 53.12% 
increase in average course grade and a 29.54% decrease 
in DFW rates for students who were not enrolled full-
time at UGA. These findings uniquely highlight the 
impact openly accessible content has on this non-
traditional student population. Part-time students are an 
often overlooked population in higher education, and 
71% are on their own financially (Bombardieri, 2017).  
It is not surprising that those enrolled part-time in 
college benefitted from free textbooks. 


 
 


Figure 7 
Percent of DFW students comparing Full-time and Part-time students in courses pre-OER adoption (Non-OER) and 


post-OER adoption (OER). 
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As noted earlier, students at UGA have collectively 


saved approximately $3,266,930 since the launch of the 
initiative in 2013.  The cost of higher education and the 
associated debt have a well-documented connection to 
drop-out rates (Goldrick-Rab, 2016); however, there is 
more to the OER story than simply reducing debt.  
Given the findings of this large-scale study, we believe 
the conversation regarding OER should change 
significantly.  While compelling, the argument for OER 
as primarily a cost saving measure is incomplete and 
minimizes the value of OER.  This study suggests that 
OER speaks to all three of the great challenges facing 
higher education today:  affordability, retention and 
completion, and quality of student learning.   


Although drop-out rates were not examined as 
part of this study, it is logical to deduce that reducing 
the number of students who fail would have a positive 
impact on retention.  As noted above, OER were 
found to significantly decrease DFW rates across a 
range of demographics.  They also have a more 
pronounced impact on grades for those who start 
further behind, are in financial need, and/or are among 
populations that have been historically underserved by 
postsecondary education.  OER speaks to the 
aforementioned attainment gap as well.  Still further, 
there is an expectation that grades are an indicator of 
student achievement within course settings, and by 
simply ensuring that all students, regardless of need or 
background, have access to course materials on the 
first day of class, the quality and extent of learning 
appear to be improved.   


 
Study Limitations  
 


It should be noted that there are limitations and 
assumptions made for this study.  The analysis provided 
within this article only considers students at a single, large, 
doctoral-granting research university.  This should be 
taken under consideration as readers evaluate the 
generalizability of these findings.  Some of the course 
transitions to OER textbooks represented in this study 
included assistance from UGA’s CTL, and it is probable 
that the adoption of the OER-based textbook served as a 
catalyst to further the instructors’ engagement with their 
own teaching.  Additionally, this study only evaluated end 
of course grades, though there are a number of course 
assessments that went into generating the final grades for 
these respective classes.  The degree to which OER 
influenced individual assignment or assessment grades 
was not explored by this study and could not be 
determined based on the nature of the data set.  Finally, 
this study evaluated large, introductory courses spanning a 
range of disciplines; therefore, upper class (juniors and 
seniors) students were a small percentage of the population 
under consideration.   


Conclusion 
 


This research suggests OER is an equity strategy 
for higher education: providing all students with 
access to course materials on the first day of class 
serves to level the academic playing field in course 
settings.  While additional disaggregated research is 
needed in a variety of postsecondary contexts such as 
community college, HBCU, and other higher 
education settings to increase the generalizability of 
this notion, this study provides an empirical 
foundation on which to begin to change the advocacy 
narrative supporting OER.  A new opportunity appears 
to be present for institutions in higher education to 
consider how to leverage OER to address completion, 
quality, and affordability challenges, especially those 
institutions that have higher percentages of Pell 
eligible, underserved, and/or part-time students than 
the institution presented in this study. 
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Abstract 
Open Educational Resources (OER) have the potential to replace traditional textbooks 
in higher education. Previous studies indicate that use of OER results in high student 
and faculty satisfaction, lower costs, and similar or better educational outcomes. In 
this case study, we compared students using traditional textbooks with those using 
OER at Tidewater Community College to compare their performance on what we call 
course throughput rates, which is an aggregate of three variables - drop rates, 
withdrawal rates, and C or better rates. Two self-selecting cohorts were compared 
over four semesters, with statistically significant results. The study found that, subject 
to the limitations discussed, students who use OER perform significantly better on the 
course throughput rate than their peers who use traditional textbooks, in both face-to-
face and online courses that use OER. This suggests that OER are a promising avenue 
for reducing the costs of higher education while increasing academic success. 


Keywords: open educational resources, computers in education, textbooks, financing 
education 


Introduction 







The high cost of textbooks represents a significant challenge in higher education in 
the United States. A survey of 22,129 post-secondary students in Florida found that 
64% of students reported not purchasing a required textbook because of its high cost 
(Florida Virtual Campus, 2012). In the same study, nearly half of students reported 
that the cost of textbooks caused them to take fewer courses, and one-third stated that 
they had earned a poor grade in a subject because they could not afford to buy the 
textbook. 


One solution to the high cost of textbooks is found in a replacement for textbooks 
called Open Educational Resources (OER). The term Open Educational Resources 
comes from the 2002 UNESCO Forum on the Impact of Open Courseware for Higher 
Education in Developing Countries, which defined OER as "The open provision of 
educational resources, enabled by information and communication technologies, for 
consultation, use and adaptation by a community of users for non-commercial 
purposes" (UNESCO, 2002, p. 24). In essence, OER are free educational materials 
that are licensed in such a way so as to grant legal permissions to reuse, remix, and 
redistribute them. Wiley, Bliss, and McEwen (2014) chronicle many aspects of the 
growth and development of OER since its inception. 


To date, a wide variety of high-quality OER have been created, although there are 
varying quality of OER and they are not all a natural substitute for conventional paid 
material. Nevertheless, many OER are sufficiently robust so as to be useful in 
replacing traditional textbooks. These OER typically have Creative Commons licenses 
that provide the legal permissions necessary to free share, modify, and reuse them 
(Bissell, 2009; D'Antoni, 2009; Hewlett, 2013). The Minnesota Open Textbook 
Library (open.umn.edu/opentextbooks/) provides a repository of open textbooks and 
also hosts faculty reviews of these materials. Despite the widespread intuition that 
freely available educational materials must be less effective or of lower quality than 
expensive, published materials, emerging research demonstrates otherwise. 


Although available OER has grown dramatically in the past decade, Allen and 
Seaman (2014) found that across a nationally representative survey of 2,144 college 
faculty members in the United States, only 34% of respondents were aware of OER. 
However, several studies have shown faculty who are familiar with OER tend to have 
positive perceptions of it. Pitt (2015) demonstrated that faculty who utilize OER 
viewed it positively. She surveyed 127 teachers who adopted an open textbook and 
found that approximately 75% of faculty members said that after using open textbooks 
as their primary teaching tool, they would continue to use open textbooks in the 
future. Similarly, Bliss, Robinson, Hilton, and Wiley (2013) examined OER adoption 
at several colleges and surveyed approximately sixty faculty members regarding their 
experiences using OER. They found that 55% of teachers who had used OER said that 







the OER were of the same quality as the materials that were previously used, and 35% 
felt that they were better, with the remaining 15% feeling that they were worse. A 
recent study of faculty perceptions of OER at British Columbia post-secondary 
institutions produced similar results (Jhangiani, Pitt, Hendricks, Key, & Lalonde, 
2016). Similar positive findings have also been demonstrated at the secondary level 
(Kimmons, 2015). 


Students also tend to be very positive about their use of OER. Feldstein, Martin, 
Hudson, Warren, Hilton, and Wiley (2012) surveyed 1,393 students at Virginia State 
University who utilized OER as a substitute for traditional textbooks. Out of the 315 
students who responded, 95% strongly agreed or agreed that OER were "easy to use," 
and 78% felt OER "provided access to more up-to-date material than is available in 
my print textbooks" (para. 29). Two-thirds of students either agreed or strongly agreed 
that the digital OER were more useful than traditional textbooks and stated they 
preferred OER to traditional textbooks. One reason students support OER relates to 
the cost savings, significant in many instances. Huggins and Smith (2015) wrote that 
the launch of an OER initiative at Kaplan University had led to cost-savings of more 
than one million dollars over a one-year period of time. 


While cost-savings are important to some educators, the more vital issue relates to 
student learning. Pawlyshyn, Braddlee, Casper, and Miller (2013) reported on the 
adoption of OER at Mercy College. The researchers compared the pass rates of 
students who used OER in the Fall of 2012 with those who had used traditional 
materials in the Fall of 2011. The pass rates of math courses increased from 63.6% in 
Fall 2011 to 68.9% in Fall 2012. The contrast between the Spring of 2011 (no OER, 
pass rate of 48.4%) and the Spring of 2013 (OER, pass rate of 60.2%) is even more 
significant. However, it must be pointed out that the change in textbooks coincided 
with a change in pedagogy, which may have been the decisive factor in the growth in 
student learning. 


Other studies have not shown such dramatic results when OER were adopted. Allen et 
al. (2015) examined the use of a collection of OER called ChemWiki in a chemistry 
class taught at the University of California-Davis. Students in back-to-back hours 
were taught by the same instructor with the same teaching assistants. In one section, 
478 students used ChemWiki as the primary learning resource, while the other class 
(of 448 students) used a traditional textbook. Pretests indicated no significance 
differences between the two groups. All students took the same midterm and final 
exam, and there were no significant differences between the overall results of the two 
groups. A review of several additional studies by Hilton (2016) indicates that 
generally, students who use OER tend to do as well or better than their peers using 
traditional textbooks in terms of course completion and passing rates. 







Thus, the literature seems to indicate that open textbooks are connected with high 
student and faculty satisfaction, lower costs, and similar or better educational 
outcomes. However, it should be noted that the literature to date is relatively sparse. 
One aspect that has yet to be studied is the relationship between the students dropping 
courses and courses that utilize open textbooks. One theory put forth by Wiley, 
Williams, DeMarte and Hilton (2016) is that if students who use OER drop classes at 
lower rates than their peers who use traditional textbooks, then institutions of higher 
education stand to gain financially through OER adoption, as they will retain tuition 
money that they would otherwise need to refund. These researchers studied drop rates 
at Tidewater Community College in the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 semesters. They 
found that there was a small but statistically significant difference in drop rates 
between courses using OER versus those that utilized traditional textbooks. This study 
was limited by the small amount of data available in the initial pilot semesters, as well 
as in that the data for both online and face-to-face sections were aggregated and not 
reported separately. 


