
Student Outcomes Assessment and Success Report AY2017-18     Completed reports due from the dean to the Assessment Office via Blackboard by October 15. 
Deans, assessment coordinators, and/or department chairs set their own internal deadlines for 
material review and request for refinement if not suitably addressing questions. 

 
Unit/Program Name: __ LLL - Language Studies Teaching (BA) ___   Contact Name(s) and Email(s) _Brian José = brian.jose@indstate.edu ______  
 
Before you complete the form below, review your outcomes library and curriculum map to ensure that they are accurate and up to date.  If not, 
you may submit a new version along with this summary. Templates are available on the assessment website. 
 
Part 1a:  Summary of Assessment Activities 

a. What learning 
outcomes did you assess 
this past year?  

 
If this is a graduate 
program, identify the 
Graduate Student 
Learning Outcome each 
outcome aligns with. 

b. (1) What assignments or 
activities did you use to 
determine how well your 
students attained the outcome? 
(2) In what course or other 
required experience did the 
assessment occur? 

c. What were your 
expectations for student 
performance? 

d. What were the actual 
data/results? 

e. What changes or 
improvements were 
made or will be made in 
response to these 
assessment results or 
feedback from previous 
year’s report? 

1.Program outcome #1.2:  
Know linguistic elements 
of the target language  
 

(1) Assignments assessed:  
Cumulative final exam in 
advanced grammar course.  
 
(2) From courses:   
LING 311 for the ESL 
concentration;  
SPAN 301 for the Spanish 
concentration;  
FREN 301 or GERM 301 or LAT 
301 for the World Languages 
concentration.   
However, none of our Language 
Studies Teaching (LST) majors 
took advanced grammar in 
French, German, or Latin this 
year; so, all assessment data 
comes from LING 311 and SPAN 
301.  
 

We expect every LST major to 
earn a grade of B or above on 
the final exam.  
 
LST is an individualized major.  
Through advising, each student 
is guided in the area(s) needed 
to build language skills and 
cultural knowledge.  

Ten of our Language Studies 
Teaching (LST) majors took one 
or more of our advanced 
grammar courses during the 
2017-2018 academic year: LING 
311 and/or SPAN 301. (One 
student took both LING 311 and 
SPAN 301; however, as that 
student’s declared area is the 
Spanish teaching concentration, 
only their SPAN 301 data is 
included here. In contrast, LING 
311 data for another student 
whose declared area is also 
Spanish teaching is included here 
because there is no SPAN 301 
data for that student. (They 
didn’t take SPAN 301 this year.)) 
None of our LST majors took 
advanced grammar in French, 
German, or Latin this year.  

Because LST advisors can 
view only final course 
grades, the 301 instructors 
will notify advisors of LST 
students whose final exam 
grade is below a B.  
 
We plan to consider the 
feasibility of synchronizing 
our course offerings 
across the various 
language areas so that  in 
future assessment cycles, 
there is relevant data from 
all LST majors regardless 
of the area of their 
concentration within the 
degree program.  
 
We are also working to 
realign our program 

https://www.indstate.edu/assessment/plan-components
https://www2.indstate.edu/graduate/forms/review.pdf
https://www2.indstate.edu/graduate/forms/review.pdf


 
Standard descriptive statistics for 
the cumulative final exam scores 
in those two courses (combined 
and separately) are shown in 
Table 1.  The distribution of the 
scores in conventional ten-point 
intervals is shown in Figure 1 
(combined) and in Figures 2A-2B 
(separately). 
 
Only half of the students met our 
expectations.  
 

outcomes and our 
assessments of them with 
the relevant IN Dept of Ed 
licensing standards and 
assessment requirements.   

  

 Combined English Grammar 
(LING 311) 

Spanish Grammar 
(SPAN 301) 

N = 10 5 5 

median  
average  
range  
standard deviation  

 80.5 %  
 79.7 %  
 55 % - 100 %  
 14.2  

 76 % 
 77.8 % 
 55 % - 93 % 
 15.1 

 85 % 
 81.6 % 
 60 % - 100 % 
 14.8 

 Table 1  

 

 

 
 Figure 1  

 



 

 
 Figure 2A  

 
 Figure 2B  

 

Note: If you would like to report on more than three outcomes, place the cursor in the last cell on the right and hit “tab” to add a new row. 
 
