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Annual Assessment Report 
Program Profile 
 

 2014-2015 2015-2016 

Majors (total, majors 1,2,3) 52 50 

Minors NA NA 

Concentrations (Add Rows 
if needed) 

  

Full Time Faculty 3.5 3.5 

Part Time Faculty 2 2 

 

Program Delivery (HLC 3A3) 
 

Traditional on-campus ______50______ 

Analysis: 
We provide students access to a state-of-the-art language lab staffed with native ASL users in order to 

provide students with support towards success.  This is a skills based discipline therefore we are faced 

with attrition related to student talent as well as quality of education. Some students enter without a 

complete understanding of the field and several declare this major freshman year but do not actually 

enter interpreting courseword until Junior year.  This also impacts graduation rate as some students 

shift to ASL studies to work in a Deaf related field.  There is a close connection between the two majors 

so a more accurate assessment would use data from both degrees to determine retention and 

persistence.  Our goal is to be 1% above university retention rate.  

Outside Accreditation: 
Is accreditation available for your program?  

Accreditation is offered by the Commission on Collegiate Interpreter Education (CCIE).  The program 

faculty along with the Academic Dean and the Dean of the College of Graduate and Outreach made a 

deliberate decision to prioritize the implementation of the online degree completion program in 



   

Interpreting, thus postponing accreditation applications and processes as data showing a few years of 

successful management of the program is required by CCIE in order to earn accreditation.   

In 2015, the university decided to eliminate the Program Director position.  As a result, we do not 

qualify for accreditation and our timeline to apply is currently on hold.   

Program Action Items  

 

 

Action Item 1:  Review the curriculum map/matrix in regards to Introduce, Reinforce, Master 

and Assess.   

Action steps: ITP Faculty meet 

Review curriculum 

Make changes 

Timeline By the end of August 2015  

Evaluation to be completed at the end of Fall semester 

Faculty 

Responsible 

Barbara Garrett 

Evaluation Completed at end of Fall 2015 semester.  Determined that only minor changes 

needed to be made.  The currciculm map in this document reflects the most 

recent one.  

 

Action Item 2:  Create a timeline towards CCIE accreditation 

Action steps: Review criteria and steps 

ITP Faculty meet  

Determine program steps and possible timeline 

Timeline Review criteria January and February 

Pass timeline on to administration by the end of April  

Faculty 

Responsible 

Barbara Garrett 

Carrie McCray 

Evaluation It was not possible to complete this action item as we do not have a Program 

Director for the on-campus program and there are no current plans within 

the institution to have one.  Without a Program Director we will not qualify 

for accreditation and we do not have someone available to complete the 



   

work necessary to apply and complete a self-study.  This action has been 

tabled until such time that the University decides to re-visit accreditation.  As 

more programs are earning accreditation, there may come a time when 

WWU will need to earn CCIE accreditation to maintain the program.   

 

Action Item 3:  Gather assessment data from at least 2 online classes 

Action steps: Determine which classes to pull data from (possibly ASL 220 and ITP 452) 

Timeline ITP Faculty meet to determine which courses by the end of November 2015 

Data is pulled by the end of May 2016 

Faculty 

Responsible 

Barbara Garrett 

Carrie McCray 

Evaluation As of December 2015 this is still in process.   

Data to be pulled is as follows: 

ITP 450 Final Case Study 

ITP 452 Final Evaluation 

As of May 2016 this process has been implemented by the Director of the 

Online Interpretation Studies Program Director and will be submitted in that 

report.   

 

Action Item 4:  Investigate the implementation of the Test of English Proficiency offered 

through the State of Missouri as a measure of program success and student 

progress through the major 

Action steps: Review what other programs are doing 

Meet with Division Chair to discuss funding options 

Present proposal to Academic Council 

Timeline Gather information regarding other programs by the end of October 

Present proposal to Academic council by January 31, 2016 

Faculty 

Responsible 

Barbara Garrett 

Carrie McCray 

Evaluation A review was conducted in discussion with ITP faculty at other institutions.  

Those in the states that use the BEI certification require students to take the 

TEP and some require passing the performance exam as well and become 

fully certified prior to graduation.  Other ITP’s use the ASLPI, which is very 

costly and does not result in certification.  And some others use the RID 

written exam – however this is not being offered as of January 2016 so it is 

not a viable option.  Therefore, the use of the TEP as a tool for assessing 



   

success of students would be the most appropriate tool.  This would be a 

requirement of the course ITP 450 Senior Capstone.  As a pilot study, we 

offered students the opportunity to take the TEP on campus in December 

2015.  All but 2 enrolled in ITP 450 paid and took the exam.  We are awaiting 

test results from students in January.   

January 2016 update: 

Of those who responded to the voluntary survey, eleven students took the 

Test of English Proficiency and eight passed.  This is a passing rate of 73%. 

A course fee has been added to ITP 450 so that all Seniors in ITP 450 will be 

required to take the TEP and report their results.   