Another issue connected to drop rates is the overall rate of student success, which we 
refer to in this paper as "course throughput rate." There are multiple filter points at 
which a student might not successfully "survive" a class. A student could drop the 
class before the add/drop deadline, or might withdraw from the class, or could persist 
in the class but not pass it. The purpose of the present study is to expand on the 
research done by Wiley et al. (2016) and examine course throughput rates across the 
four semesters of the pilot program at Tidewater Community College. Specifically, 
the research questions that guide the present study are as follows: 


1. What was the difference (if any) in the drop rates between students taking 
courses using OER versus those using traditional textbooks for both online and 
face-to-face classes? 
  


2. What was the difference (if any) in the withdrawal rates between students 
taking courses using OER versus those using traditional textbooks for both 
online and face-to-face classes? 
  


3. What was the difference (if any) in the proportion of students getting a C grade 
or better in the courses between students taking courses using OER versus 
those using traditional textbooks for both online and face-to-face classes? 
  


4. What is the cumulative impact of these three effects (if any), which we call the 
course throughput rate? 


Context 







Founded in 1968 as a part of the Virginia Community College System, Tidewater 
Community College (TCC) has multiple campuses in Virginia. TCC is the largest 
provider of higher education and workforce services in Hampton Roads, Virginia, 
enrolling almost 40,000 students annually - the second largest undergraduate student 
body in the Commonwealth of Virginia. TCC is 14th largest public two-year 
community college in the U.S., and the second largest provider of undergraduate 
public education in Virginia. It also has the largest undergraduate African American 
enrollment in Virginia higher education, and is the seventh largest associate degree 
producer among two-year colleges for African American students in the nation. TCC 
is the 16th largest associate degree producer in the U.S. among two-year institutions 
and offers 12 nationally accredited degree programs. The student body is diverse and 
is comprised of 45% White, 34% African American, and 11% other minorities. Of the 
students attending TCC, either full or part-time, 56% receive financial aid (TCC Fact 
Book, 2015). 


In January 2013, Tidewater Community College began the process of becoming the 
first college in the U.S. to create an Associate of Science degree based entirely on 
openly licensed content. This program is referred to as a "Z Degree," referring to a 
degree with "Zero" textbook costs. The Z Degree is made up of a series of "Z 
Courses," which are courses with "Zero" textbook costs. The goals of the Z Degree 
are threefold: 1) to improve student success, 2) to increase instructor effectiveness, 
and 3) to save students money. Courses were stripped down to the learning outcomes 
and rebuilt using openly licensed content, reviewed and selected by faculty based on 
its ability to facilitate student achievement of the objectives. 


Acknowledging the tendency for course design to be based upon anecdotal feedback 
or "gut feel," the courses that make up the Z Degree were designed in a systematic 
data-driven process that closely examined existing curriculum frameworks and sought 
ways to increase their efficiency and effectiveness. Essential to this process was the 
implementation of an outcomes based backwards design process. The argument for 
backwards curriculum design and laser- focused alignment of course materials has 
been made after realizing that this process gives educators the ability to control 
curriculum, use current information, and most importantly, foster student success. The 
combined efforts of a 13-member faculty team, college staff, and administration 
culminated on August 22, 2013 when more than 420 students enrolled in the first 16 
"Z Courses." Additional courses were launched in Spring 2014, completing the path to 
the degree for TCC's business administration students. The courses that comprise the 
Z Degree are designated as "Z courses" within the registration system that students 
use to enroll in classes. These Z courses are delivered online, face-to-face, and in 
hybrid/blended formats and are taught by both full-time and adjunct faculty. 
Enrollment in Z courses is open to all TCC students, regardless of their field of study. 







They use the same process for enrollment as the other courses at TCC and are filled 
on a first-come, first-served basis. 


Method 
Data for this case study were drawn from the Tidewater Community College 
institutional research database in Fall 2013, Spring 2014, Fall 2014, and Spring 2015. 
Data included the drop rates, withdrawal rates, and final grades in courses with non-Z 
and Z sections in the same semester. Most Tidewater classes are 16-week courses; 
however, 8 and 12-week versions of some classes are available. We obtained drop rate 
data for only the 16-week courses, and withdrawal and grade data for all courses, 
leading to a difference in the total n population between these figures. 


Outcomes were analyzed separately according to their modality: face-to-face or 
online/hybrid. Data were aggregated across four semesters: Fall 2013, Spring 2014, 
Fall 2014, and Spring 2105. Non-Z sections (sections requiring commercial publisher 
materials) were labeled control, while Z-sections (OER) were considered treatment. 
There were 67 courses taught across the four semesters that had both treatment and 
control sections. Because of the much greater availability of traditional (Non-Z) 
courses, there were notably more students enrolled in control sections than treatment 
sections. Because of the discrepancy in sample sizes, unequal variances were assumed 
in each statistical test. For the course throughput rate we computed Cohen's d using a 
logit method. 


Results 
Table 1 summarizes the results of our analyses: 


Table 1 


Differences Between Non-Z and Z Courses 


Outcome Face to Face Online/Hybrid 


Drop Rate 


Control n = 30,013 
Treatment n = 1,175 
Control % Drop = 2.3 
Treatment % Drop = 1.8 
Z = 1.29 


Control n = 3,333 
Treatment n = 703 
Control % Drop = 4.0 
Treatment % Drop = 1.4 
Z = 4.66 







p = 0.19 p < 0.001 


Withdrawal Rate 


Control n = 36,223 
Treatment n = 1,151 
Control % Withdrawal = 
9.9 
Treatment % 
Withdrawal = 8.1 
Z = 2.07 
p = 0.04 


Control n = 7,000 
Treatment n = 863 
Control % Withdrawal = 
13.7 
Treatment % Withdrawal 
= 13.1 
Z = 0.52 
p = 0.60 


Grade > C 


Control n = 36,223 
Treatment n = 1,151 
Control % > C = 68.0 
Treatment % > C = 73.7 
Z = -4.29 
p < 0.001 


Control n = 7,000 
Treatment n = 863 
Control % > C = 65.5 
Treatment % > C = 69.8 
Z = -2.58 
p = 0.009 


Course Throughput 
Rate 


Control n = 36,223 
Treatment n = 1,151 
Control % Success = 
59.8 
Treatment % Success = 
66.4 
Z = -4.66 
p < 0.001 


Control n = 7,000 
Treatment n = 863 
Control % Success = 54.2 
Treatment % Success = 
59.8 
Z = - 3.13 
p = 0.002 


Note: Calculations: Control group proportions minus treatment group proportions 


The first research question we asked was whether there was a significant difference 
between the control and treatment groups in terms of the proportion of students that 
dropped the course before the deadline to receive a tuition refund. In face-to-face 
courses, 2.3% of the control subjects dropped, while 1.8% of treatment subjects 
dropped their courses. A two sample Z-test of differences in proportions rendered a 
value of 1.29, which was not statistically significant (p = 0.19). In online/hybrid 
courses, 4.0% of the control subjects dropped, while 1.4% of treatment subjects 
dropped their courses. A two sample Z-test of differences in proportions rendered a 
value of 4.66, which was significant (p < 0.001). 







The second research question asked whether there were significant differences 
between the control and treatment groups in terms of the proportion of students that 
withdrew after the drop deadline and did not receive a tuition refund. In face-to-face 
courses, 9.9% of the control subjects withdrew, while 8.1% of treatment subjects 
withdrew. A two sample Z-test of differences in proportions rendered a value of 2.07, 
which was significant (p = 0.04). In online/hybrid courses, 13.7% of control subjects 
withdrew, while 13.1% of the treatment subjects withdrew. A two sample Z-test of 
differences in proportions rendered a value of 0.52, which was not significant (p = 
0.60). 


The third research question asked whether there was a significant difference between 
the control and treatment groups in the proportion of students that achieved a C grade 
or better. In face-to-face courses, 68.0% of control subjects received a C grade or 
better, while 73.7% of the treatment subjects received a C grade or better. A two 
sample Z-test of differences in proportions rendered a value of -4.29, which was 
significant (p <.001). In online/hybrid courses, 65.5% of control subjects received a C 
grade or better, while 69.8% of the treatment subjects received a C grade or better. A 
two sample Z-test of differences in proportions rendered a value of -2.58, which was 
significant (p = 0.009). 


The fourth research question combined the drop, withdrawal, and C or better rates into 
a single metric we call the "course throughput rate" to estimate the differences 
between the groups in their overall success rate from registration to final grade. We 
used the following calculations to determine the course throughput rate: (total students 
registered on day 1) x (1-drop rate) x (1-withdrawal rate) x (percent passing with a C 
or better) / (total students registered on day 1) = course throughput rate. In the face-to-
face courses, 59.8% of students in non-Z courses made it through the successive 
hurdles of drop, withdrawal, and passing the class, compared with 66.4% of students 
in the Z courses, for a difference of 6.6%. A two sample Z-test of differences in 
proportions rendered a value of -4.66, which was significant (p <.001). Cohen's d = 
0.15, a positive but small effect. In the hybrid/online courses, 54.2% of students who 
started in non-z courses successfully made it through the course with a C or better, 
compared with 59.8% of students in the Z courses, for a difference of 5.6%. A two 
sample Z-test of differences in proportions rendered a value of -3.13, which was 
significant (p =.002). Cohen's d = 0.12, which, similar to the face-to-face courses, 
represents a positive but small effect. 


Discussion 
The results of this study indicate that students do no worse academically when they 
enroll in course sections that do not require them to purchase commercial textbooks. 







In fact, students in face-to-face Z courses were significantly less likely to withdraw 
from a course and more likely to receive a C or higher in the course than their peers 
who took non-Z courses. Overall, these students enrolled in face-to-face Z courses 
were almost 7% more likely to succeed than those who took non-Z courses. Similarly, 
students in hybrid/online Z courses were significantly less likely to drop out of a 
course and more likely to receive a C or higher in the course than their peers who took 
non-Z distance courses. The success rate of students in the distance Z courses was 
nearly 6% higher than those in the distance non-Z courses. Whether in face-to-face or 
online courses, these improved student success rates translate into more students 
moving forward toward graduation without repeating courses. 


