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1. Student Learning Outcomes 

Which of the program’s student learning outcomes were assessed in this annual assessment cycle? (Please list the 
full, complete learning outcome statements and not just numbers, e.g., Outcomes 1 and 2.) 

 
Program Learning Outcome (PLO) #1 - Demonstrate an understanding of the marginalized status of individuals with 
disabilities. 
Program Learning Outcome (PLO) #3 - Apply the principles of evidence-based research to understand typical speech 
and language development. 
 

 
2. Assessment Methods: Artifacts of Student Learning  

Which artifacts of student learning were used to determine if students achieved the outcome(s)? Please describe 
the artifacts in detail and identify the course(s) in which they were collected. Clarify if any such courses were offered 
a) online, b) at the Madrid campus, or c) at any other off-campus location. 

PLO #1  

Introduction to SLHS 1000 : 90% of students achieved a score of 85% or better on test items that required knowledge 
of working with marginalized populations as an SLP.  

Audiology - SLHS 4200: At least 88% of students in CSDI 4200 scored 85% or better on the cumulative case study 
assignment.  

Speech Science - SLHS 3200: At least 85% of the students achieve the ranking of reinforce or higher on corresponding 
exams and assignments.  

Clinical Methods - SLHS 4300: 95% of the students achieved a ranking of “mastery” on the three assignments for 
professional documentation in this course. 

PLO #3 

Phonetics - SLHS 2000:  Students achieved mastery of 80% or higher on exams with questions related to typical 
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articulation and phonological development.  

Foundations of Language - SLHS 2400: 96% of students achieve a ranking of “introductory” or higher on the article 
summary portion of the assessment rubric.  

Hearing Science - SLHS 3400: 89% of students scored 85% or higher on Exams and quizzes.  

Speech and Language Development - SLHS 3700: 90% of students completed a language transcription and analysis 
project with a score of 85% or higher.  

Survey of Speech and Language Disorders - SLHS 4150: 100% of students completed a final group project and 
presentation with a score of 85% or higher.  

Aural Rehabilitation- SLHS 4400: 96% of students achieved a ranking of “mastery” using the corresponding ICF 
Framework in a treatment plan project for Deaf and Hard of hearing Case Study.  

Clinical Methods - SLHS 4300: 100% of students achieved a ranking of “mastery” using the corresponding case study 
class project with evidence-based research supports.  

 
3. Assessment Methods: Evaluation Process  

What process was used to evaluate the artifacts of student learning, and by whom? Please identify the tools(s) (e.g., 
a rubric) used in the process and include them in/with this report document (please do not just refer to the 
assessment plan). 

PLO #1 

Introduction to SLHS 1000-will utilize an instructor-designed standardized rubric that has been in place since the 
current instructor began teaching the course. The rubric has been shown to be a reliable data source for 6 years. 
Process:  evaluate skill levels on the project in terms of content (80% of the grade) and mechanics (20% of the grade).  

Speech Science - SLHS 3200: Exam quiz questions were presented in multiple choice, true/false, fill in the blank, and 
short answer format. Performance on speech analysis assignment is evaluated via content (85%) and mechanics (15%).  

Audiology - SLHS 4200: Performance on case study is evaluated via rubric-organization (20%) and content 80%).  

Clinical Methods - SLHS 4300: Students were evaluated using corresponding assessment rubric for diagnostic plan, 
lesson plan and SOAP for assigned Case study. 

PLO #3 

Phonetics - SLHS 2000: The course instructor completed this after review from textbook and current research on 
articulation and phonological development.  

Foundations of Language - SLHS 2400: The course instructor evaluates student papers against a rubric.  

Hearing Science - SLHS 3400: Exam and quiz questions were presented in multiple choice, true/false, fill in the blank, 
and short answer format.   

Speech and Language Development - SLHS 3700: The instructor will grade each project individually with a key that she 
developed and will provide feedback to each student in writing on their projects. The instructor will note patterns of 
error on both projects and report these when going over the projects in class. The performance levels are then 
compared to the rubric indicating level of mastery.  

Survey of Speech and Language Disorders - SLHS 4150: Students were required to synthesize discipline-specific 
concepts and/or theories from multiple sources to address complex problems. 

Aural Rehabilitation - SLHS 4400: Students were evaluated using corresponding assessment rubric for class project 
considering the ICF framework for Speech-Language Pathologist and Audiologist.  
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Clinical Methods - SLHS 4300: Students were evaluated using corresponding assessment rubric for class project 
considering the best use of evidence-based practice for professionals. 

 

 
4. Data/Results  

What were the results of the assessment of the learning outcome(s)? Please be specific. Does achievement differ by 
teaching modality (e.g., online vs. face-to-face) or on-ground location (e.g., STL campus, Madrid campus, other off-
campus site)? 

PLO #1  

Introduction to SLHS 1000: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “introductory” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric.  

Audiology - SLHS 4200: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “introductory” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric.  