 

Program Objectives: (from most recent Assessment Plan) 
 

1. Theory and Knowledge Competencies that will embody the academic foundation and world 

knowledge that is essential to effective interpretation. 

2. Human Relations Competencies of interpersonal communicative skills that foster effective 

collaboration with colleagues, consumers and employers.  

3. Language Skills Competencies for the effective use of American Sign Language and English  

4. Interpreting Skills Competencies for the effective ASL-English interpretation of a range of subject 

matter in a variety of settings.  

5.  Professionalism Competencies demonstrating application of professional standards and practices.  

 

 

Program Objectives Matrix (from most recent Assessment Plan) 
 

 

 Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 3 Objective 4 Objective 5 

ASL101 I I I  I 

ASL120  I  R  I 

ASL220 I I, R R M  

ASL345  R M * A  

ASL425  R    



   

ASL430 R R R   

ITP211 I R R I R 

ITP217 I R R I  

ITP301 R R R R  

ITP310 R R R R R 

ITP351 R R R R  

ITP375 R R R R R 

ITP380 M R R R R 

ITP410 R R R R R 

ITP450 M, A M R, A R M, A 

ITP451/452 M M, A M, A M, A M, A 

 

All objectives must be assessed either yearly or as articulated on a cycle. Objectives are not necessarily assessed 

each time they are listed as a Program objective for the course. The faculty in the program determine when the 

objective will be assessed, in which course, with which artifact, and what if any outside assessment will occur.  

Fill in the chart with Program Specific Content- Much of this can come from past annual reports. When 

identifying the methods, consider fall and spring courses and assignments to identify appropriate assessments for 

the objectives.  Best practices recommend multiple measures of assessment for each objective 

 

 

 

 



Assessment of Program Objectives 
 

Objective 1 

 

Students must demonstrate competence in the theory and knowledge  

That embodies the academic foundation and world knowledge that is essential to 

effective interpretation. 

Methods Research Paper 

Portfolio 

Ethics Case Study 

Benchmark Research Paper grade of C or better from 85% of the class 

Portfolio grade of A or higher for 85% of students earn 

Ethics Case Study grade B or higher for 85% of the students 

Data Collected 

ITP 450 Senior 

Capstone 

N=16 

Each student completed a 15-page research paper on a topic related to 

interpreting.  The paper could be original research (survey, etc.) or a literature 

review.  At the end of the semester students presented their findings in class.  Out 

of 16 students, 12 earned a C or higher; a result of 75% of the class.  The main 

reason for a lower grade for 3 of the students was failure to complete all 15 pages 

of the paper.   

Each student completed a web-based portfolio that included their resume and 

video examples of their interpreting work.  All students completed every portion 

of the portfolio and 100% earned a grade of “A”. 

Each student was presented with an ethical dilemma case study that they then 

had to write an essay demonstrating the process by which they would make an 

ethical values-based decision regarding the situation.  Of 16 students, 12 earned a 

grade of “B” or higher; therefore 75% met the benchmark.  If the benchmark were 

set at a “C” or higher, 94% would have met the standard.   

Data Collected 

(external to the 

course) 

Results/Outcomes 

Proposed changes 

to the assessment 

process 

This assessment process has been used for a few years now and continues to be a 

successful way to assess student success.  There is no need to change this process.   

Students did not meet the benchmark in 2 of the 3 measures.   

Case Study:  Faculty may want to re-visit the benchmark for the Case Study 



   

especially in light of the fact that the percentage required to earn a “B” was set at 

84% beginning this year in all upper level interpreting courses.   

Research Paper:  The main reason 4 students did not earn a “C” or higher was not 

related to ability, but related to failure to complete the assignment.  Faculty might 

want to consider requiring the paper during the first half of the course rather than 

the second half.    

Budget needs 

related to the 

objective? 

No budget needs at this time for this assessment process.   

 

 

Objective 2 

 

Students will demonstrate effective human relations Competencies of 

interpersonal communicative skills that foster effective collaboration with 

colleagues, consumers and employers.  

Methods Final Evaluation by Mentor Interpreter (ITP 451/452) 

Benchmark Achieve average of 3 on 6-point likert scale from Mentor Interpreter evaluation on 

questions relating to human relations competencies. 

Data Collected 

(course specific) 

During ITP 451/452/475 Field Practicum students work with a supervising mentor 

interpreter who provides feedback to the program regarding the students’ success 

related to working with colleagues, consumers and employers.  This document is 

used to gather assessment for other domains as well.  It is attached at the end of 

this report.  

ITP 451/452/475  Final Evaluation: Human Relations (Q3-9)  the group average (9 

students) was 4.39 on the series of questions. All students exceeded  the 

benchmark of 3.0. Evaluation is attached for review. 

Data Collected 

(Assessment Day, 

external tests, 

Senior 

Achievement) 

Results/Outcomes 

Proposed changes 

to the assessment 

process 

This was reviewed two years ago and no changes are currently needed.   

Budget needs 

related to the 

None 



   

objective? 