The design of this study cannot establish causation, and one must be careful in making 
statements about results, particularly given the limitations described in the following 
section. At the same time, the results of this study are roughly in line with similar 
previous studies that have shown that students enrolled in courses that use OER 
perform as well or better than their peers who use traditional textbooks (Hilton, 2016). 
Thus, this study adds to the body of research suggesting that OER are a promising 
avenue for reducing the costs of higher education without compromising academic 
success. It may be that increasing student access to learning materials is connected 
with their increased academic success. 


A unique contribution of the present study is that it examines the changes to the 
course throughput rate of students whose faculty assign OER. While individually the 
differences in drop, withdrawal, and passing rates are important, it is also useful to 
examine their collective influence. In the present study, students in both face-to-face 
and distance Z courses performed higher in two of these three categories, which led to 
a larger cumulative effect in student success. Not only did students in the face-to-face 
courses pass the class at a higher rate than those enrolled in the non-Z courses, but 
there was also a higher proportion of students who did not withdraw. While we might 
hypothesize that students who withdrew from a course would have done worse than 
those who do not, in this case, even though the face-to-face Z classes had a higher 
proportion of students who did not withdraw, they still performed better than their 
peers. Similarly, we might suspect that students who drop a course are less likely to 
pass the class than students who remained. Thus, we would hypothesize that in the 
hybrid/online Z sections, the students who remained would perform worse since their 
peers because fewer of them dropped out initially. However, students passed the class 
at higher rates, even though the proportion of those who had dropped the class was 
smaller. 


Limitations 







While the results of this study do suggest significant value stemming from courses 
offered with zero textbook costs, there are a number of limitations which must be 
addressed, particularly since we are only presenting a case study of a pilot program. 
One of these limitations is the large disparity in numbers between the enrollment 
numbers in the non-Z and Z sections of courses. The Z-degree program is still in its 
infancy, and the total number of Z courses offered is small relative to the non-Z 
courses. A related weakness is that OER adoption or non-adoption is perfectly 
confounded with faculty in this analysis. It is possible that the observed differences in 
course throughput rates are more attributable to differences in faculty than differences 
in the price and licensing of the required instructional materials they assigned. Given 
that the teachers of Z-degree courses in these four pilot semesters were largely those 
who were involved in the creation of the courses (and may have been selected for this 
role because of their teaching abilities), there is a possibility that selection bias plays 
an important factor in the present study. 


An additional limitation of this study is that we do not have data indicating that the 
student groups in the two sets of courses are equivalent. It is possible that certain 
types of students specifically seek out Z courses, and that these students tend to do 
better academically. At the same time, we do not have any evidence suggesting this is 
the case; indeed, it is equally possible that the students who seek out Z courses would 
generally tend to do worse academically, thus understating the results of this study. 
This limitation could be addressed in future studies by focusing on a few specific 
courses where pre-tests could help assess the initial equivalency of the two groups. 


Conclusion 
We believe that the course throughput rate, which provides the combined effect of 
drops, withdrawals, and final grades, is a critical student success metric that merits 
additional study and perhaps expansion. Improving any of its component measures is 
only potentially helpful - students who do not drop a course may still withdraw and 
students who do not withdraw from a course may still fail. Consequently, the most 
powerful educational interventions may be those that lead to increases in the overall 
course throughput rate, which could in turn lead to higher graduation rates. While 
additional methodological rigor will be required in future studies before OER can be 
said to cause improvements in course throughput rates, the current study demonstrates 
that OER adoption by faculty is associated with improvements in course throughput 
rates. This finding merits further exploration. 
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Chapter Six 


system, cost increases well above the general rate of inflation have exacerbated 
dissatisfaction with standard textbook publishing and delivery models.1 Though 
students can spend less than the College Board reports through e-books and 
rentals, the escalation of textbook prices well above the overall rate of inflation 
continues unabated. The Government Accountability Office estimates that from 
2002 to 2013 prices increased by 82 percent, three times the rate ofincrease in 
overall consumer prices. 2 This rate of increase is driven by a variety of factors, but 
at its core it stems from a generally inelastic market where consumers (students) 
and providers (publisher/vendor/bookstore) are separated by an intermediary 
(instructor) who is not directly exposed to price unless the instructor is the 
author of the text. Though inelastic in structure, the significant rate ofincrease 
in costs has helped increase awareness and dissatisfaction among participants 
in the textbook market. From this crossroads of unsustainable costs, emerging 
delivery technologies, and growing dissatisfaction, the long-term evolution 
of systems for delivering course materials will be shaped by a complex mix 
of economic, political, pedagogical, and technological factors. This evolution 
will also be shaped by a diverse set of players that includes students, faculty, 
publishers, open educational resource providers, information technologists, 
and librarians. 


The immediate problem facing academic libraries is what, if anything, we 
can or should do about the textbook problem. Even though libraries have a 
long record of providing access to course materials through reserve systems, 
both print and online, libraries, particularly in North America, have tradition­
ally taken a hands-off approach to the textbook problem. No library has the 
funding or mandate to purchase textbooks at the scale needed to serve an entire 
institution of students. Since they neither select nor use textbooks, libraries 
have not been principal agents of change in the textbook market. That tradi­
tional stance on textbooks, however, is rapidly changing-and for good reason. 


At the NCSU Libraries, our efforts to more directly address the textbook 
problem on behalf of students and faculty began with a resolution from stu­
dents asking us to place one copy of every required textbook on print reserve. 
This commitment has evolved into a multimodal effort to provide short-term 
assistance to students while pursuing long-term systemic change in the market 
and within our university. The NCSU Libraries pursue a number of approaches 
to aid students and instructors in dealing with the various challenges associated 


with textbooks, including: 


1. in partnership with the NCSU bookstores, purchasing at least one copy 
of every required textbook and offering them through print reserves;


3 
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2. purcha ing a site li en e in 201 for Physi s un·iculum & Instruction, 
an experimental phy i t xtbook us d by 1, 00 U tudent who 
take introductory phy i our c a h m t r.111i wa provided a a 
free e - textbook or ine.xpen iv print- n-dem·rnd t ttb ok in 2010 for 
use in introduct ry urs , h tin it ava ilability for all authorized 
NCSU user , and providing a print-on-demand option through the 
bookstores;4 


3. developing a suite of advo a y mat rial about the textbook problem 
and potential market-moving olutions u h a O ERs; and 


4. building on the ex ellent leadership of project in the librarie at Temple 
University and the University of Massa hu tts-Amherst which offer 
mini-grants to faculty members who adopt or create OERs to replace 
expe nsive assigned textbooks to d velop an alt rnative textbook 
program .5 


As hubs that connect stakeholders across higher education institutions, libraries 
have a natural connection to students and their growing dissatisfaction with 
textbook costs. Libraries also work closely with faculty across the life cycle of 
their research and teaching. Library service provision and engagement with 
pedagogical utilities such as electroni reserves and course management sys­
tems increased engagement with digital tools for delivering course materials. 
More libraries are leveraging the combination of student dissatisfaction, faculty 
interest in new teaching and learning approaches, established relationships with 
both students and faculty, and the burgeoning OER offerings to engage in the 
textbook conversation and offer solutions. OERs and alternative market-driven 
options such as Flat World Knowledge and OpenStax have created opportu­
nities for libraries to come off the sidelines of the textbook problem and start 
participating in the development, promotion, and dissemination of alternatives. 


While academic libraries do not exert central authority or market power to 
drive solutions, they do have both physical centrality on campuses and impor­
tant visibility and goodwill. Furthermore, strategies are available for librarians 
to move the needle on problems of affordability and access by piloting new 
approaches to incubate change.1l1e rising number of incentive and grant pro­
grams for incubating alternatives to traditional textbooks points to libraries as 
engines that drive change by providing educational resource solutions to their 
students and faculty that enable both cost savings and innovative approaches to 
teaching and 1earning.6 At the NCSU Libraries, we aimed to create a program 
that promoted both effective learning and cost-effectiveness by leveraging and 
highlighting library expertise. 
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THE NCSU LIBRARIES' ALT-TEXTBOOK PROJECT 


"Free and Better": Developing the Alt-Textbook Project 


Recognizing the :financial pressures facing our students and the opportunity 
for the libraries to address them through collaborating with faculty to seed 
innovation, in 2013 the NCSU Libraries began developing our Alt-Textbook 
program. We took inspiration from alt-te tb ok programs ho ted at the Temple 
University Libraries and University of Ma achu en s at Amher t Librarie. 
Like these programs, NCSU's Alt-Textbook proje t provide mall grant of 
between $500 and $2,000 to individual in tru tor who are willing to replace 
an existing commercial textbook with an open du ational resource. 


In order to develop the proje t, we needed to locate two resources: model 
documents to guide our development of ont nt for publi izing, managing, 
and awarding the grants, and the actuaJ fu nd to be provided for awards. For 
the model documents, we looked to Temple and UMa s-Amher t. Fortunately 
those libraries welcomed us to the OER community and offered a host of u eful 
resources and insights. For funding, we explored severaJ options, including 
grants. A $15,000 award from the North C arolina Stat Univer ity Founda­
tion provided the :financial resources for a piJot program. Figure 6.1 i a pre 
release announcing the grant, figure 6.2 is a aJl for propo al , and figure 6.3 
is our rubric for evaluating proposal . 


NCSU News Release 


NCSU Libraries offering grants to help faculty develop free or low-cost open text­
book alternatives 


Media Contact: David H iscoe, 919-513 - 3425 


Date: August xx, 2014 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 


(Raleigh, N.C.)- In the latest of several initiatives designed to help students reduce 
the expense of textbooks as part of their university ducations and make it eas ier for 
faculty to explore and create new resources for their teaching, the NCSU Libraries is 


inviting North Carolina State University faculty to apply for grants to adopt, adapt. , 


or create free or low-cost open alternatives to today's expensive textbooks. 
Ranging between $500 and $2,000, the competitive Alt-Textbook grants will be 


awarded to help facu lty pursue innovative uses of technology and information re-
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sources that can replace pricey traditional textbooks. Larger grants may be available 
for larger-scale or especially high - impact projects. 


Textbook costs have outpaced inflation by 300% over the last 30 years . These run ­


away prices have become a major strain on students, with textbooks averaging 


$1,200 a year and 7 out of 10 students admitting on a recent Public Interest Re ­


search Group survey that they have not purchased a required text because of its cost. 