Speech Science - SLHS 3200: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “reinforce” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric.  

Clinical Methods - SLHS 4300: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “mastery” using corresponding 
assessment rubric. 

Overall, this PLO was designed with the emphasis of learning how to incorporate marginalized individuals with 
disabilities. SLHS students will learn about these individuals and how to care for patients they may encounter with 
communication disorders. For example, in SLHS 4200, students will learn how to treat a child who is just hearing for 
the first time due to receiving a cochlear implant. In 3200, students will learn how to help an individual who is 
transitioning from male to female who has gender dysphoria from their voice. In clinical methods, students may be 
learning how to help an individual how to regain communication after a stroke or TBI.  

PLO #3 

Phonetics - SLHS 2000: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “introductory” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric. Transcriptions and videos were used from past clients to give students a more 
hands-on learning experience.  
Foundations of Language - SLHS 2400: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “introductory” or 
higher using corresponding assessment rubric. The use of research across many credible sources was used to give 
students a wide range of evidence-based information.  
Hearing Science: SLHS 3400: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “reinforce” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric. Hearing aid and cochlear aid devices were used during class time to give students 
an opportunity to learn from hands-on experience. 
Speech and Language Development -SLHS 3700: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “reinforce” 
or higher using corresponding assessment rubric. The use of case studies was implemented to give students a chance 
to practice their clinical skills in a group setting.  
Survey of Speech and Language Disorders - SLHS 4150: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of 
“mastery” or higher using corresponding assessment rubric.  
Aural Rehabilitation - SLHS 4400: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “mastery” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric. Students were given a lab to experience how to work and take data in an audio 
booth.  
Clinical Methods - SLHS 4300: An average of 85% of students will achieve a ranking of “mastery” or higher using 
corresponding assessment rubric. The students were given the opportunity to work in the clinic with real 
assessments to expand their critical decision making skills.  
 
 

 
5. Findings: Interpretations & Conclusions  

What have you learned from these results? What does the data tell you? 

 

 



 
 

   2021-2022 Doisy College of Health Sciences-  
Program-Level Annual Assessment Report |updated 05/19/2022 

 
  March 2022 4 

 

SLHS course are sequenced in a nature and therefore process used to evaluate the student artifacts are organized by 
the sequential courses. The 1000 level courses are taken by freshmen, 2000 by sophomores, 3000 by juniors, and 
4000 by seniors. This allows the SLHS program to measure student’s experience throughout the major throughout 
assessments, hands on learning experiences and experiences in our on campus clinical and lab spaces. Artifact 
collection varies from instructor graded assignments, rubrics, hands-on clinical lab experience, thus providing a wide 
scope of how SLHS students grow from introductory to mastery level classes throughout the major. SLHS program 
results from this past academic year show that we set appropriate targets in terms of the actual learning outcome as 
well as the performance level. Assessment is always a collaborative effort, involving all faculty, and the data shows 
high quality of learning is being maintained across all courses and in the variety of learning formats.  
 

 
6. Closing the Loop: Dissemination and Use of Current Assessment Findings 

A. When and how did your program faculty share and discuss these results and findings from this cycle of 
assessment?  

All faculty members reported their data for both PLOs in May 2022 via a Google Form. This information was 
then reviewed as a group in August 2022 during the faculty retreat. It continues to be important to analyze the 
skill and knowledge level of students so that skill sets targets/outcomes can more appropriately align to 
present student skills. Some adjustments to project-based learning were discussed for students completing the 
minor in SLHS to be provided with a lab partner who is a SLHS major for collaborative work and promotion of 
IPE. Again at a faculty meeting on September 12th, 2022 faculty discussed the findings from this cycle of PLO #1 
and # 3 and new ways to incorporate students learning from cultural and linguistically diverse case studies of 
patients. Faculty then discussed with the growing number of students in the major the use of simulated 
patients and the benefits of these tools to use in the future to teach important concepts to students to prepare 
them for clinical work as graduate student clinicians. 
 

 
B. How specifically have you decided to use these findings to improve teaching and learning in your program? For 

example, perhaps you’ve initiated one or more of the following: 
 

Changes to the 
Curriculum or 
Pedagogies 

 Course content 

 Teaching techniques 

 Improvements in technology  

 Prerequisites 

 Course sequence 

 New courses 

 Deletion of courses 

 Changes in frequency or scheduling of course offerings  
   

Changes to the 
Assessment Plan 

 Student learning outcomes 

 Artifacts of student learning 

 Evaluation process 

 Evaluation tools (e.g., rubrics) 

 Data collection methods 

 Frequency of data collection 

 
Please describe the actions you are taking as a result of these findings. 