 

 

Objective 3 

 

3) Students will demonstrate the effective use of both American Sign Language 

and English.  

Methods The written Test of English Proficiency (TEP) given by the Missouri Commission 

for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Board for the Certificaiton of Interpreters.  This 

is the first step in achieving state certification as an interpreter.  Seniors should be 

passing this exam in order to be qualified to take the performance section of the 

certification evaluation.   This exam was offered as an option for students this 

year with the plan to require this exam in coming years.   

An annual written English assessment of students is conducted during student 

performance days.   

Annual Interpreting Evaluation for Juniors and Seniors conducted by one deaf 

and one interpreter outside of the program 

Annual evaluation of ASL skills through re-telling of story in ASL. 

Final Evaluation by Mentor Interpreter (ITP 451/452) 

Benchmark 85% of Seniors will pass the Test of English Proficiency.    

85% of seniors achieve 75% or higher on the Interpreting Evaluation 

85% of students achieve 70% or higher on the English exam. 

85% of students achieve 70% or higher on the ASL evaluation. 

85% of Seniors will achieve an average of 3 on 6-point Likert scale from Mentor 

Interpreter evaluation on questions relating interpreting skill competencies. 

Data Collected 

(course specific) 

ASL Proficiency 

The ASL Proficiency in-house assessment was presented to sophomore students 

planning to enter Interpreting I during assessment days, which was evaluated by 

full time program faculty.  Students were presented with a story in ASL that they 

watched twice and then recorded a re-telling of that story in ASL.  Program 

Data Collected 

(Assessment Day, 

external tests, 



   

Senior 

Achievement) 

faculty reviewed the videos to assess preparedness for success in Interpreting I. 

The ASL skills of juniors and seniors was similarly conducted through GoReact, 

an online platform, on assessment days.  The students were presented with a 

story in ASL that they watched twice.  They then recorded a re-telling of the story 

in ASL.  Instead of faculty, a Deaf native user of ASL from outside the institution 

assessed their skills based on a 6 point likert rubric which can be seen in the 

Appendix.  

Results: 

Of the eight sophomores that completed the assessment, one successfully passed.  

Six were passed with reservations as they did not earn passing scores.  One did 

not pass.  These results were disappointing.  Interpreting faculty and ASL faculty 

need to collaborate to discuss ways to increase language development and review 

the method of assessing ASL used in this process.    

Eight of the nine juniors who took the assessment earned at least 21/30.   

Ten of the eleven seniors who completed the assessment earned at least 21/30. 

Students in the junior and senior classes did much better than the sophomores, so 

there is a possibility that this group of sophomores are outliers.   

English Proficiency 

All students were presented with an English proficiency exam. A total of 32 

students completed this assessment.  

In addition, language skills are assessed by students’ mentors during Field 

Practicum. 

Results: 

Results/Outcomes 



   

 

Overall, 25% of the students achieved a score of 70% or higher.  Last year 60% 

achieved a score of 70% or higher and several of these are the same students 

taking the same exam so these results are puzzling.  The previous year only 28% 

of students earned 70 or higher on the English exam.  Since students are not 

consistently reaching our benchmark, including Seniors who need to have strong 

English skills to pass the BEI certification in Missouri, this is an area that we still 

need to address.  We may need to add further English courses to the major, or 

identify more courses where further English education can be included.  It may 

be that there is a problem with the exam itself.   

Results of the Test of English Proficiency conducted by the Missouri Commission 

for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing: 

Encouraging results were obtained from a survey of students who voluntarily 

took the TEP with MCDHH.  Of the 11 who took the exam, 8 passed which is a 

passing rate of 73%.  Although we did not meet the benchmark of 85% of the 

students passing, this demonstrates that by graduation the majority of our 

students are competent in the English skills needed to succeed as interpreters.  

Since it was optional not all of our students took the exam so next year’s results 

will be more accurate.   

Results obtained from Evaluations by Mentor Interpreters in Field Practicum: 

ITP 451/452/475 Final Evaluation: (Q10 and 11) Language Skills Competencies- 

evaluated a group of 9 students who completed their internship Fall 2015 and 

Spring 2016. The evaluations are from working interpreters who supervised the 

students in their internships. The average of all 9 students in this area was 3.77 
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with  all but one stuent meeting the benchmark.  This makes it an 88.9% success 

at meeting the benchmark.  

Proposed changes 

to the assessment 

process 

The English exam was recently adjusted to follow the style and substance of the 

Test of English Proficiency, however, this test should be reviewed by faculty to 

determine it’s efficacy.   

Budget needs 

related to the 

objective? 

We need to budget $300 per person assessing videos of students on GoReact.   We 

need two assessors, one Deaf and one Interpreter, so we need to plan for $600 to 

complete this assessment.  It’s one of our strongest measures of outcomes. 

We also need to budget for the use of GoReact.  We must pay for the amount of 

recorded minutes we use.  We need to budget $300 for this. 

 

Objective 4 Interpreting Skills Competencies for the effective ASL-English interpretation of a 

range of subject matter in a variety of settings.  