Notes 

a. Use your outcomes library as a reference. 
b. Each outcome must be assessed by at least one direct measure (project, practica, exam, performance, etc.). If students are required to pass an examination to practice 

in the field, this exam must be included as one of the measures. At least one of the program’s outcomes must use an indirect measure (exit interview, focus group, 
survey, etc.).  Use your curriculum map to correlate outcomes to courses.   

c. Identify the score or rating required to demonstrate proficiency (e.g., Students must attain a score of “3” to be deemed proficient; at least 80% of students in the 
program will attain this benchmark.”  

d. Note what the aggregate level of proficiency actually was and the number of students included in the cohort or sample (e.g., “85% of the 25 students whose portfolios 
were reviewed met the established benchmark”).   

 
  



Part 1b:  Continuous Quality Improvement 
In no more than one page, summarize 1) the discoveries assessment has enabled you to make about student learning (a. What specifically do students know 
and do well—and less well? b. What evidence can you provide that learning is improving?); 2) what your assessment plan will focus on in the coming year; 
and 3) how will this information be shared with other stakeholders? 
 
1) The assessment committee recognizes the grammar courses as a key place in the curriculum where students study and have the opportunity to demonstrate 
their knowledge of the linguistic elements of their target language. For the Spanish and World Languages concentration, the grammar courses focus on such 
topics as tense, aspect, morphology, and syntax. For the ESL concentration, the course focuses on both descriptive and prescriptive rules of English grammar and 
the application of them in analyzing spoken and written texts. 
 
The results in the two courses for which data are available this cycle are comparable. Students appear to perform slightly better on the SPAN 301 final exam than 
the LING 311 final exam according to all metrics (except for the number or the proportion of students earning a grade of ‘F’).  This might seem surprising since, 
on the whole, their native language is more likely to be English than Spanish. However, the difference is probably due to the different nature of the two courses: 
one being a course in the grammar of their chosen foreign language, the other being a course in grammatical analysis.  Nonetheless, we can conclude that   
 -- the vast majority of the students (90%) achieved a passing grade  
 -- half of the students (50%) earned either an A or a B  
 -- a substantial proportion (40%) earned either a C or a D  
 -- the average grade was borderline C+ , B-  
 -- the median grade was (minimally) higher:  B-   
 
These results indicate that language studies teaching majors are successfully meeting this learning outcome in that 90% of them demonstrate adequate 
knowledge of grammatical structures in the target language, although not always at the high level that we would expect. Their advanced grammar classes also 
prepares them to take the state licensing exam, which includes a grammar section.  
 
The department is realigning its LST degree requirements with IN Dept of Education standards for teaching licensures; the advanced grammar class will be an 
important component of this update. The department plans to encourage consistency in final exam content across the various language areas in the major 
where possible.  However, due to cross-linguistic differences in grammatical structure from one language to the next, the effects of this goal will necessarily be 
limited.  
 
 
2) For 2018-2019, our plan is to assess program outcome #2:  Cultures, Literatures, Cross-disciplinary concepts, via one of more of its sub-components:   
 2.1 = Understand connections among perspectives of a culture and its practices  
 2.2 = Recognize the value of literary and cultural texts  
 2.3 = Integrate knowledge of other disciplines into instruction  
 
 
3) Assessment information is (will be) shared with the members of the department at department meetings, where plans are announced, data is requested, and 
reports are provided.  We have also recently started storing documents (reports, tools, etc) in a departmental Blackboard site where any member of the 
department can access and review them according to their needs. 
 



  



Part 2a:  Summary of Student Success Activities 
Based on the results of your assessment of student learning outcomes from Part 1 above, reflect on how this data will impact student success 
within your unit/program. 
 

a. What goals/objectives 
were established this past 
year to aid student 
performance, retention, 
persistence, and completion? 

b. What primary action steps 
were taken to make progress 
on each goal and who was 
responsible?  

c. What data informs 
progress on each goal? 

d. What were some 
accomplishments or 
achievements for each goal 
and/or challenges 
confronted? 

e. Please indicate goals that 
are continuing and any goals 
that will replace a previous 
goal. Any additional goals 
can also be added on a new 
line. 

1. Eliminate curricular 
roadblocks:  study abroad 
requirement  
 

The LLL study abroad 
requirement and outcomes 
are being reconsidered.  We 
voted to keep the 
requirement at this time, but 
we are rethinking the details 
(e.g., what “counts”).  
All faculty.  

