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Enrollment: approximately 2500--45% full-time; 20% dual-credit

Faculty: 67 full-time; 140 adjunct

Location: Main Campus in Union, MO, 45 minutes southwest of St. Louis, and location in Rolla, MO

Service Region: most of Franklin County and portions of Crawford, Gasconade, St. Charles, Warren, and Washington Counties, and an extended service region 
comprising portions of Franklin, Warren, Gasconade, Osage, Maries, Phelps, Dent, and Crawford Counties.

Accreditation: ECC is on the Standard Pathway Model and in the process of conducting a self-study in preparation for a comprehensive review scheduled for April 11-
12, 2022 (Year 4).

Academic Pathways: Arts & Humanities, Business, Career & Technical Education, Education, Health Science, Liberal Studies, Social Science, STEM

https://www.hlcommission.org/Accreditation/open-overview.html


Sue 
Henderson

Assistant Professor of English

Taught Composition and Literature at ECC for 25 years

In the first group of faculty and staff to initiate AQIP at our college

Chaired our AQIP Writing Across the Curriculum Project Team

Involved in English disciplinary assessment for over 15 years

Served on the Assessment Committee for many years

Involved in various iterations of the HLC preparation teams; currently the 
Criteria 4 lead on Reaffirmation team

Serve as HLC Assessment Academy Team Lead

Chair Instructional Assessment Committee



Alignment vs. 
Coherence

“Alignment stays on the surface, relying on 
course syllabi, program descriptions, and 
outcomes.”

“Coherence relies on deep analysis of 
practices, specific curriculum, and student 
perceptions.” 

(Driscoll, 2021, p. 78)



Alignment vs. 
Coherence

“Ultimately, we want those connections to 
be visible to our learners and to support 
them as they create coherence with some 
of their own connections.” 

(Driscoll, 2021, p. 78)
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Creating ISLOs 
that reflect

Strategic Plan
College Mission 

and Vision

Student 
Experience 
Statement

CORE 42 
Competencies

Previous Common 
Learning 

Objectives



Institutional 
Student 

Learning 
Outcomes

Critical Thinking Communication

Social 
Responsibility

Personal and 
Professional 

Development





Mapping ISLOs



All in One Assessment: the proverbial three birds 
with one stone

Course Level 
Evidence and 
Assessment

Program/
Department 

Level Evidence 
and Assessment

Institutional 
Level Evidence 

and Assessment



Curricular ISLO Map



Cocurricular Learning Opportunity ISLO Map



CORE 42 
Competencies

Valuing Communication

Managing 
Information

Higher Order 
Thinking



ISLOs and CORE 42 Alignment





Curricular CORE 42/ISLOMap 



Mapping

On its own, as an isolated exercise, mapping is not likely 
to change faculty practice in the classroom. Indeed, 
some faculty may find the process mechanical and 
constricting, and it can sometimes seem top down. 

Nor is it something that students are likely to see or find 
helpful in understanding the connections between their 
diverse educational experiences and how one course is 
intended to lead to another in ways that “add up.” 

(Hutchings, 2016, p. 8)



Annual Planning and Reporting 
and Comprehensive Review



Annual 
Assessment 
Report and 
Plan: General 
Information



Comprehensive 
Review General 
Information



Annual 
Assessment 
Report and 
Plan: 
Comprehensive 
Review Status 
Update



Student Learning Outcome Assessment 
(HLC Criterion 4.B.)

Student Success Outcome Assessment 
(HLC Criterion 4.C.)