Grants are available to develop textbook alternatives for the Spring 2015 and Fall 


2015 semesters . Possible approaches include: 


· creating a new open textbook or collection of materials 


· adopting an existing open textbook 


· assembling a collection of open resources into new course materials 


· licensing an e-textbook, video, or other media content for classroom 


use or e-reserves 


· using subscribed library resources 


As faculty work on their proposals, NCSU librarians are available to collaborate and 


to share expertise in copyright, licensing, open access, course management software 


and tools, electronic reserves, subject-matter content, and multimedia resources. 


"Academic libraries have always been a powerful way to reduce the financial burden 


of a university education by pooling key resources for everyone to use," reminds Su -


san K. Nutter, Vice Provost and Director of the NCSU Libraries . "The Alt- Textbook 
grants offer an innovative way to leverage that advantage in the digital age while at 


the same time giving our faculty a powerful tool to tailor their course materials to 


the exact needs of their students ." 


The NCSU Libraries will hold several information sessions about the project in Sep­


tember. Faculty can learn more about the project, review the call for proposals, sign 


up for information sessions, and download grant applications at the Alt-Textbook 


Project website. 


The Alt-Textbook in itiative builds on a successful partnership with the university's 


Physics Department that resulted in a free physics e-textbook that is now used by 


1,300 NC State students each year. 


Other NCSU Libraries initiatives to reduce costs for students include providing at 


least one copy of every required course book on reserve each semester, supplying 


online reserves to electronically disseminate materials within the bounds of copy­


right law, and Library Course Tools, an innovative use of the Libraries' _web~ite to 


present custom, course - related library content for every course at the university. 


Alt-Textbook is supported by a grant from the NC State University Foundation. 


F
. 6 1 I Alt -Textbook Grants Press Release 
1gure · 
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(Subject Line] 


NCSU Libraries grants available for innovative open learning materials 


(Body] 


Interested in grant funding to explore new resources for your teaching? Excited 


about innovative educational resources like video and open/ online materials? Want 


to reduce your students' debt load? The NCSU Libraries invites applications for a 


competitive grant program to adopt, adapt, or create free or low-cost alternatives to 


expensive textbooks. 


Open Educational Resources (OERs) are freely accessible alternatives to traditional 


print textbooks. OERs empower faculty to innovate pedagogically, enhance access 


for NC State students to high-quality, tailored educational materials, and reduce 


the financial burden of expensive textbooks. The NCSU Libraries' Alt-Textbook pro­


gram wants to fund your ideas for an OER or other textbook alternative in your class. 


Whether you're interested in opening up an existing textbook like the Libraries and 


Physics Department did for Physics 211 and 212 or designing a next-generation 


package of online resources and videos, the Alt-Textbook Project can fund your 


great idea with a grant of between $500 and $2,000 (larger grants may be available 


for larger-scale and impact projects). 


You can read more about the NCSU Alt-Textbook project and review our call for 


proposals on the Alt-Textbook Project website or you can contact us with questions 


at: wmcross@ncsu .edu. 


We look forward to hearing from you! 


Figure 6.2 I Alt-Textbook Call for Proposals 


Alt-Textbook Rubric 


I. Please rank the proposals on a scale from 1 - 5: 


(1 = poor quality, 2 = low quality, 3 = solid quality, 


4 = high quality, 5 = outstanding proposal) 


Cost Savings: Does the proposal describe materials that will not require students to 


spend money or, if an existing textbook is being used, materials that significantly 


reduce the cost to students? 


__ Proposal one __ Proposal two 


Pedagogical Innovation: Does the proposal describe materials that do something 


innovative, that a traditional print textbook could not? 


_ _ Proposal one __ Proposal two 
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Impact: Does the proposal describe materials that will benefit many students at 
NCSU and/ or benefit students and instructors across the field at many institutions? 


Will the materials be sustainable over multiple courses and multiple semesters? 


_ _ Proposal one __ Proposal two 


Ability to Succeed: Does the proposal describe materials that could reasonably be 


created or adopted for the 2016-17 academic year? Does it adequately describe 


logistics and identify resources within or beyond the Libraries that can help the 


instructor meet any challenges posed by the proposal such as technical needs, li­
censing, support, etc. 


_ _ Proposal one __ Proposal two 


II. Please rank all proposals based on their priority for funding and what level of 


funding is appropriate : 


$500 = a small pilot project 


$1,000 = a large, innovative, or high- impact project 


$2,000 = an outstanding project that will serve many students or 
significantly advance pedagogy 


Group A: These proposals should definitely be funded: 


Group B: These proposals should be funded if resources are available, in rank order: 


Group C: These proposals need more work before we are comfortable fund ing them: 


. 6 3 I Alt-Textbook Proposal Evaluation Rubric 
Figure · 
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The cost savings created by an alt-textbook program were one major focu 
for our program. We were deeply concerned that more than half of college 
students cannot afford their assigned textbooks and that more than one in ten 
fail a course for this reason. 7 As a STEM-focused, public land-grant institution, 
we were also alarmed that many students report being unable to pursue major 
in "expensive" subjects like science and engineering, particularly first-generation 
students and those from underrepresented populations, students whom these 
fields can least afford to lose. 8 To address these concerns, we designed our 


Alt-Textbook program to attract instructors using expensive textbooks in hope 
of supporting them in transitioning to free alternatives. 


The NCSU Libraries also unders tood our Alt-Textbook project as an 
opportunity to leverage technology and library expertise to facilitate teaching 
and learning. OERs can be both "free and better" than closed textbooks because 
they are available to all students and they leverage digital resources.9 Scholars 
have compared the move from print to digital OERs to the transition from 
rotary telephones to smartphones: not only are the new tools more effective for 
their original purpose, but they enable new practices to develop. In the same 
way, we designed the program to solicit projects based on course readings, but 
also projects that used multimedia resources, collaborative digital discussion 
spaces, and other methods and that enable new types of teaching and learning. 


We also believe that the library is "uniquely positioned to work with faculty 
on curricular change" as a fertile space for collaboration with campus part­
ners, and due to the unique types of expertise available in libraries that can 
complement an instructor's deep subject-based knowledge. 10 Library expertise 
in instructional design, digital resources and literacy, and copyright can help 
instructors create OERs that transcend the sorts of textbooks that leave many 
feeling like "hired hands" rather than partners with their students in learning. 11 


In order to meet our objectives of addressing equjty issues and advancing 
teaching and learning, the NCSU Libraries gathered a committee of librarian 
that represented diverse types of expertise. We highlighted expertise in a vari­
ety of areas including instructional design, digital literacy, collections, digital 
tools and development, copyright and fair use analysis, electronic resources 
and course reserves, scholarly communication and publishing, and OER, a 
well as diverse subject specialties. This committee worked collaboratively to 
develop outreach materials, present workshops on open education, and, mo t 


significantly, serve as liaisons to the faculty awardee . As applications arrive 
the Alt-Textbook team considers potential issues or roadblocks that each ma} 
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face if they were to be developed. Some may require extra assistance with web 
hosting or making materials available via cour e reserves, while others may 
not have enough information to specify which digital tool or platform would 
be best to use. 


This liaison relationship is at the heart of the Alt-Textbook project. Based 
on the .subject area of the grant and any potential issues identified, each grant 
awardee is assigned a library liaison from the Alt-Textbook project team. The 
liaison answers questions, tracks progress, and acts as a point of contact that 
connects awardees with the libraries services and resources. This team-based 
approach gives all library staff a stake in the project and spotlights library 
services and expertise. Librarians across the institution reported new interest 
in services like electronic reserves, an example of instructional support very 
familiar to librarians but novel for several instructors, as well as consultations 


and library instruction. 
Similarly, our funding model was designed to both reduce costs for stu­


dents and galvanize better practice. Unlike OER projects where the library 
disburses funds primarily intended as a "carrot" to incentivize better behavior 
by using existing material, our intention was to use funds to empower instruc­
tors to redesign or create new materials. In the first two rounds, instructors 


have requested and used funds to do everything from hiring graduate student 
assistants for content development and web design to paying to make resources 


available with fewer restrictions. 


"Your Materials to Support Your Teaching": 
Launching the Project 


These two principles-collaborative action and support for innovation-were 
the hallmarks of the Alt-Textbook project as we launched the first round 
in 2014. We publicized the program widely in partnership with individual 
departments and colleges, our subject specialists, and the Office of Faculty 
Development. Our outreach included informational e-mails, a press release, 
an art box on our web page, coverage in our campus newspaper, and a series 
of information sessions in the libraries and as part of existing event series with 


our campus partners. 
Our outreach was successful, generating a diverse set of proposals from 


fourteen faculty members from the sciences, social sciences, humanities, a.nd 
professional programs. The majority of departments were represented, with 
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the College of Education offering the largest number of proposals. We also 
received proposals from our Chancellor's Faculty Excellence Program "Cluster 
Hires"-faculty members recruited to NCSU to work on interdisciplinary 
issues such as data-driven science and the digital transformation of education.12 


We brought together a campus-wide committee to review the grant pro­
posals. This campus committee included librarians, faculty members, :;tdmin­
istrators, and an undergraduate student. The campus committee evaluated all 
applications thoroughly and announced nine winners for the first round. The 
awardees' disciplines ranged from biotechnology to statistics, from counseling to 
foreign languages. Each awardee was assigned a liaison from the Alt-Textbook 
committee based on anticipated needs. For example, instructors planning to 


use openly licensed materials or rely on fair use for video clips were matched 
with the libraries' Copyright and Digital Scholarship Center. Those developing 
digital tools or using code-sharing repositories like GitHub were matched with 
a representative from the Digital Library Initiatives Department. Those lever­
aging the university's student-facing content management system (Moodle) 
worked with Access and Delivery Services staff. 


After the committee evaluates the grants, faculty awardees are invited to an 
Alt-Textbook orientation. This offers the libraries another opportunity to raise 
awareness about our collections, liaisons, and established services like electronic 
reserves and licensed videos. Orientation provides faculty and Alt-Textbook 
liaisons the opportunity to meet face-to-face to discuss plans for their OER, 
develop time lines, address questions or con erns moving forward, and to set 
up further consultation. Awardees expressed appreciation for the orientation, 
and several specifically mentioned the value of discovering library services they 
had not been aware of previously. 