Methods Evaluation by Mentor Interpreter conducted during ITP 451/452/475  

A Interpreting Skills Assessment by Outside Interpreter through GoReact. 

Benchmark Mentor Interpreter Evaluation: Students will achieve average of 3 on 6-point 

Likert scale from Mentor Interpreter evaluation on questions relating interpreting 

skill competencies. 

Outside Interpreter Assessment:  

65% of Juniors will achieve a score of at least 75/100 on the Interpreting Skill 

Evaluation Rubric. 

85% of Seniors will achieve at least 75/100 on the Interpreting Skill Evaluation 

Rubric. 

Data Collected 

(course specific) 

Mentor Interpreter Evaluation 

ITP 451/452/475 Final Evaluation:  Mentors evaluated students who completed 

their internship Summer 2015, Fall 2015 and Spring 2016.  The evaluations are 

from working interpreters who supervised the students in their internships. 

Results: 

ITP 451/452/475 Final Evaluation:  Interpreting Skills Competencies- the group 

Data Collected 

(Assessment Day, 

external tests, 

Senior 

Achievement) 



   

Results/Outcomes average 9 students was 3.65  on the series of questions. All students exceeded the 

benchmark of 3.0, with 3 students averaging 3.0. This was the lowest section on 

the evaluation. 

Outside Interpreter Assessment 

 Both junior and senior students recorded an interpretation in GoReact 

(www.GoReact.com) and a community interpreter logged in and assessed the 

skills of the students.  We used an outside assessor who is certified and has more 

than 20 years experience working with student interns. 

Results: 

Of the 9 juniors who took the assessment only 1 met the benchmark.  Last year 

12/13 juniors met the benchmark.   

Of the 11 seniors who took the assessment, only 3 met the benchmark.  Last year 

all of the seniors met the benchmark.   

These results are concerning.  While we had the same assessor maybe we have 

reliability issues.  Or we may have a weak class, however, the Seniors appeared to 

be performing much higher in other measures as can be seen in the results from 

outside mentor interpreters working with students in Field Practicum.   

Proposed changes 

to the assessment 

process 

We need to work more closely with our outside assessors to clarify what we are 

looking for from our interpreting students in regards to skills.   

It would be worth considering adding a review by faculty during the internship 

courses that would include a pre and post test.  

Budget needs 

related to the 

objective? 

We need to budget at least $300 per person assessing videos of students on 

GoReact.   We need two assessors, one Deaf and one Interpreter, so we need to 

plan for $600 to complete this assessment.  It’s one of our strongest measures of 

outcomes. 

We also need to budget for the use of GoReact.  We must pay for the amount of 

recorded minutes we use.  We need to budget $300 for this. 

 

Objective 5 Students will apply professional standards and practices.  

http://www.goreact.com/


   

Methods Final Written Interpreting Knowledge Exam (ASL 450) 

Evaluation by Mentor Interpreter (ASL 451/452/475) 

Benchmark 85% of students achieve 75% or higher on the written knowledge exam. 

Achieve average of 3 on 6-point Likert scale from Mentor Interpreter evaluation 

on questions relating to professional competencies. 

Data Collected 

(course specific) 

Students in ITP 450 Senior Capstone were presented with a written knowledge 

exam as a cumulative measure of everything learned in the course of their 

program.  This is a stringent exam expected to stretch students and challenge 

them while preparing them for the written knowledge exam offered by the 

national Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf.  Of the 16 students who took the 

exam, only 7 earned a grade of 75% or higher.   

ITP 451/452/475 Final Evaluation:   Professional Skills- the group average 9 

students was 4.11  on the series of questions. All students exceeded the 

benchmark of 3.0. There were sevreal questions not answered and left blank by 

the mentor. 

 

Data Collected 

(Assessment Day, 

external tests, 

Senior 

Achievement) 

Results/Outcomes 

Proposed changes 

to the assessment 

process 

The written knowledge exam needs to be reviewed and revised to determine if it 

is an accurate measure of student knowledge.  It is possible the test is too 

stringent, or the benchmark should be moved to a more realistic percentage to 

reflect what is expected of students as compared to professionals.   

Internship evaluation needs to be evaluated to the appropriateness of the 

questions to make sure they are relevant to the internship experience. 

Budget needs 

related to the 

objective? 

No budget needs at this time.   



   

 

  

Analysis of Assessment: 
We need to identify reasons that students earned significantly lower scores on the English exam and the 

interpreting skills assessment this year.  There are a number of issues mentioned above that could be 

contributing to the disparate results this year as compared to previous years.  The reasons may be related 

to the way we are assessing or it may relate to the motivations of the students which all needs to be 

considered.   

Analysis of the Assessment Process (Empirical & Non-Empirical) (HLC4B3) 
We have made a number of adjustments to our assessment processes over the past five years and feel 

that we have a very good system in place at this time.  Having said that, in looking at the results of this 

year’s assessment we will look at the process again and if we determine that something needs 

adjusting, we will of course make that adjustment.   