Longitudinal data on the 
number of requests to waive 
the study abroad requirement 
would provide some relevant 
information.  
 

Faculty opinions of what we 
want students to get out of 
this degree requirement and 
(therefore) what should be 
allowed  to satisfy it are 
diverse.  Debates and 
discussion are ongoing.  

Continuing  

2. Eliminate curricular 
roadblocks:  redundant 
and/or conflicting capstones  
 

Eliminate LLL400 as a degree 
requirement for LST majors, 
as this general LLL capstone 
course was creating conflicts 
with other LST-specific 
capstone requirements (e.g., 
student teaching) and, 
consequently, complicating 
fulfillment of other degree 
requirements.  
Calvin, ADC, all faculty  

Three LST students graduated 
in 2017-2018. All of them 
(100%) are either employed 
as teachers or pursuing 
graduate degrees. 
 

Graduating students were 
required to change their 
catalog year since the 
curricular revision occurred 
after their freshman year.  
 
 

Curricular change was 
previously initiated; went into 
effect in 2017-2018.  
 

3. Explore student views of 
LLL200 (Intro to Language 
and Culture for Students of 
LLL) : up to 1/4 of students 
report that this required 
course is an unhelpful part of 
their degree  
 

 
None yet. But =>  
 

More nuanced student survey 
data is needed.  Do different 
“groups” of students view the 
usefulness of the course 
differently:  LS majors vs LST 
majors vs minors?  Do 
students who take it early 
find it more or less useful 
than students who take it 
late?  Etc.  

It could be a challenge to 
reconcile how much we want 
program requirements to be 
influenced by student 
opinions, on one hand, and 
how much we want program 
requirements to be 
determined by faculty beliefs, 
on the other hand.  
 

New (future)  



Pooled student course 
evaluations (anonymized for 
professor) could potentially 
also provide some insights.  

4. Realign LST degree 
requirements with IN Dept of 
Ed standards for relevant 
teaching licensures.  
 

Map LLL LST courses onto IN 
state standards.  
Promote consistency and 
compatibility between our 
assessment activities for ISU 
and for DOE.  
Yousif, Moore, Calvin; 
Sterling, Bakos, José; Rider  

Future feedback from IN Dept 
of Ed on assessment report 
submitted to them, 
anticipated early-to-mid 
spring semester 2019.   
 

We created matrices to map 
out alignment of our courses 
with state standards. 
  
Deficiencies in our reporting 
practices (at the state level) 
were addressed and resolved.  
 
An ongoing challenge is that 
we had not planned sufficient 
coordination and data 
collection measures across 
the dept.  
 
A new ad-hoc teacher 
education committee has 
been formed to work on all 
the previously mentioned 
efforts.  
 

Continuing  

 
Notes 

a. These goals could be program/department wide but may also be focused on specific sub-populations of interest (e.g., service course student performance, transfer 
students, part-time students, students of a particular class year, students of color, etc.).  

c. Retention and completion data, D/F/drop rates, credit hour productivity (defined as credit hour enrollment at start of term versus credit hours earned at end of term) 
are common data examples. See Blue Reports database (access from Linda Ferguson in Institutional Research) or the Office of Institutional Research for ideas.  

 
 
  

http://irt2.indstate.edu/cms7/ir/index.cfm/blue-reports/
http://irt2.indstate.edu/cms7/ir/


Part 2b:  Continuous Quality Improvement 
In no more than one page, summarize 1) the discoveries that attention to student performance, retention, persistence, and completion has enabled you to 
make about program/department systems, processes, and norms as it effects students; and 2) how this will positively impact student success, including with 
regard to the readiness of students for graduate study or a career? 
 

Please prepare this report as a Word document. Do not include any attachments. Instead, provide links to important supporting materials 
(e.g., detailed—but not student-specific--assessment results; rubrics; minutes; etc.), or upload them to the college’s assessment site in Blackboard. 

 
In part 1 of this report, above, we saw and learned that language studies teaching majors’ performance, at least as diagnosed by the current assessment 
activity, is collectively acceptable, although lower than desired. It also revealed that some students’ performance is inevitably weaker than others.  
 