Awardees also began to form a community of practice around the Alt­
Textbook project. In addition to regular discussion with their library liaisons and 
consultations with other librarians, they also requested that the libraries ho t 
regular gatherings for them to discuss their projects as well as larger questions 
about instructional design and pedagogy. These optional meetings were fruitful 
both as a venue for awardees to consider logistical is ues, such as managing 
funds and working with graduate students, and to learn about new ways to 
approach teaching based on perspectives from beyond their disciplines. With 
a deeper understanding of the libraries' resources and services and the funds 
to put their plans into action, the instructors developed their resources u ing 
the same principles of collaborative action in service of innovative instruction 
that are at the heart of the Alt-Textbook project. 
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Alt-Textbooks in Action 


The creation, application, and evaluation of alt-textbook projects involved many 
parties. We in the libraries offered our elve a resources and coordinated with 
other university partners invested in teaching and learning such as the Office 
of Faculty Development and Distance Education & Learning Technology 
Applications (DELTA) to provide support, but fundamentally the success of 
Alt-Textbooks requires instructors and learners. 


We also considered a variety of approaches to the ownership and licensing 
of the alt-texts. Under NCSU's copyright policy, faculty own traditional non­
directed works unless they make "exceptional use of university resources."13 In 
the early rounds, we made the decision not to assert any claims to institutional 
ownership of the projects, beyond a standard nonexclusive license to use them. 
As a result, we are free to post the projects on the libraries' site and use them 
in other campus and promotional contexts, but faculty retain the right to the 
works they created. 


We also took a balanced approach to openly licensing the final alt-texts. 
ln our general introduction to open education we explained the value of fully 
open materials in the "5 R" (retain, reuse, revise, remix, and redistribute) sense 
of the term. 14 We also described the way that a Creative Commons license is 
traditionally used to create the legal framework for this open sharing. In order 
to provide flexibility for faculty experimenting with a variety of approaches to 
course design, however, we permitted openness to take a variety of forms. This 
understanding of openness as a spectrum gave our faculty members space to 
experiment and incorporate fair use in a more robust manner. 


As a result, all projects have a public face that is open in the most com­
plete sense so that others around the world can benefit from the project. But 
in some cases that meant a flexible approach where readings and syllabi were 
listed, rather than the full text of all materials. This compromise approach 
made the early rounds more attractive for faculty and permitted a richer and 
more experimental approach for instructors just dipping their toes into OER 
creation. In later rounds, however, we have strengthened our commitment to 


0 
enness in the fullest sense. As the project's reputation has grown on campus, 


a~d our own expertise in the libraries has grown, we are better positioned to 
su ort projects that are innovative but also truly open to the world. 


PP The ·stories of the creation, application, and evaluation of alt-texts that 
follow provide some examples of the diverse ways that instructors have worked 
with others, including their students, to try to ensure that alt- texts add value 
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to the academic experience. In all of these cases, the librarian liaisons offered 
assistance to the instructors and their students in identifying relevant open 
resources, but that was generally only the beginning of creating the alt-texts. 


Involving Students in the Creating of Alt-Texts 


Instructors have engaged students with two approaches to creating alt-texts: 
advanced preparation and active learning. In the advanced preparation approach, 
instructors hire a graduate student or advanced undergraduate student to work 
with them in the development of an alt-text, typically during the semester 
prior to when the course is scheduled to be taught. 1his type of working 
with student(s) takes some of the burden off the instructor while creating an 
environment to discuss issues around the selection of relevant resources. For 
the student developer, it builds their resume and potentially inspires the next 
generation of instructors to consider developing or using new types of texts 
in their teaching. Regardless of the subsequent impact of the alt-text on the 
learners in the course, learning took place in crafting course materials with 
the advanced student and instructor as potential co-learners, depending on 
the nature of the work. 


Another type of creative engagement occurs when part of the alt-text is 
created by the students taking the course under the direction of the instructor a 
part of the active learning in the course. In some cases, such as the development 
of chemistry laboratory videos by Maria Gallardo-Williams, the students in 
the course participated but were not graded on their participation.15 The most 
integrated approach involves students in creation and evaluation, and much of 
the learning in the course is self-directed and active through these processe . 
An example of this is the student-driven biotechnology OER created through 
a project by Sabrina Robertson and Carlos Goller's (Biotechnology) BIT 
4101510: Core Technologies in Molecular Biology tudent . In biotechnology; 
methodologies evolve rapidly, and traditional textbooks often become outdated 
even before making it to print. The BIT OER is a dynamic online educational 
platform for all things biotechnology-related. 16 The unique content on this site 
was created and evaluated by teams of students working together to provide 
an innovative, freely accessible educational resource for the local, national, and 
international biotechnology community. 
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Evaluating the Use of Alt-Texts 


Methods to evaluate traditional cour e materials hav been used to measure 
the impact of alt-texts and perhap pr vide information at a more granular 
level. For example, replacing a textbook with digjtal cour re erve readings can 
reveal what information student have ac essed or downloaded. An instructor 
using a traditional textbook might never know whether a student purchased 
or opened the required text, but a proje t u ing readings in a course reserves 
system offers the instructor information on whether students logged into the 
system and how many time ertain reading were accessed or downloaded. 
In the NCSU Libraries reserves y tern, instructors an use the Statistics 
heading to see a link labeled tudent Usage, which represents total views and 
total unique student who have ace ssed each item. Educational materials 
linked to Moodle or other learning management y terns can provide similar 
statistics. Instructors have ensured the use of alt-texts through their design of 
activities during the course that requires learners to interact with the resource 
through homework, quizzes, exams, or papers. Some open textbooks and alt-text 
resources from large OER providers like O penStax: have built-in assessment 
components, and the NCSU Libraries project may explore this in the future. 


A few instructors pursued research to compare the effectiveness of their 
alt-t ext resources with other trategies as part of their commitment to growing 
the Scholarship ofTeaching and Learning.17 Although significant research has 
been done on the efficacy of OERs in other contexts, it can be challenging to 
tease out the differences related to simply changing content and format apart 
from the complexity of changing the overall learner experience through the 
project design, greater involvement with and cocreation of the materials, and 
novelty for the instructor. 18 Cla s evaluations used at NCSU for lecture and 
laboratory courses ask the following question about course readings: "The 
course readings were valuable aids to learning" on a five-point Likert-type scale 
from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree, with an additional choice of Not 
A plicable.At NCSU, the Office oflnstitutional Research and Planning, which 
c!rdinates the course evaluation process, also invites instructors, departments, 
and colleges to develop and add up to seven closed-ended questions and six 
additional open-ended questions which can be used to address speci~ interests 


. tructional innovations.1his is an avenue to potentially ask specific ques-
or 1ns . 
. bout the value of the material. Although cost savings are an important 


nonsa h f 
. rudents may not realize that they have saved money due to t e use o 


dnver, s 
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the alt-text unless it is for a large ourse where other ections or students from 
previous years have discussed the cost of the typical textbook. 


Reflecting on the Utility of Alt-Texts 


There are many viewpoints on the utility of alt-texts. While those of student 
and instructor in the context of the specific course come most readily to mind, 
taking the vantage point of the academi d partment, the univer ity, the com­
munity of instructors who teach similar cour e , or potential learners outside 
the university can tell powerful stories. 


For instructors, whether tenure-track, teaching faculty pursuing promo­
tion, or tenured, it is worth reflecting on the investment in developing an 
alt-text and measuring its local and potentially global impact. Reflection is 
one way to understand how the time spent developing the resource compared 
to the effort initially proposed in the grant, and to budget time effectively in 
future efforts. Having been awarded a grant for a teaching-related activity i 
an important item for annual activity report or progress reports. The benefits 
of developing closer relationships with library taff carry over to other course 
and projects. Instructors have parlayed the ideas and materials created with 
Alt-Textbook funds into inspiring other faculty in their departments to join 
in to pursue additional resources. For example, Gallardo-Williams, a grant 
recipient in 2014 for her nationally recognized tudent-Made Audiovisual 
Reinforcing Techniques (S.M.A.R.T.) lab videos, subsequently earned a grant 
from the Office of Faculty Development to purchase software for additional 
works that resulted in a paper that she coauthored with students in the Journal 
of Chemical Education. 19 


For the broader learning community, impact varies tremendously depending 
on how available and discoverable the alt-material are and how many tudents 
take the course or study the subject. For example, projects housed entirely in the 
NCSU Libraries course reserves are limited to tudents enrolled in the specifi 
course at NCSU. Alt-text materials housed on the open Web or on a fa ulty 
or NCSU website are discoverable by Google and other search engines, but 
someone has to be looking for them. Statistics about the numbers of vi itors, 
downloads, or links has been tracked by adding Google Analytics or other tool 
to the site management. Placing alt-material on the open Web in a known 
repositorywith a wide audience base garners the most traffic.The S.M.A.R.T 
lab videos were uploaded to You Tube in addition to an NCSU server. Po ting 
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to a public site may provide both a hosting solution and very compelling 
evidence about the number of views. For example, the You Tube-hosted video 
"Drying with Anhydrous Sodium Sulfate" posted in 2015 had 3,512 views as 
of July 26, 2016. The evaluative practices described above offer insight into the 
benefits of alt-texts for teaching and learning. Additionally, the libraries have 
seen significant benefits from the project. 