Program Changes Based on Assessment: 
The written knowledge exam was reviewed this year and revised prior to administration.  It is still a 

very difficult exam for students.  The exam is designed to imitate the national RID written knowledge 

exam.  At this time it might be most appropriate to adjust the benchmark rather than make the test 

easier.   

As planned, we raised the percentages for each letter grade.  For example, students must earn 94% for 

an A, 84% for a B, and so on.  The implementation of the increased expectations for grades was met 

with resistance from students.  The faculty discussed this several times and a decision was made to stay 

with the new grading system.  While it was a difficult transition, we observed students working harder 

than we usually see.  They spent more time in the lab doing mentoring activities, they volunteered as 

often as possible, and they appeared to be more motivated than usual.  The outcome was that some of 

the students who have been struggling with skill development worked extremely hard to bring their 

skills up and several accomplished this.  This was a remarkable impact to the program overall.   

Internship Data 2015-2016    N=9 

Student Learning Outcomes Average 

N=9 

Met benchmark 

Theory and Knowledge 3.99  100% 

Human Relations 4.39  100% 

Language Skills 3.77  88.9% 

Interpreting Skills 3.65  100% 

Professional Skills 4.11  100% 



   

At this time we do not expect to see major program changes, however, as we investigate reasons for the 

lower performance of students this year over past years we might identify things that need adjustment.   

General Education Assessment:  
Because sign language interpreters work in every imaginable setting, general education is critical to 

their success.  Information learned in these classes is reinforced through the wide variety of texts that 

students interpret throughout their program of education here.  

Program Activities: 
Student Performance Day Activities (Assessment Day): 

Students complete several assessments over these two days.  We administer a written English exam to 

all the students.  We also administer a “re-telling” of a story.  They watch a story presented in ASL and 

then they re-tell that story in ASL while being recorded.  This video is then assessed by a native user of 

ASL who is not a part of this program.  This checks both comprehension and language skills.  We also 

administer an interpreting assessment to juniors and seniors.  This is evaluated by an interpreter 

outside of WWU.   In addition to this, students create an interpretation that is evaluated by an outside 

mentor.   

Senior Achievement Day Presentations: 

This year students participated in a poster session where they presented information related to their 

experiences druing Field Practicum.  This was well attended this year, which is an improvement over 

prior years, and we received positive feedback from students and those who attended.  Next year we 

plan to increase the amount of poster sessions campus-wide and an entire day rather than two lunch 

sessions will be devoted to the event for all majors across campus.  This will provide even more of an 

opportunity for our students to present their work successfully.     

Service Learning Activities: 

This year we implemented a new service learning program for students majoring in Interpreting 

whereby they will provide interpretation services upon request for very low-risk settings that are not 

covered by the ADA to provide a certified licensed interpreter.  Examples are a family reunion, a home-

based business “party” such as Tupperware, a boy scout meeting, etc.  Students had the extra 

opportunity this year to participate in a specialized training for Certified Deaf Interpreters.  Every 

senior student participated in this event and reported a great deal of learning.  This program is in it’s 

early stages and we expect it to grow over time.  This fulfills the mission of serving the community, in 

particular our students giving back to the community that has provided language skills and a career 

opportunity for them.   

Program Sponsored LEAD Events: 

While the program only sponsored a handful of events we participated in several as our interpreting 

students attended a variety of events with faculty present to practice interpreting in an real-life setting.  



   

This was very successful and provided a great deal of skill development for students while exposing 

the greater student body to sign language and Deaf related awareness.   

Faculty Accomplishments: 

Dr. McCray had the honor of presenting best practices in using a sign language interpreter before a 

group of medical professionals for the state of Missouri.  Dr. Garrett was invited to participate in an all-

expenses paid week-long seminar held in San Antonio, TX focusing on preparing interpreting students 

for the BEI certification.  Dr. Garrett also was invited and participated in a two-day seminar held in Salt 

Lake City regarding service learning in interpreter education programs.   

Alumni (Recent Graduates) Accomplishments (past year graduating class): 

We currently have students who are working at the Missouri School for the Deaf and the Missouri 

Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing as staff interpreters.  One of our graduates is a staff 

interpreter and training coordinator for a large agency north of Kansas City.  Another recent graduate 

was just accepted into the Master of Social Work program at the University of Missouri.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



   

APPENDIX 

Supplemental Documents 

Capstone Portfolio Project 

Each student will create a web-based portfolio in the form of a website that can be used to showcase 

his/her interpreting work and professional profile elements.   The end product is intended for 

practical functionality and can be used in concert with a formal letter (or email) of introduction 

when applying for an interpreting or interpreting internship position. The portfolio elements and 

website should be professional in every way.  Students will demonstrate their websites to students 

in class and in the Interpreting program as a Lead Event toward the end of the semester.  As this is 

a large undertaking, portions of this assignment will be due throughout the semester.  Please check 

the course schedule. 