Over the course of the 8 years between 2009 and 2016, we’ve averaged only 3 new LST majors (by original department) per year.  The “success” rates 
for these very small numbers, implemented in a Blue Report as retention rates and graduation rates combined, exhibit these patterns:  
 
Over 4 years of incoming freshmen classes (2009-2012) for each of which there is a full 6 years of data, our students’ yearly average success rate 
(=retention+graduation) has not fallen below 22%:  

Combined average “success” rates for 
incoming classes 2009-2012 (by original 
dept)  

to yr 2  
67%  
of 
n=09  

to yr 3  
44%  
of 
n=09  

to yr 4  
33%  
of 
n=09  

to yr 5  
22%  
of 
n=09  

to yr 6  
33%  
of 
n=09  

to yr 7  
33%  
of 
n=09  

 
Over 8 years of incoming freshmen classes (2009-2016) for each of which there is a range of 2-6 years of data, our students’ yearly average success rate 
(=retention+graduation) has not fallen below 31%:  

Combined average “success” rates for 
incoming classes 2009-2016 (by original 
dept)  

to yr 2  
67%  
of 
n=24  

to yr 3  
50%  
of 
n=24  

to yr 4  
45%  
of 
n=20  

to yr 5  
39%  
of 
n=18  

to yr 6  
31%  
of 
n=13  

to yr 7  
33%  
of 
n=09  

 
For those who are interested in graduation rates, separately, we note that our four- and six-year graduation rates (here, also by original department for 
comparability) are as follows:  
 4-yr cumulative graduation rate for students entering 2009-2012 = 22% (2/9)  
 6-yr cumulative graduation rate for students entering 2009-2012 = 33% (3/9)  

 4-yr cumulative graduation rate for students entering 2009-2014 = 33% (6/18)  
 6-yr cumulative graduation rate for students entering 2009-2014 = TBD (currently 39% (7/18)).  
 
While completion percentages may appear low, this is because students have to meet strict performance standards.  In many cases, the students who do 
not complete the program have frequently been advised out of the teaching program after initial courses at the 300 level.  For some students, this is 
because their skills in the target language are deemed to be inadequate; others decide that teaching is not the right career for them.  
 



Based on student performance, as assessed here, and indications that one- to two-thirds of our LST majors persist on their degree path in any given year, 
with a consistent one-third of them completing it, we are optimistic that those self-selected few are graduating with the tools and dedication needed to 
succeed as foreign language teachers.   
Dear Brian,  
 
Thank you so much for sharing your assessment process and findings for AY 2017-18 with the Assessment and Student Success Councils.  You will find a 
comprehensive synthesis of the feedback compiled by both groups below.  It is understood that some of the feedback might encompass practices that you 
already engage in but that are not documented in this report.  As the purpose of this evaluation is focused on recognizing great work and helping faculty improve 
assessment practice, it is not necessary to retroactively add documentation.  Please feel free to let me know if you have any questions or if there is any way I can 
assist you in further developing assessment in your program.   
 
This report will be shared with the Associate Dean(s) and Dean of your college and summarized findings will be shared as composite college/institutional data 
with the President’s Office and the Provost’s team.     
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kelley (x7975) 
 

Program: LLL – Language Studies Teaching (BA) 
Assessment Practice Overall Rating: Mature (2.50/3.00) 
Student Success Practice Overall Rating: Mature (2.00/3.00) 

Strengths Recommendations 
• Learning outcome assessed was clear, specific, and 

measurable.   
• Explanation of selected performance target was clear, and 

reporting relative to the target was described in good detail to 
include information about data limitations.   

• Excellent notation of the intention to realign program 
outcomes and assessments with relevant state standards and 
requirements.   

• Good information about sharing results and involving faculty in 
conversation about assessment findings.   

• Clear information about the cycle of outcome assessment.   
• Clear student success goals to eliminate curricular 

roadblocks, consider student feedback, and align curriculum 
with state standards with reasonable action plans and good 
involvement from all faculty.   

• Without more information about the content and evaluation 
of the cumulative final exam, it’s hard to say whether the 
grade information yielded is too broad to provide meaningful 
findings for discussion, especially as it pertains to addressing 
challenges in target performance achievement.  Consider using 
additional points of measure to gain more data for insights or 
an evaluative tool that breaks down student performance to 
better pinpoint the challenges that need to be addressed for 
improvement.   