OPENING MANY DOORS TO THE LIBRARIES 


The Alt-Textbook project encourages NCSU instructors to create digital, 
multimedia learning materials that reflect their individual voices and teaching 
styles. In addition to our well-known role of pooling resources to create efficient, 
university-wide access to scholarly content, the project spotlights the libraries' 
collections, services, and expertise in new specialty areas. It demonstrates how 
we contribute to our campus community's success in a variety of ways, making 
the work of libraries, and of librarians, more visible. The NCSU Libraries' 
strategic plan includes the Alt-Textbook project as an integral way that the 
libraries are enhancing student success, which is also a university strategic goal.20 


Information sessions, the orientation, and the projects themselves provide a 
context for the libraries to introduce open culture more broadly to the university 
community. Instructors who attend the information sessions strengthen their 
awareness of librarians' expertise. 111ey learn that librarians can consult with 
them on specific competency areas as they navigate building their own OERs 
regardless of whether they apply for or succeed with an Alt-Textbook award 
application. The Alt-Textbook initiative often attracts instructors looking to 
do innovative work, and librarian liaisons are able to develop relationships that 
can lead to further library collaboration. By shining a light on how the library 
can support teaching, learning, and research, we set a foundation for collabo­
ration beyond the Alt-Textbook initiative. Individual projects have served as 
powerful case studies for cross-cutting libraries services like the Makerspace 
and the Copyright and Digital Scholarship Center. Past Alt-Textbook projects 
have led to faculty presenting at conferences or publishing articles, further 


disseminating this work. 
The intended audience of the Alt-Textbook promotion is much broader 


than the instructors eligible to apply for the program. Hosting several infor­
mation sessions each semester about the Alt-Textbook program has not only 
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promoted the program, but introduced the idea of OERs to the broader uni­
versity community and all who visit the NC U Libraries website. Seeing the 
announcements and facts about the textbook problem exposes audiences to both 
the Alt-Textbook grants and the possibilities that come with utilizing OER 
regardless of whether they attend a session. 1hey may spark ideas for admin­
istrators and course coordinators to discuss partnering with other instructor 
in their department or program to promote wider adoption of alt-texts acros 
course sections which can lead to more savings. Inviting key stakeholders to 
participate on the selection committee is another avenue to creating broader 
awareness of OERs and what instructor need in order to develop them. 


The Alt-Textbook project was further promoted by the libraries' External 
Relations staff and the Web Team. A Web presence21 on the NCSU Libraries 
website was established, which provided a space to list the projects from the 
first year and to discuss the textbook problem. Branding was designed for the 
project to be used in press releases, social media, and the libraries' home page 
"art box" for promotional purposes. 


The External Relations team further assisted in creating several GIFs and 
social media posts to promote the project on ocial media and on library and 
campus electronic signage. 


The Alt-Textbook program also became an NCSU Libraries "Library 
Story."22 Library Stories offers librarians and their partners, typically faculty 
and students, an opportunity to share example of their innovative, collabo­
rative projects. 23 Since much of the work taking place in librarianship is done 
"behind the curtain,"librarian portraits and link to taff pages are highlighted 
in every Library Story to associate the library with those who work within. This 
helps to make what can sometimes feel like invisible work more visible. The 
Alt-Textbook Library Story was featured prominently on the libraries horn 
page and shared through social media. Additionally, the program was featured 
in the NCSU student newspaper, and in Library]ournal 24 


Promoting the project through markerjng and communications has helped 
not only to raise awareness of the program, but al o to demonstrate to students 
our proactive attitude toward addressing textbook co t , and to make instru -
tors aware of the expertise and opportuniti s that the libraries provide. By 
opening another door to the libraries and the expertise of the staff within, w 
have responded to the demand for affordable textbooks while reaffirming the 
central role of the library as a hub for collaboration and as an agent of hange. 
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CONCLUSION: AN ONGOING PROJECT 


Open education gives librarie an opportunity to meet our mission by making 
resources available in the service of our patrons and the public good. Librarians 
around the world are answering this call. As we work to transform education, 
we should not miss a parallel opportunity to transform the way the academy 
understands libraries and librarianship. The success of our pilot Alt-Textbook 
project led to ongoing funding from the NCSU Libraries administration, which 
was impressed with the innovative work and the national attention. 


Our second round, launched in 2015, included more projects supported by 
a new cohort of library liaisons. It also connected with new library programs 
and services, including work in our Makers pace on 3D printing of bone samples 
for a veterinary anatomy class and our visualization services for digital history 
projects, as well as deeper work with librarians who are now familiar with the 
power of open education. We attracted a libraries fellow to work on the project, 
expanding its reach and filling in gaps in support and sustainability from prior 
years . As of this writing, the program's third round is in development, and it 
promises to be even more impactful and exciting. 


The reach of the project, however, extends far beyond the individual alt­
texts. Through these efforts, the libraries have built new relationships with 
many innovative and dynamic faculty members and launched new projects 
built on those relationships. We have also developed a trusted relationship 
with our campus bookstore and university system press, and with a national 
set of libraries working in this area. The bookstore has been a critical partner 
in many of the libraries' efforts to address the textbook problem, including our 
textbook purchasing program and offering print-on-demand service for our 
Open Physics Textbook. With the Alt-Textbook project, the bookstore has 
continued to offer print-on-demand options for all digital works as well as 
sharing information about assigned alt-texts for students looking to acquire 
books for the semester. We are also working on larger data-sharing efforts to 
identify potential candidates for Alt-Textbook outreach, as well as general 
information for students about comparison shopping and textbook options. 
Similarly, the UNC Press has been an outstanding partner, supporting our 
work with their expertise and collaborating on grants and innovative projects 
around platforms and suppor t for OER creation. 


Overall, the project has sparked fruitful conversations about the value of 
open culture with many stakeholders-from undergraduates to state legisla-


that years of advocacy around open access could not reach. By opening rors-
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our doors to open education, the NCSU Libraries has introduced ourselves 
and our work in a whole new way. 
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.org/digitalServices/misc/trends/2014-trends-college-pricing-report-final.pdf 


2. Government Accountability Office, "College Textbooks: Students Have Access to Text­


book Information" (2013), www.gao.gov/assets/660/655066.pdf. 


3. There are varying opinions on whether this is a constructive service, as summarized by 


Rick Anderson (https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2016/07 /07 /academic-libraries 


-and-the-textbook-taboo-time-to-get-over-it/) and Steven Bell . \Ve discuss some of 


these issues, as well as our other early efforts, in G. Raschke, and S. Shanks, "Water on 


a Hot Skillet: Textbooks, Open Educational Resources, and the Role of the Library," 


in 7he No Shelf Required Guide to E-Book Purchasing, ed. S. Polanka (Chicago: ALA 


Tech Source, 2011), 52-57, http:/ /lj.libraryjournal.com/2013/10/ opinionlsteven-bell/ 


openness-to-textbooks-alternatives-is-growing-from-the-bell-tower/. 


4. For more discussion of the project, see Jill Laster," orth Carolina State U. Gives 


Students Free Access to Physics Textbook Online" (February 12, 2010), WWW.chronicle 


.com/blogs/wiredcampus/north-carolina-state-u-gives-students-free-access-to-physics 


-textbook-online/21238. 


5. See http://sites.temple.edu/alttextbook/, discussed in Nick DeSantis, "Temple U. Proj­


ect Ditches Textbooks for Homemade Digital Alternatives" (February 7, 2012), www 
.chronicle.com/blogs/wiredcampus/temple-project-ditches-textbooks-for-homemade 


-digital-alternatives/35247; "Alt-Textbook Project," CSU Libraries, www.lib 


.ncsu.edu/alttextbook. 


6. "List of North American OER Policies & Projects," SPARC, http://sparcopen.org/ 


our-work/list-of-oer-policies-projects/; "UMASS Library Open Education Initiative,' 


UMass Amherst Libraries, www.library.umass.edu/services/teaching-and-learning/oer/ 


open -education-initiative/. 


7. U.S. PIRC Education Fund and the Student PIRGS, "Fixing the Broken Tn'tbook 


Market" (2014), www.uspirg.org/reports/usp/fixing-broken-textbook-market. 


8. Doug Ward, "Why You Ought to Think Twice bef. re Assigning a Pricey Textbook," 


Chronicle of Higher Education (September 9, 2015), htttp://chronicle.com/article/ 


Why-You-Ought-to-Think-T wice-/232877 /. 


9. ELI Webinar: "Searching for 'Free and Better': Evaluating the Efficacy of Open 


Educational Resources," Educause, 2015, www.educause.edu/eli/events/eli-annual 


-meeting/2015/searching-free-and-better-evaluating-efficacy-open-educational 


-resources. 


86 







The North Carolina State University Libraries' Alt-Textbook Project 


10. Joan Lippincott, Anu Vedantbarn , and Kirn Duckett, "Libraries as Enablers of 


Pedagogical and Curricular Change," Educause R eview (2014), http://er.educause 


.edu/articles/2014/10/libraries-as-enablers-of-pedagogi al-and- urri ular-change. 


11. Will Cross, "Library Experti e Driving Pcdagogi al Innovation: 1he Role of Libraries 


in Bringing 'Open' to the Classroom and to the World," in Open Access and the Future of 
Scholarly Communication, ed. Kevin L Smith and Katherin A. Dickson (Washington, 


DC: Rowman and Littlefield, 2016). 


12. For more information about U Ju ter hire , see http ://workthatmatters.ncsu.edu/. 


13. See NCSU's Copyright Regulation 1.25.03, https://policie .ncsu.edu/regulation/reg-01 


-25-03. 


14. David Wiley, "The Access Compromi e and the 5th R," http://opencontent.org/blog/ 


archives/3221. 


15. "S.M.A.R.T. Lab Videos," Undergraduate Organic Chemi try Teaching Laboratories, 


North Carolina State Universiry, www.n su.cdu/chemistry/octl/lab-videos.htrnl. 


16. "Open Educational Resou1·ce," Biotechnology, North Carolina State University, http:// 


biotech.ncsu.edu/projects. 


17. NC State, Office of Faculty D evelopment, "Scholarship of Teaching & Learning," 


https://ofd.ncsu.edu/scholarship-and-research/scholarship-of-teaching-learning/. 


18. Lane Fischer, John Hilton III, T Jared Robinson, and David A. Wiley, "A Multi­


Institutional Study of the Impact of Open Textbook Adoption on the Learning 


Outcom,es of Post-Secondary Students,"joumal of Computing in Higher Education 27, 


00_ 3 (2015): 159-72. 


19. Maria Gallardo-Williams, NC State Undergraduate Organic Chemistry Teaching 


Laboratories-S.M.A.R.T. Lab Video , www.youtube.com/channel/UCrlPTOJduc 


MG1-SP8hpt18A;JeremyTJordan, Melinda C. Box, Kristen E. Eguren, Thomas A. 


Parker, Victoria M. Saraldi-Gallardo, Michael I. Wolfe, and Maria T Gallardo­


Williams, "Effectiveness of Student-Generated Video as a Teaching Tool for an Instru­


mental Technique in the Organic Chemistry Laboratory,"]ourna/ of Chemical Education 


93, no. 1 (2016): 141-45. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


"NCSU Libraries Strategic Plan, FY 2016/17 to FY2019/20,"NCSU Libraries, www 


.lib.ncsu.edu/about/strategic-plan. 