This project is worth a total of 200 points.   

The following elements must be present on the website:  

A. Welcome page 

B. Brief biography of yourself: 
1. Create video biography in ASL 

2. Dub an English interpretation for that video 

3. Create a written biography for the webpage 

a. Include how you learned ASL 

b. Include why you want to be or are an Interpreter 
c. Include your professional goals 

C. Three “cold” (not rehearsed, but prepared the same as you would for a real-life 

assignment) samples of your interpreting that are at least 10 minutes and not longer 

than 15 minutes:   
1. ASL to English – include the source text and record your English 

interpretation on the video with the source text 

2. English to ASL – Include the source text (should be a video) in a small 

window and yourself signing in a larger window.   

3. Interactive – Create a split screen so that one side is your interpretation and 
the other side is the source text.   

D. Resume – on webpage AND as a pdf downloadable file 

E. Cover Letter – pdf downloadable file 

F. Your research paper and ethics case study for this class in PDF format. 

G. A video and written explanation of your current status and goals regarding your career 
and credentials and your current status toward national certification. 

 



Portfolio Rubric 

Website product is a 

viable and 

Professional 
Quality resource. 

0 – 15 16 – 21  22 – 25   

 

 Website/portal does not 

link to appropriate 
resources. 

Website/portal links to 

resources that are primarily 
text-based, of low quality or 

do not meet consumer needs. 

Website/portal links to high 

quality, multimedia resources 
(i.e., integrate text, video, 

interactive tools) that meet 

consumer needs. 

                 /25 

Website  

Design/Navigation  

0 – 15 16 – 21 22 – 25  

 Website/portal is 
confusing (i.e. more than 

two internal links are 

dead, it is not clear how 

to get from one area of 
the site to another) 

Website/portal is generally 
easy to navigate, but some 

confusion exists (i.e., some 

internal links are dead, user 

needs to scroll too much, 
main menu not found on 

each page). 

Website/portal is easy to 
navigate (i.e., all internal links 

are live, it is clear where links 

lead, main areas of site can be 

accessed from all pages, etc). 

 
                /25 

Interpretation 
Samples 

0 – 15 16 – 21 22 – 25  

ASL to English Interpretation is not 

included on website, or 
is less than 8 minutes in 

length – has a poor 

background and the 

interpreter is not in 

proper attire. 

Interpretation is at least 10 

minutes.  Source text is not 
available.  Background 

and/or attire may not be 

appropriate. 

Interpretation is at least 10 

minutes in length, has a clean 
background, interpreter is in 

proper attire, and source text is 

available. 

 

 
                  /25 

English to ASL 

 

                  /25  

Interactive                   /25  

Resume 0 – 15 16 – 21 22 – 25  

 Resume contains 
minimal information.  

Resume is sufficient with 
clear formatting. 

Resume is detailed and cleanly 
organized.  It is easy to read, 

                  /25 



   

Formatting may not be 

clear. 

professional, and provides the 

potential employer with the 

information needed. 
Biography 0 – 15 16 – 21 22 – 25  

 Biography may or may 
not contain relevant 

elements but is not 

complete. All three 

prescribed elements 
may or may not be 

present.  English 

dubbing is inaccurate or 

unintelligible or 

missing.  

Biography is present and 
contains some relevant 

elements.  The English 

dubbed interpretation is 

present but not fully 
articulate and or intelligible.  

Biography is articulate and 
professionally relevant and 

includes the 3 prescribed 

elements in articulate ASL. The 

English dubbed interpretation 
is accurate and intelligible.  

                  /25 

     

Cover Letter 0 – 15 16 – 21 22 – 25  

 Cover letter is poorly 

written, with typos, 

and/or lack of 
professional formatting. 

Cover letter is sufficient with 

few typos. 

Cover letter is written 

professionally with excellent 

formatting, no typos, and 
includes specific information 

for the job applied for. 

                  /25 

TOTAL                                                                                                                                                                         /200 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

Research Paper Rubric 

 Developing 0-13 Proficient  14-17 Exemplary  18-20  

Topic Topic is somewhat relevant to major, 

format, APA style, analysis, length, 

references and others as assigned. 

Topic is relevant to major, APA 

style, format, analysis, page content, 

references and others as assigned. 

Topic is highly relevant to major, 

format, APA style, analysis, length, 

references and others as assigned. 

 

Structure 

 

Introduction is underdeveloped. 

Ideas may not be arranged logically. 

Conclusion only offers a summary. 

Transitions are repeated, routine, or 

are forced. Writing is unclear and 

overly wordy. 

Introduction is adequately 

developed. Ideas are presented in 

logical order. Conclusion attempts to 

invite further thought. Transitions 

create unity from one idea to the 

next. Writing is descriptive but not 

clear. 

Introduction is intriguing and/or 

unique. Ideas build on one another. 

Conclusion invites contemplation or 

suggests a response and artfully 

relates to introduction. Transitions 

are sophisticated and varied. Writing 

is clear, descriptive and succinct. 