• Adding more information to your findings will help you 
develop more recommendations to address the 50% of 
students not meeting the expected performance level.   

• For the study abroad requirement conversation, how much 
are student resources part of the issue?  Are there 
opportunities to explore this concern alongside rethinking 
what counts as study abroad?  



• Good analysis of students typically not retained in the 
program and why.  

• Retention is a challenge for the program, but it seems like 
this isn’t a bad thing in terms of skill and fit for the students.  
Could a future goal potentially explore helping students 
make better decisions before starting the program or help 
connect them to appropriate related majors at ISU to finish 
their degree here (maybe that is already happening)?  

 
Assessment (Parts 1a & 1b) Scoring Rubric is included below.  Student Success (Parts 2a & 2b) Scoring Rubric is included below with no notations just for your 
reference (the SSC did not choose to report in this way).   
Score was calculated on a 0 (undeveloped), 1 (developing), 2 (mature), 3 (exemplary) scale.  
  



Student Outcomes Assessment & Success Report Rubric      Unit/Program: LLL – Language Studies Teaching BA 
Office of Assessment & Accreditation, Indiana State University       Evaluation Date: Fall 2018  
 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Exemplary Mature Developing Undeveloped 

Student 
Learning 
Outcomes   

At least one learning outcome 
that is aligned with program 
coursework is assessed this 
cycle.   
 
Learning outcome(s) is 
specific, measureable, and 
student-centered.   
 
Rationale for assessment of 
this outcome(s) is made clear 
(ex: it is part of a standing 
assessment cycle, a need was 
identified, etc.) 
  
Learning outcome(s) directly 
link to college, institutional, 
and/or accreditor 
goals/standards.   

 At least one learning 
outcome that is aligned with 
program coursework is 
assessed this cycle.   
 
Learning outcome(s) is 
specific, measureable, and 
student-centered.   
 
Rationale for assessment of 
this outcome(s) is made clear 
(ex: it is part of a standing 
assessment cycle, a need was 
identified, etc.) 

At least one learning outcome 
that is aligned with program 
coursework is assessed this 
cycle. 
 
Learning outcomes(s) is 
measurable.   

No learning outcomes are 
identified for assessment or 
the outcomes that are 
identified are not linked to 
program outcomes aligned 
with program coursework 
(e.g. – curriculum map) or are 
not measurable.   

Performance 
Goals & 
Measures  

Performance goal identified 
for each learning outcome is 
clear and reasonable (ex: 
based on previous 
performance data, 
professional standards, etc.).   
 
Identified measures are 
designed to accurately reflect 
student learning, including at 
least one direct measure. 
 
Tools used to measure 
student performance are 

Performance goal identified 
for each learning outcome is 
clear and reasonable (ex: 
based on previous 
performance data, 
professional standards, etc.).   
 
Identified measures are 
designed to accurately reflect 
student learning, including at 
least one direct measure. 
 
Tools or processes for 
evaluating student 

Performance goal(s) is 
identified for each learning 
outcome.   
 
Identified measures (ex: 
assignments, projects, tests, 
etc.) are poorly suited to 
performance goals or are 
solely indirect measures.   
 
Tools or processes for 
evaluating student 
performance on measures are 
not described.   

No goals for student 
performance of learning 
outcomes is identified, and/or 
no measures are provided.   



described and were reviewed 
for validity or trustworthiness 
prior to use (note this in the 
report; attach tools if 
applicable – ex: rubrics, 
checklists, exam keys, etc.).     

performance on measures are 
described (attach tools if 
applicable – ex: rubrics, 
checklists, exam keys, etc.).     

Analysis & 
Results  

Data is collected using the 
measures and tools identified.   
 
Results are reported with 
clear description of quality 
analysis (e.g., analysis follows 
accepted statistical or 
qualitative procedures).   
 
Results are shared in relation 
to performance goals.   
 
Results are discussed in 
relation to college, 
institutional, and/or 
accreditor goals/standards.   

Data is collected using the 
measures and tools identified.     
 
Results are reported with 
clear description of analysis 
(e.g., analysis follows 
accepted statistical or 
qualitative procedures).   
 
Results are shared in relation 
to performance goals.   

Data is collected using the 
measures and tools identified. 
 
Results are reported with little 
description of analysis.   
 
 

No data is being collected. 
 