Outcome Assessed:

i. Assessment Question:

ii. Significant Learning Opportunities: 

iii. Evidence of Student Learning:

iv. Process to Gather Evidence:

v. Criteria for Success:

vi. Assessment of Evidence:

vii. Results Analysis:

viii. Conclusions and Next Steps:

ix. Budgetary Recommendations: if applicable

Outcome Assessed: 

i. Assessment Question:

ii. Significant Opportunities to Improve Success: 

iii. Evidence of Success:

iv. Process to Gather Evidence:

v. Criteria for Success:

vi. Assessment of Evidence:

vii. Results Analysis:

viii. Conclusions and Next Steps:

ix. Budgetary Recommendations: if applicable



Cocurricular 
Assessment 
Report and 
Plan



Linking All 
Practices Back   

Strategic Plan

College 
Mission and 

Vision

HLC Criteria







Specialized Accreditation, if applicable (ECC Value: Learning; HLC Core Component 
2B1, 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, 4A5, 4A6)

Identify any industry accreditations required for this program. Please also indicate if 
the college has chosen to voluntarily seek accreditation.

Transfer/Articulation information, if applicable (ECC Value: Learning; HLC Core 
Component 2B1, 3A1, 4A2, 4A3)

Provide transfer results, articulation information, communications, etc. and any 
other related reflection.



AARP Outcomes

A. Student Learning 
Outcome Assessment 

(HLC Criterion 4.B.)

B. Student Success 
Outcome Assessment 

(HLC Criterion 4.C.)

C. Co-Curricular 
Outcome Assessment 
(HLC Criteria 1.B., 1.C., 

2.B., 3.B., 4.B.)

D. Operational 
Outcome Assessment 
(HLC Criteria 5.B. and 

5.C.)
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• 2.B. The institution presents itself clearly and completely to its students and to the public.

• 3.C. The institution has the faculty and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and student services.

• 3.D. The institution provides support for student learning and resources for effective teaching.

• 4.A. The institution ensures the quality of its educational offerings.

• 4.B. The institution engages in ongoing assessment of student learning as part of its commitment to the   
educational outcomes of its students.

• 4.C. The institution pursues educational improvement through goals and strategies that improve retention, 
persistence and completion rates in its degree and certificate programs.

• 5.C. The institution engages in systematic and integrated planning and improvement.





“If students do not see how the components of their education fit 
together or contribute to general education and their program level-
outcomes, they are likely to view their education as a process of 
travelling through silos, some of which may seem irrelevant to them. 
They may view certain courses or experiences solely as a means to 
amass credit hours toward fulfilling degree requirements.”

(Maki, 2017, p. 68)



“If faculty and staff do not see how assessment and accreditation fit 
together or contribute to the educational mission and their students’ 
learning, they are likely to view these efforts as a process of travelling 
through silos, some of which may seem irrelevant to them. They may 
view certain assessment practices solely as a means to amass data
toward fulfilling reporting requirements.”

(Maki, 2017, p. 68)



Alignment requires 
leadership for that 

process at all levels 
of the institution

Alignment requires overarching planning and vision 
from the top, and resources to enact that vision. It 
means systematic mapping of outcomes as they relate 
to general education and program curricula, and 
leadership for that process at all levels of the 
institution. It means support for the assessment of 
student learning outcomes. 

But it also means creating and providing opportunities 
for conversation among faculty and others who work 
directly with students—such as student affairs staff 
and library personnel—in which they can talk to one 
another about what they do, why, and how, in ways 
that uncover new opportunities for stronger 
connections. 

(Hutchings, 2016, p. 11)



Resources
Driscoll, A. (2021). Aligned and coherent assessment, pedagogy, and curriculum. In A. Driscoll, N. 

Graff, D. Shapiro, & S. Wood (Eds.),  Advancing assessment for student success, (pp. 76-
107). Stylus.

Hutchings, P. (2016, January). Aligning educational outcomes and practices. (Occasional Paper No. 
26). Urbana, IL: University of Illinois and Indiana University, National Institute for 
Learning Outcomes Assessment (NILOA).

Maki, P. (2017). Real-time student assessment: Meeting the imperative for improved time to 
degree, closing the opportunity gap, and assuring student competencies for 21st-century 
needs. Stylus.

Richman, W. A., & Ariovich, L. (2013, October). All-in-one: Combining grading, course, program, 
and general education outcomes assessment. (Occasional Paper No. 19). Urbana, IL: 
University of Illinois and Indiana University, National Institute for Learning Outcomes 
Assessment (NILOA).