 

Discourse 

 

Inappropriate voice for audience or 

occasionally demonstrates an 

appropriate voice for audience and 

purpose. 

Occasional inconsistencies in voice, 

tense, and point-of-view. 

Incorporation of sources is 

distracting. 

Attempts a variety of sentence 

structures. 

Weak vocabulary. 

Demonstrates an appropriate voice 

for the audience and purpose. 

Has minor inconsistencies in voice, 

tense, and point-of-view. 

Incorporates sources. 

Occasionally uses a variety of 

sentence structures. 

Has sufficient vocabulary. 

Demonstrates a professional voice 

for the audience and purpose.  

Consistently uses active voice, tense, 

and point-of-view. 

Fluently incorporates sources. 

Uses a variety of sentence structures. 

Employs rich vocabulary. 

 

Critical Thinking and 

Depth Analysis  

 

Analysis is present but does not 

display strength in thinking or 

analysis. 

Displays strength in either/or but not 

both critical thinking and depth of 

analysis 

Displays strength in both critical 

thinking and depth of analysis. 

 

 Developing 0-6 Proficient  7-8 Exemplary  9-10  

Mechanics There are numerous errors in 

grammar, capitalization, spelling, 

and punctuation. 

Errors consist of no more than 6-10 

in grammar, capitalization, spelling, 

and punctuation. 

Errors consist of no more than five 

in grammar, capitalization, spelling, 

and punctuation. 

 

Requirements  Less than 10 quality works cited 

and/or 11 or less pages of content. 

At least 10 quality works cited 

and/or at 12-14 pages of content. 

At least 15 quality works cited and at 

15-17 pages of content. 

 

TOTAL                     /100 

 

 

 

 



   

Case Study Rubric  

Objective Performance Rating Insufficient 
1  

Poor  
2 

Adequate  
3 

Good  
4 

Excellent  
5 

Score  

Describes the problem clearly and 
comprehensively (What is the 
conflict/problem?)   

Incomplete   Does not fully  identify  the 
problem   

Identifies the problem  Identifies the problem in all 
its complex ity    

Identifies the problem in all 
its complex ity  with 
thoroughness  

 

Includes the conflict between and 
within the situation, codes of 
professional conduct, policies, 
procedures, and/or laws (Why is it 
a conflict?)   

Incomplete   Does not fully  understand 
the issue in relationship to 
CPC, policies, laws, etc.  

Applies to the issue a basic 
application of CPC, 
policies, laws, etc.   

Clearly  outlines how the 
issue is a conflict based on 
CPC, policies, etc.   

Explains in depth the 
situation in light of CPC, 
laws, policies, etc.   

 

Identify possible perspectives of 
parties involved.  

Does not identify  parties 
involved.   

Identifies one of the parties 
involved  

Identifies some of the 
parties involved   

Identifies most of the 
parties involved   

Identifies all of the parties 
involved   

 

Explains consumer/client 
expectations. (What would the 
parties involved want the 
professional to do?) 

Does not explain.   Explains one of the 
consumer's expectations.   

Explains expectations of at 
least two of the parties 
involved.   

Fully  explains the 
expectations of most of the 
parties.   

Fully  explains expectations 
of all of the parties involved. 
  

 

 Presentation of successful 
solutions. (At least three options)  

No reasonable, rational 
solutions prov ided.  

At least one reasonable 
and somewhat successful 
solution is prov ided.   

At least two reasonable and 
somewhat successful 
solutions prov ided.   

Two or three reasonable 
and successful solutions 
prov ided.   

Three reasonable and 
successful solutions 
prov ided.   

 

Reasoning influenced by past and 
present practices and resources. 
(Use examples and identify your 
experiences and/or resources.) 

None prov ided.   At least one past or present 
practice/experience is 
prov ided.   
A minor amount of 
resources are prov ided.  

At least two past or present 
practice/experiences are 
prov ided.  
An adequate amount of 
resources are prov ided. Or 
several that are somewhat 
reliable. 

At least two 
experiences/practices that 
are reasoned, well-thought 
are presented.  Several 
resources are stated that 
are reliable. 

At least two 
experiences/practices that 
are reasonable and 
successful are explained in 
detail.   
Several reliable resources 
from a variety  of 
places/people are prov ided. 
 

 

A decision is made.  Decision made is not 
clearly  stated or does not 
ex ist. 

The decision made includes 
referring the issue to 
another person. 

The decision is prov ided 
with little reasoning 
supporting why it is chosen. 

The decision is clearly  
stated with some clear 
reasons to support it. 

The decision is clearly  and 
deftly  explained with 
substantial logic/reasoned 
support for the decision. 

 

Identify short-term and long-term 
effects of decision.   

None are prov ided Short-term effects or long-
term effects mentioned.   

Short-term effects and/or 
long-term effects are 
considered and clearly  
stated.   

Short-term effects and long-
term effects are explained 
and are logical.   

Short-term effects and long-
term effects are detailed, 
informative, well thought, 
and insightful.   