"Alt-Textbook Project," NCSU Libraries, www.lib.ncsu.edu/alttextbook. 


"NCSU Libraries Library Stories," NCSU Libraries, www.lib.ncsu.edu/stories/alt 


-textbooks-saving-students-money-and-supporting-innovative-teaching. 


Chris Vitiello, "NC State's 'Library Stories' Publicize Librarians' Innovative Collabora-


tions," Marketing Library Services 30, no. 2, (2016). 


Samuel Griffin, "Program Cuts Textbook Prices, Involves Students,"The Technician 


(February 1, 2016), www. technicianonline.corn/features/article_317206t2-c8a4-1 le5 


87 







Chapter Six 


-a906- 5b93bla3e3b4.html; Lisa Peet, "NCSU Libraries Spur Innovation through 


Alt-Textbook Grants," Library]oumal (September 11, 2014), lj.libraryjournal 


.com/2014/09/oa/ncsu-libraries-spur-innovation-through-alt-textbook-grants. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


''Alt-Textbook Project." NCSU Libraries. www.lib.ncsu.edu/alttextbook. 


College Board. "Trends in College Pricing." 2014. https://secure-media.collegeboard.org/ 


digitalServices/misc/trends/2014-trends-college-pricing-report-final.pdf. 


Cross, Will, "Library Expertise Driving Pedagogical Innovation: The Role of Libraries in 


Bringing 'Open' to the Classroom and to the World." In Open Access and the Future of 


Scholarly Communication: Implementation, edited by Kevin . L. Smith and Katherine A. 


Dickson, 71-97. Washington, DC: Rowman and Littlefield, 2016. 


Fischer, Lane, John Hilton III, T.Jared Robinson, and D avid A. Wiley. "A Multi­


Institutional Study of the Impact of Open Textbook Adoption on the Learning 


Outcomes of Post-Secondary Students."journal of Computing in H igher Education 27, 


no. 3 (2015) : 159-72. 


Gallardo-Williams, Maria. NC State Undergraduate Organic Chemistry Teaching 


Laboratories-S.M .A.R.T. Lab Videos. www.youtube.com/channel/UCr1PTOJduc 


MG1-SP8hpt18A. 


Government Accountability Office. "College Textbooks: Students Have Access to Textbook 


Information." 2013. www.gao.gov/asse ts/660/655066.pdf. 


Griffin, Samuel. "Program Cuts Textbook Prices, Involves Students."The Technician. 


February 1, 2016. www.technicianonline.com/features/article_317206f2-c8a4-lle5 


-a906-5b93bla3e3b4.html. 


Jordan, Jeremy T., Melinda C. Box, Kristen E. Eguren, Thomas A. Parker, Victoria M . 


Saraldi-Gallardo, Michael I. Wolfe, and M aria T. Gallardo-Williams. "Effectiveness 


of Student-Generated Video as a Teaching Tool for an Instrumental Technique in the 


Organic Chemistry Laboratory."]ournal of Chemical Education 93, no. 1 (2016) : 141-45. 


"List of North American OER Policies & Projects." SPARC. http://sparcopen.org/our 


-work/list-of-oer-policies-projects/. 


NC State Office of Faculty Development. "Scholarship of Teaching & Learning." https:// 


ofd.ncsu.edu/scholarship-and-research/scholarship-of-teaching-learning/. 


"NCSU Libraries Library Stories." NCSU Librari es. www.lib.ncsu.edu/stories/alt-textbooks 


-saving-students-money-and-supporting-innovative-teaching. 


88 







The North Carolina State University Libraries' Alt-Textbook Project 


"NCSU Libraries Strategic Plan, FY 2016/17 to FY2019/20." C U ibrarics. www.lib 


.ncsu.edu/about/strategic-plan. 


"Open Educational Resource." Biotechnology. orth arolina rate University. http:// 


biotech.ncsu.edu/projcct . 


Peet, Lisa. "NCSU Libraries Spur Innova tion throu h Alt-Textbook Grant ." Libraiy 


Journal, September 11, 2014. lj.libraryjournal. om/2014/09/oa/n su-libraries- pur 


-innovation-through-alt-textbook-grants. 


"S.M.A..R.T Lab Videos."Undergraduate Organic hemistryTea hing Laboratories. North 


Carolina State University. www.n su.edu/ hemi try/octl/lab-videos .h tml. 


"UMASS Library Open Education Initiarive."UMas Amherst Librarie . www.library 


.umass.edu/services/teaching-and- learning/oer/open-education-initiative/. 


Vitiello, Chris. "NC State's 'Library t ri 'Pub.lkize Librarians' Innovative Collaborations." 


Marketing Library Services 30, no. 2 (2016): 1-4. 


89 
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achievingthedream.org/blog/16081/the-role-of-open-educational-resources-in-the-student-success-agenda-
huffington-post-blog


Reflections on OER’s Role in the Student Success Agenda
July 25, 2016
Dr. Karen A. Stout, President and CEO


In June, 2016, the national educational reform organization Achieving the Dream (ATD)
convened the largest ever gathering of community colleges committed to developing full
degree programs using open educational resources (OER). Teams comprising faculty,
presidents, provosts, deans, librarians, and other administrators from 38 colleges and 13
states collaborated over two and a half days of meetings, discussions, and activities to begin
their work designing their OER degree programs. These colleges, who educate and train
more than 500,000 students, will work under the guidance of ATD and in collaboration with
their colleagues in the unique national program to start their OER degree programs by
Spring 2017.


This groundbreaking event, and the energy and enthusiasm it unlocked among the
participants, has convinced me that unleashing the scaled force of OER on community
college campuses across America can be a key lever for accelerating student success work.
The launch of this unique initiative generated interest among educators, technologists, and
many others in the field across social media. In fact, the event’s #OERdegree hashtag was
trending in the Twitter top 50 on the first day. The momentum continued during the event,
and in the days and weeks that followed.


Scaled Adoption


Scaled adoption of OER is fundamentally a student success strategy. It must become a core
part of our larger work as a community college reform movement to boost college access
and completion, particularly for underserved students.


Here's why.


Research confirms for us that financial roadblocks for community college students are real
and they are intense. Developing degrees without textbook costs will help full-time
community college students save approximately $1,300 each year, which amounts to about
one third of the cost of an Associate’s degree. Research also tells us that students who don’t
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complete college are more than 50 percent more likely than those who graduated to cite
textbook costs as a major financial barrier, according to a study by the research firm Public
Agenda.


At the OER degree launch event, Dr. David Wiley, Chief Academic Officer and Founder of
Lumen Learning, and a nationally recognized OER scholar, talked about research based at
Princeton University and published in the journal Science which said: “Lacking money or
time can lead one to make poorer decisions, possibly because poverty imposes a cognitive
load that saps attention and reduces effort.” (Poverty Impedes Cognitive Function). An
article about the study published on Princeton University’s website states: “In a series of
experiments, the researchers found that pressing financial concerns had an immediate
impact on the ability of low-income individuals to perform on common cognitive and logic
tests. On average, a person preoccupied with money problems exhibited a drop in cognitive
function similar to a 13-point dip in IQ, or the loss of an entire night's sleep….The
researchers suggest that being poor may keep a person from concentrating on the very
avenues that would lead them out of poverty. A person's cognitive function is diminished by
the constant and all-consuming effort of coping with the immediate effects of having little
money, such as scrounging to pay bills and cut costs. Thusly, a person is left with fewer
"mental resources" to focus on complicated, indirectly related matters such as education,
job training and even managing their time.”


OER degrees will help to eliminate those financial burdens that can impede a student’s
ability to focus on learning.


Open educational resources help students be ready for learning on day one. Many students
delay purchasing textbooks until their financial aid is in place, or until they see how
important the text really is to learning in a course. Both strategies put them behind
students who are fortunate enough to purchase required textbooks and come to class
ready to begin.


However, student affordability, while an urgent need to address, is not the sole or
fundamental value of OER degrees.


Faculty


The benefit of OER to education is more powerful than simply reducing the cost of
textbooks, which is often the catchphrase used when describing its value. Using open
resources has the power to literally transform teaching and learning in ways that improve
both student and faculty engagement. Using open resources in instruction can create the
customized and personalized learning that has the promise to open up our classrooms to
those students who so need to be freed from its current construct.
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Adoption of OER can connect faculty in deeper ways to their disciplines. It brings librarians,
co-curators of course content, back into the heart of important learning outcomes
conversations. OER can engage students in deeper ways as well, with new approaches like
one proposed by David Wiley around assigning renewable rather than disposable
homework assignments. Students, tasked with homework of value, can learn by retrieving,
remixing, and redistributing OER as part of a richer and deeper classroom experience.


I think of these words from Ta Neishi Coates in his book Between the World and Me to bring
this concept home. He writes:


“The streets were not my only problem. If the streets shackled my right leg, the schools
shackled my left.”  He continues: “I was a curious boy, but the schools were not concerned
with curiosity.” And later he points out, “I was made for the library, not the classroom. The
classroom was a jail of other people's interests. The library was open, unending, free.”


Coates captures the promise of OER in these moving words, a promise also captured by
David Price in his book, Open. He writes:


“We’re becoming increasingly dissatisfied and consequentially disengaged from the way we
learn in the formal space. ‘Open’ is shifting the focus of attention from how we should teach
to the best ways to learn.”


Students


Our students are savvy consumers. Students who participated in an engaging and honest
panel discussion at the launch event spoke to how they are already accessing open
resources to support their learning, often finding resources on their own. They understand,
innately, how they learn best and therefore seek out means to keep moving forward in their
dream to earn a college degree and enter the workforce energized and prepared.


Accelerated Adoption


I believe that we can accelerate our OER adoption efforts using a number of important
reform lessons learned from a decade of student success work led by Achieving the Dream.


First, the design of this OER degree initiative work builds in scale, an ingredient we learned
must be part of any reform design to move the completion needle. Most OER efforts are
single-faculty, single-course efforts that are not connected. Requiring colleges to build full
and aligned degree programs with OER builds in connection and scale. Many of the 38
colleges selected to participate in this initiative are integrating this degree-building work
with their guided program pathways. That’s a strong start.
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Second, introduction of OER ensures that all students are ready to learn on day one.
Colleges designing OER degrees will be focusing on communicating the availability of OER as
they redesign their student intake systems, changing course notations in their enrollment
management systems, integrating messaging in recruitment literature, and orientations,
and working with their advisors to help students enter pathways with full degree OER
opportunities.