No results are provided.   

Sharing & 
Use of 
Results for 
Continuous 
Improvement  

Clear information is provided 
about sharing and using 
results to inform practice.   
 
Discussion of what was 
learned from results is 
provided and connected to 
plans for sharing and using 
results to inform practice.   
 
A plan for adjusting 
performance, goals, 
assessment, and/or program 
components based on results 
is outlined.   

Clear information is provided 
about sharing and using 
results to inform practice.   
 
Discussion of what was 
learned from results is 
provided and connected to 
plans for sharing and using 
results to inform practice.   

Limited information is 
provided about sharing or 
using results to inform 
practice.  
 
Some discussion of what was 
learned from results is 
provided.    

No information is provided 
about sharing or using results 
to inform practice.   
 
No evidence of reflection on 
results is provided (ex: 
discussion, conclusions 
drawn)  



Overall 
Rating 

□ Exemplary X Mature □ Developing □ Undeveloped 

 
  



Student Success Activities Report Rubric (Part 2 of Student Outcomes Assessment Report) Unit/Program: LLL – Language Studies Teaching BA 
Office of Student Success/Office of Assessment & Accreditation Evaluation Date:  
  

Evaluation  
Criteria  

0  
Undeveloped  

1  
Developing  

2  
Mature  

3  
Exemplary  

Goals/  
Objectives   

No goals/objectives are 
identified.  

Goals/objectives are poorly suited to 
addressing student performance, 
retention, persistence, and/or 
completion.   
  
Goals/objectives may also be modest 
at best such that little effort is 
required.  
  

Goals/objectives are generally clear and 
reasonably well suited to addressing 
student performance, retention, 
persistence, and/or completion.   
  
Goals/objectives are also generally at 
least moderately aggressive such that 
appropriate effort is required.  
  

Goals/objectives are all clear and well 
suited to addressing student 
performance, retention, persistence, 
and/or completion.   
  
Goals/objectives are also at least 
moderately aggressive in all cases 
such that appropriate effort is 
required.  

Action Steps   No action steps are identified.  
  
  

Action steps are weak, 
underdeveloped, and/or poorly suited 
to making progress on 
goals/objectives.  
  
No person(s) or group(s) indicated who 
will be responsible for the actions.  

Action steps are generally clear and 
reasonably well suited to making 
progress on goals/objectives.  
  
Person(s) or group(s) responsible for the 
actions are indicated in most cases.  
  

Action steps are all clear and well 
suited to making progress on 
goals/objectives  
  
Person(s) or group(s) responsible for 
each action are indicated, ideally with 
a timeline.  
  

Data that  
Informs Progress 

on Each 
Goal/Objective  

No data, quantitative or 
qualitative, is identified.    

Data to inform progress are poorly 
suited to measure progress on 
goals/objectives.  

Data to inform progress are generally 
well suited to measure progress on 
goals/objectives.  

Data to inform progress are all well 
suited to measure progress on 
goals/objectives.  

Assessment of 
Outcomes and 

Continuous 
Improvement  

For goals/objectives in place the 
prior year, no reflection provided 
on achievements/challenges, 
sharing results, and/or plans for 
improvement or change based on 
results.    
No reflection on outcome 
assessment plan for continuous 
improvement provided for new 
goals/objectives.  
  

For goals/objectives in place the prior 
year, modest at best reflection 
provided (and/or is vague or of 
questionable connection to results) on 
achievements/challenges, sharing 
results, and/or plans for improvement 
or change based on results.  
  
Modest at best reflection on 
assessment plan for continuous 
improvement provided for new 
goals/objectives.  

For goals/objectives in place the prior 
year, generally appropriate reflection 
provided (and is reasonably well 
connected to results) on achievements/ 
challenges, sharing results, and/or plans 
for improvement or change based on 
results.  
  
Reasonable reflection on assessment 
plan for continuous improvement 
provided for new goals/objectives.  

For goals/objectives in place the prior 
year, strong reflection is provided in 
all cases (and is well connected to 
results) on achievements/challenges, 
sharing results, and/or plans for 
improvement or change based on 
results.  
  
Well-developed reflection on 
assessment plan for continuous 
improvement provided for new 
goals/objectives.  
  

Overall Rating  □ Undeveloped  □ Developing  □ Mature  □ Exemplary  
 