 

Include cultural, political, and/or 
sociological implications.   

Not included. Mentioned, but not 
explained. 

Included in discussion.   Included in discussion with 
explanation of the 
overarching implications of 
decision made.  

Included in discussion with 
explanation and insight into 
how this decision will affect 
society  as a whole.           

 

Grammar and Style Many errors in grammar 
punctuation, sty le and 
writing. 

Several errors in grammar 
punctuation, sty le and 
writing. 

No more than 5 errors in 
grammar punctuation, sty le 
and writing. 

No more than 2 errors in 
grammar punctuation, sty le 
and writing. 

No errors in grammar 
punctuation, sty le and 
writing. 

 

TOTAL POINTS 



Annual Assessment Evaluation 

Assessment 

Component 

Assessment Reflects Best 

Practices 

Assessment Meets the 

Expectations of the 

University 

Assessment Needs 

Development 

Assessment is 

Inadequate 

Learning 

Objectives 

 Detailed, measurable 

program learning 

objectives  

 Objectives are shared with 

students and faculty 

 Measurable program 

learning objectives.  

 Learning objectives are 

available  to students.  

 Program learning 

objectives are identified 

and are generally 

measurable 

 

 Program learning 

objectives  are not clear 

or measurable  

Assessment 

Measures 

 Multiple  measures are 

used to assess a student-

learning objectives.  

 Rubrics or guides are used 

for the measures.  

 All measurements are 

clearly described. 

 External evaluation of 

student learning included. 

 Assessment measures relate 

to program learning 

objectives.  

 Various measures are used 

to assess student learning. 

 Measures chosen provide 

useful information about 

student learning.  

 

 Assessment focuses on 

class content only.  

 Minimal description of 

how the assessment 

relates to the objective.  

 Minimal assessment 

measures established. 

 Assessment measures 

not connected to 

objectives.  

 Assessment measures 

are not clear. 

 No assessment 

measures are 

established. 

Assessment 

Results 

 All objectives are assessed 

annually, or a rotation 

schedule is provided. 

 Data are collected and 

analyzed to show learning 

over time.  

 Standards for performance 

and gaps in student 

learning are clearly 

identified. 

 Most objectives assessed 

annually. 

 Data collected and analyzed 

showing an annual snapshot 

of student learning. 

 Data are used to highlight 

gaps in student learning.  

 Some data from non-course 

based content. 

 Data collected for at least 

one program objective. 

 Data collection is 

incomplete. 

 Gaps in student learning 

not identified.  

 Lacking external data to 

support course data. 

 Learning objectives are 

not routinely assessed. 

 Routine data is not 

collected. 

 No discussion on gaps 

in student learning. 

 No use of external data 

to support student 

learning. 

 Assessment data not 

yet collected. 

Faculty 

Analysis 

and 

Conclusions 

 Data is shared that 

incorporates multiple  

faculty from the program.  

 Discussions on data results 

incorporate multiple  

faculty.  

 Opportunities for adjunct 

faculty to participate.  

 Includes input from 

external sources when 

possible . 

 Multiple  program faculty 

receive assessment results. 

 Assessment results are 

discussed  

 Specific conclusions about 

student learning are made 

based on the available  

assessment results. 

 Minimal faculty input 

about results is sought 

 Data not used to 

determine success or not 

to the objective. 

 Minimal conclusions 

made. 

 Faculty input is not 

sought. 

 Conclusions about 

student learning are not 

identified. 

 N/A Program recently 

started or too few 

graduates to suggest 

any changes. 

Actions to 

Improve 

Learning 

and 

Assessment 

 All assessment methods, 

timetable for assessing, and 

evaluating the 

effectiveness modifications 

are included. 

 Changes to assessment are 

inclusive of multiple  

faculty. 

 Description of changes is 

detailed and and linked to 

assessment results. 

 More than one change to 

assessment is proposed, 

timetable for assessment, 

and evaluating the change is 

provided.  

 Changes to assessment 

measures is highlighted. 

 Changes are realistic, with a 

good probability of 

improving learning or 

assessment. 

 At least one change to 

improve learning or 

assessment is identified. 

 The proposed action(s) 

relates to faculty 

conclusions about areas 

for improvement. 

 Adjustments to the 

assessment are proposed 

but not clearly connected 

to data 

 Lacking actions to 

improve student 

learning. 

 Actions discussed lack 

supportive data. 

 Lacking discussion of 

the effectiveness of the 

assessment plan 



   

Program:   ASL-English Interpreting 

 

Additional Comments:  

 

 

The tasks under each domain for the program objectives I think need to be added to show the detail of 

the assessment for the program. With the addition of new software and the assessment becoming more 

coordinated, it would be helpful for the program to include additional data points on when language 

and other skills were assessed. Also the assessment that happens on Student Performance Review can 

be included as an event on the assessment matrix.  In the matrix it was stated that there was an 

assessment measure in ASL 345, but this did not appear in the data reported for the objective.   

 

  

 

 