Third, these colleges are already rethinking the design of their developmental education
approaches. The introduction of OER offers new ways to think about ensuring preparedness
for college-level courses.


Fourth, OER enables faculty to use a mix of learning resources that allow students to learn in
ways–and at a time and place—that are best suited for their personal learning style. “OER
can help achieve ‘non-discriminatory access’ to education. Participation in education is one
of the most effective means of overcoming socio-economic barriers. However, access to
education may be limited by a number of factors – poverty, rural settings and a lack of
flexible delivery options.” (Open Educational Resources: A Catalyst for Innovation, OECD 2015 )


Fifth, this work cannot be done in isolation. We have already begun to see in OER planning
that colleges are aware of and are planning to address issues around transfer as well as
opportunities for community impact.


Finally, we learned from more than 10 years of research at Achieving the Dream that
designing pilots without thinking about how to sustain the pilot at full scale, on the front
end, can doom the pilot from success from the start. Colleges participating in the national
OER degree initiative are building sustainability plans, now, that include essential
components such as pricing strategies and policies for students, and costing and funding
strategies for the institutions. They are well aware of the importance of sustainability.


Indeed, there is much at stake with this effort, if we believe, as David Price does, in the true
power of “open.”


“The opening of learning is transforming every aspect of our lives. It offers the promise of a
more equal distribution of wealth, opportunity and power. It can close the gap between the
rich and poor, sick and healthy, strong and weak, and it accelerates the speed at which we
solve intractable problems.”


This national initiative of “the opening of learning” has the power to literally transform lives,
the underpinning of our work at Achieving the Dream. 
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UA Cossatot OER Initiative 


Mission Statement: The goal of UA Cossatot’s Open Educational Resources (OER) initiative is to 
reduce the expense of educational resources for students, while maintaining high academic 
quality within coursework and to increase faculty participation in a learning environment that 
encourages innovative global sharing of knowledge. 
 
UA Cossatot’s Textbook/ OER initiative has revealed the need for further training and access to 
OER grants to improve current practices at the institution. While several instructors were initially 
eager to adopt open resources as a method in which to reduce student expenses, much of the 
faculty remains hesitant due to a lack of training available. Faculty seem hesitant for the following 
primary reasons: lack of time necessary to develop open courses; lack of understanding regarding 
copyright laws; lack of course design; lack of networking opportunities to develop OER use; and 
several misconceptions about OER.  
 
Joining the Open Textbook Network (OTN) would allow UA Cossatot to alleviate faculty concerns 
through more efficient training. OTN helps support higher education institutions and systems 
instructional use of open textbooks and practices on their campuses, recognizing their 
contribution to academic success while maintaining high academic quality, but also offering 
faculty more freedom to choose materials that align with course objectives. UA Cossatot would 
become the first two-year college in Arkansas to join a consortium of colleges and universities 
striving to advance open textbook initiatives. The OTN supports the Open Textbook Library, which 
is available for faculty and students to use, adapt, and distribute to fit individual course needs.  
 
For a one-time first year programming fee of $5,000, UA Cossatot could join the OTN. An annual 
$1,500 community fee sustains continued membership. The first year of programming includes: 
 


 A campus visit customized to your institutional culture 
 Costs (fees, travel, accommodations) for one institutional leader to participate in our 


Summer Institute + Summit 
 All institutional community benefits 
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Institutional Community Benefits 


 Access to our community of practice 
 Ongoing support for faculty workshops 
 Data collection tools to show evidence of impact 
 Eligible to participate in Summer Institute + Summit 
 Access to The Publishing Cooperative 
 Access to PressbooksEDU Sandbox 
 Eligible for PressbooksEDU 30% discount 
 Leadership development opportunities 
 Inform our community’s direction 
 Display OTN badge on your institution website  


*Information above from http://research.cehd.umn.edu/otn/membership/  


Congress recently funded a $5 million open textbook grant program in 2018. Competitive grants 
will be awarded to institutions of higher education through the U.S. Department of Education. This 
marks the most significant action Congress has taken to support OER, meaning that the OER 
movement is growing and gaining worldwide attention. As the first two-year College in Arkansas 
to develop its own internal textbook / OER program, it seems fitting that UA Cossatot continues 
its commitment to ensuring that students are provided a high-quality education without the high 
costs. Joining the OTN would show the college’s commitment to open education and its resolve 
to continue its OER initiative through networking, as well as demonstrating its need for grant 
funding to improve instructional use of open textbooks. 


Why UA Cossatot should join the OTN 


In fall 2015, UA Cossatot launched an internal textbook/ OER program, which included offering 
rental textbooks to students for a $30 fee per semester. The OER initiative was understood and 
several instructors enlisted to develop courses for a $500 payment. Based on research provided 
by the program’s director, students saved approximately $500,000 in only two years. Data 
indicates that the use of open resources has grown 5% since the initial launch in 2015. Students 
seem to adapt well to using open resources and according to Dian Schaffhauser (2015), a group 
of researchers conducted the largest study of its kind and determined “that students who used 
OER in their undergraduate courses performed well or better than those assigned commercial 
textbooks.”  
 
 
In late 2016, UA Cossatot Chancellor Steve Cole appointed a board to oversee OER matters. 
Through OER Board discussions, it has become increasingly evident that faculty requires training 
to enact the best OER practices.  In order to maintain UA Cossatot’s goal to retain the high 
academic quality within coursework and to increase faculty participation, it is essential that the 
college join the OTN to access training and develop networking contacts.  
 
The Educational Resource Center (ERC) at UA Cossatot has undertaken a primary role in the 
college’s OER initiative. The director of educational resources and OER specialist serves as the 
chair of the OER Board, develops guides for use, researches for resources, and handles OER 
adoptions, as well as textbook adoptions. According to an article submitted by Carl Straumsheim 
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(2014), college libraries are especially suited to help with the challenges the OER movement is 
facing—finding content and delivering it to students and faculty. Professional training would help 
the director to continue efficiently encouraging UA Cossatot’s OER initiative. 
 
An important aspect of joining the OTN is the national recognition as an OER institution. As a 
state-funded institution with limited funds, it is difficult to acquire necessary training and hire a 
course designer. Joining the OTN would demonstrate UA Cossatot’s commitment to OER and its 
resolve to provide high quality academics at an affordable price. Establishing such a commitment 
would demonstrate the institution’s need for grant funds to support OER development, including 
a course designer to work with the program’s director to train faculty.  
 
The graphs below compare three years of data and include the upcoming fall 2018 semester. 
Since courses offered each semester vary, an average is used for comparison. (Summer 
semesters were removed due to low number of courses.) UA Cossatot data indicates an 
approximate 5% increase in OER adoption during the last three years. Textbook data indicates a 
3% drop in usage and a notable 6% drop in requiring students to purchase workbooks or software.  
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According to an OTN statement, their on-campus workshops report “an average of 40% of 
attending faculty adopt open textbooks into their courses, resulting in near-immediate savings for 
students without compromising academic freedoms or integrity” (OTN). With OER usage at 40% 
by September 2018, access to better training and networking opportunities could increase OER 
usage among UA Cossatot faculty by at least 35%, lowering the percentage of required textbooks 
and/or additional material. Any increase in OER usage results in big savings for students.  
 
UA Cossatot faculty is hesitant to use OER for the following reasons:  
 


 Lack of time necessary to develop open courses 
The biggest concern about OER among faculty is that it requires so much time to develop 
materials. Some faculty are willing to use open textbooks, but reluctant to add additional 
resources or use Blackboard as a storage utility. Offering workshop training would likely 
address their concerns. Organizing open resources is not as intimidating as it seems and 
proper training may alleviate faculty trepidation. 
 


 Lack of understanding regarding copyright laws 
There is a common misconception among faculty that using OER may violate copyright 
laws. Faculty seems hesitant to use OER because of a misunderstanding regarding 
Creative Commons. While the director of educational resources and OER specialist offers 
help with copyright matters, better training would allow faculty to understand that materials 
licensed under Creative Commons licenses are easy to identify. Currently, there is a 
copyright guide available through the ERC, but training that is more personable may ease 
their fears.  
 


 Lack of a course designer to help develop courses 
Along with the time required, faculty seems hesitant about using Blackboard shells to store 
OER. A grant-funded course designer would assist faculty with development and 
organization once materials are located. Hiring a course designer to work under the 
supervision of the director of educational resources and OER specialist could promote the 
use of open resources greatly. Once faculty realizes there is help available, they are more 
likely to use OER. 
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 Lack of networking opportunities to develop OER use 
Currently, the only networking opportunities available for OER education are those 
individually established by the director of educational resources and OER specialist. 
Joining the OTN would increase networking potential and increase the likelihood of the 
opportunity to work with OER advocates to exchange ideas that help eliminate barriers 
blocking the growth of OER. 
 


 Misconceptions about OER 
One of the barriers to the use of open resources is faculty misconceptions about OER. 
Many instructors are unaware that OER can take many formats, including digital, audio, 
and more. Much of the faculty also operate under the fallacy that OER lacks the same 
quality standards as traditional textbooks. There is growing evidence that shows OER are 
typically high quality and support student-learning outcomes.  


 
Joining the OTN addresses each of the faculty’s concerns with training. Rather than only 
addressing student expenses, faculty will understand that OER promote high quality academics, 
can improve academic performance, and actually encourages academic freedom within courses. 
  


The goal of UA Cossatot’s OER initiative is to eventually transition into a fully OER institution. 
With many students in the community facing economic hardships, it becomes imperative that 
those who work as advocates for education and community improvement do everything possible 
to ensure all in the community have affordable access to higher education. One method in which 
to make higher education accessible to those who wish to improve their lives is to offer the same 
high level of academic quality while saving students thousands of dollars in textbook expenses. 
Traditional textbooks are becoming scarce as models continue to evolve to support the 
sustainability of OER. The OER revolution has become a worldwide movement and the access 
to and quality of materials continues to improve. As a leader, not only in the community but also 
in the state, it seems imperative that UA Cossatot becomes a leader in the OER movement by 
joining the OTN to support the international growth of open education.  
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