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literacy; valuing adolescents and their literacy beliefs, developing literacy strategies for youth,
developing disciplinary literacies, and addressing
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TED 661 Reading and Language Arts: Reading and Writing to Comprehend Text

Short name:
Read/Write to Comprehend Text

TED 662 Reading and Language Arts: Culture of Literacy: Focus on Diversity

Short name: Culture of Literacy/Diversity

TED 663 Reading and Language Arts: Literacy Assessment

Short name: Literacy Assessment

TED 664 Reading and Language Arts: Literacy Intervention

Short name: Literacy Intervention

TED 695 Reading and Language Arts: Practicum, Integrating Curriculum through
Fieldwork

Short name: Practicum

The total program is 31 semester units and includes both the MSRL and the Reading and
Literacy Added Authorization (RLAA). Candidates may transfer up to nine (9) qualifying units
towards the MS. If they do not have the qualifying units, they must complete a series of program
electives.

Upon successful completion of the required coursework the MSRL is posted; for
recommendation to CTC for the state issued RLAA, the candidate must also submit
documentation of three or more years of classroom teaching

While most students complete the MSRL, there are often one or two per cohort who choose to
complete the RLAA only. In this instance, they need only complete the first 14 units of the
MSRL.

Students:

Students admitted to the program are post baccalaureate degree holders who have also completed
an approved teacher preparation program and hold a valid Multiple Subject and/or Single Subject
Credential. An earned 3.0 Grade Point Average (GPA) in all upper division or post-baccalaureate
coursework. The MSRL program requires applicants to submit transcripts, a statement of
purpose, and three current letters of recommendation.

Reading specialists are also being hired as literacy coaches for schools and districts. Although all
Reading positions require a deep understanding of literacy development, coaching teachers
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Other: Honor Received: In both 2020 and 2021, Cal State East Bay’s MSRL Program was
ranked #3 in the national “Top 20 List of Master’s in Reading and Literacy” by
www.bestvalueschools.org

II. SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT

Overview: For AY22-23, The MSRL maintained the four Program Learning Objectives (PLO)
adopted for the preceding five-year review cycle, which concluded with AY 20-21. All PLOs
were assessed annually prior to COVID-19, which prevented assessment in clinical settings, e.g.,
PLOs 3 and 4. PLOs will be reviewed in AY22-23, as COVID-19 allows.

A. Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) and Alignment to Institutional Learning
Outcomes

(ILO)

PLO1. Demonstrate a thorough understanding of theory and research on an effective culture
of literacy for diverse prekindergarten through high school students, their families, and
communities; (ILO 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6)

PLO2. Demonstrate knowledge of research-based instructional practices in each component of
literacy and the ability to assess, instruct, and provide intervention for each component of
literacy instruction, including phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, oral language
development, reading and listening comprehension, and vocabulary development, and writing;
(ILO 1, 2, and 6)

PLO3. Successfully plan and implement a balanced literacy environment, including the
selection and use instructional materials, technology, routines, and strategies that are
appropriately aligned with students’ assessed language and literacy needs; (ILO 1, 3, and 6)

PLO4. Complete an action research project in the field of literacy, including a review of the
research literature, planning and implementing an instructional unit, and an analysis of student
learning and research results (ILO 1, 2, and 6)

Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILO) and Program Learning Outcomes (PLO) Assessed
in AY20-21

PLO 2: Demonstrate knowledge of research-based instructional practices in each
component of literacy and the ability to assess, instruct, and provide intervention
for each component of literacy instruction, including phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, oral language development, reading and listening
comprehension, and vocabulary development, and writing

PLO3: Successfully plan and implement a balanced literacy environment, including the
selection and use instructional materials, technology, routines, and strategies that are
appropriately aligned with students’ assessed language and literacy needs; (ILO 1, 3, and
6)

http://www.bestvalueschools.org
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ILO 1: Written Communication

ILO 2: Critical Thinking

Note: In AY 21-22, the MSRL program assessed PLO2. It should be noted that ILOs 1 (Critical
Thinking) and 2 (Written Communication) were also both assessed using the same assignment
and rubric for PLO 2. These three learning outcomes (ILO1, ILO2, and PLO1) are all well
aligned and the assessment used is significantly robust and lends itself well to the assessment of
all three.

B. Summary of Assessment Process

For ILO1, ILO3, PLO1

Instrument: Continued use of Program-developed Analytic multiple criteria-trait
rubric; five (5) criteria across 1-to-4 scale (4 being highest proficiency
score); total points = 20 (see rubric in APPENDIX A at end of this report)

Task: In a 3-5 page paper, select, summarize, and synthesize multiple (3-5) peer
reviewed research articles or reports on early literacy acquisition,
processes, studies, and/or methodologies.

Sampling: Two cohorts of MSRL students enrolled in TED 660: Research Methods I;
n = 18 (SP21) and n = 19 (SU 21).

Sample
Characteristics: Since all students must take 660, this sample includes all students in the

program in AY 19-20

Data Collected: Final Course Paper for TED 660
Prompt:
In this assignment, you will practice the selecting, analyzing, and
synthesize peer-reviewed research into a cohesive scholarly paper on a topic
related to early literacy. Submission should be at least 3-5 pages; a graduate-
level, scholarly essay; APA formatted; and mechanically flawless.
Avoid quotations in short APA papers; demonstrate your ability to summarize and
synthesize in your own words. Reference the rubric for this assignment before and
during writing.

Collector
Evaluator: TED 660 Course Instructor

Data
Analysis: Data were totaled for each Research Report Rubric category and summarized

by cohort in Tables 1 and 2 below. In addition, for year-over-year comparison
purposes, data from the 18-19 ILO Report are found summarized in Table 3
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Table 1: AY20-21 Data: Spring 2021 Cohort (n = 18)
Criteria Total Students Per

Raw Score n = 18
1 2 3 4 ave

Clear, concise introduction with solid thesis statement that
orients reader to purpose of the paper

- - 2 16 3.8
9

Supporting information from 3-5 topic appropriate
peer-reviewed journal articles that are recent or seminal

- - 1 17 3.9
4

Clear, focused, discussion aligned to thesis and supported
by analysis and synthesis of articles.

- - 1 17 3.9
4

Focused, articulate, relevant conclusion - - 1 17 3.9
4

Scholarly essay written in Standard Edited English, with no
distracting mechanical or other errors; properly APA
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Focused, articulate, relevant conclusion - - 1 17 3.9
4

Scholarly essay written in Standard Edited English, with no
distracting mechanical or other errors; properly APA
formatted

- 1 1 16 3.8
3

C. Summary of Assessment Results

Main Findings:

The results of the assessments indicate maintenance of the substantial year-over-year
improvement from AY 18-19 in mastering PLO1 and ILO 1, 2. We attribute this to the
implementation of recommendations made in previous CAPR reports, but most especially to
a marked increase in the frequency and intensity of individualized student academic
advising/tutorials (see discussion that follows).

To improve student success in this program and ILO assessment, the AY 18-19 report
included three recommendations, including a self-paced module on APA, an assignment in
which a sample paper would be analyzed, and providing a list of on-campus and other
writing resources. In AY 19-20, two of the recommendations were implemented: providing
information about available writing resources (e.g., on-campus, OWL Purdue for APA, etc.)
and reviewing a sample paper. The APA self-paced module was not implemented; rather, the
program significantly increased advisor meetings at several points during the term (4-6 times
on average) with students to discuss their draft papers. At these meetings, the advisor
provided individualized formative feedback on content and style, along with targeted APA
instruction.

Table 3 above shows data from AY 18-19 for the SP19 cohort. Two years out, scores across
the