SLHS students expressed the desire for a course with more experiences in learning the processes of assessment 
and treatment of children who are bilingual, from diverse social and economic backgrounds. Cultural Linguistic 
Diversity – SLHS 3000 will be taught by a new faculty member who was recently hired with specialization in 
this area. This change is beneficial for students as the new professor is multilingual and will be able to bring 
new insights to the course. The new insight will bring new course learning outcomes therefore aligning more 
with the goals of PLO #1. This course student learning outcomes will be added to PLO #1 with an interactive 
assignment with case studies using evidence based practice. Furthermore, students who have interest in 
pursuing a career as a bilingual or multilingual speech-language pathologist will receive first-hand experience.  

 
If no changes are being made, please explain why. 
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7. Closing the Loop: Review of Previous Assessment Findings and Changes 

A. What is at least one change your program has implemented in recent years as a result of assessment data?  

PLO #3  Use of simulated patients to apply evidence based research through clinical application 
The unprecedented challenges for students completing clinical assignments last year due to COVID-19 resulted 
in the use of patient videos and stimulated patients being used to effectively teach students due to restrictions 
of observations in our on campus clinic. The resource Simucase was used to provide students with clinical 
hands-on experience. The use of this advancing technology continues to be used as students have reported 
they felt more prepared for graduate school due to these simulated case studies. 

 

B. How has this change/have these changes been assessed? 

Students worked collaboratively and demonstrated adaptability both of which we consider to be an essential 
skill for this field of work. This provided SLHS senior students with exposure to 12 unique case studies in their 
profession, thus giving them a firm foundation for their future clinical practice. 
 

 
C. What were the findings of the assessment? 

Students reported satisfaction with this format in a reflection paper and the instructor plans to use this 
resource again this year. Reflection papers were determined to be the best way to collect data on students’ 
reflection after their first clinical experience as SLP students. Because qualitative research often has the focus 
on participants’ perceptions, experiences and the way they make sense of their lives (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) 
the process occurring in student’s clinical learning was the focus.   Development of the reflection paper prompt 
questions required self -awareness, critical analysis and understanding of future work practice of students 
through these distinct questions. 1. Did Simucase help you to better understand how course information relates 
to clinical practice? Questions one pertains self awareness and encourages students to reflections on an 
experience. 2.Did Simucase motivate you to learn new course material because it brings a clinical component to 
the learning? Question two pertains to critical analysis and encourages students to understand something new 
from the experience. 3. Did SimuCase clarify your interest in the SLP field and help you to identify work settings 
or populations of clients you would like to work with in the future? Question three pertains to students’ 
understanding of future work practice and encourages students to makes changes in the future in their clinical 
practice. 
 
 

 
D. How do you plan to (continue to) use this information moving forward? 

Other patients from the stimulated patient databased will be incorporated into the class to giving students an 
even wider range of patient experience.  Students will continue to interpret core concepts and knowledge, 
demonstrate appropriate clinical and professional skills and incorporate decision-making and critical thinking 
while learning evaluation, diagnosis and treatment of patients. 
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CURRENT RUBRICS IN PLACE  

 

PLO #1 Rubrics - Demonstrate an understanding of the marginalized status of individuals with disabilities. 
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PLO # 3 Rubrics - Apply the principles of evidence-based research to understand typical speech and language 
development. 
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Student-completed Artifacts  

 

PLO #1 – SLHS 4300 Treatment Plan (diagnostic report example project and graded rubric)  

 

 
 

Case: Jackson  

Treatment 
Plan   

Several pieces of information 
from treatment plan was not 
presented and explained to 
the “client” or “parent.” 
Terminology was 
inappropriate for the 
client/parent.  
2+minutes off time frame  
  
  
6 points   

Mostly appropriate 
presentation and explanation 
of information from the 
treatment plan to the “client” 
or “parent.” Some 
terminology was 
inappropriate for the 
client/parent.  
1-2 minutes off time frame  
  
  
  
8 points  

Appropriately presented and 
explained all information 
from the treatment plan to 
the “client” or “parent.” Used 
terminology that the 
client/parent would 
comprehend.   
Presentation length within 
time frame  
  
  
  
  
10 points  
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Lesson Plan   Inaccurate reinaction of 
therapy activity. 
Inappropriate materials were 
selected for the activity. 
Major absence of 
cues/feedback/reinforcement 
for the client.  
2+minutes off time frame  
  
6 points  

Mostly accurate reinaction of 
therapy activity. Incorporated 
appropriate materials for the 
activity with correct use. 
Some errors made with 
cues/feedback/reinforcement 
given to the client.   
1-2 minutes off time frame  
  
  
8 points  

Excellent reinaction of 
therapy activity. Incorporated 
appropriate materials for the 
activity with correct 
use.  Provided appropriate 
cues/feedback/reinforcement 
to the client after target 
responses. Presentation 
length within time frame  
  
  
10 points  

Total: 20/20  
Great overview of the treatment plan with good examples provided. I like how you  asked questions like a 
mom actually would. Then you included some specific ideas about how this will help his speech to 
become more intelligible in everyday situations. I love that ______ was a little busy in the frog game just 
like Jackson would be. Good job prompting after Jackson did not produce a good /k/ sound. I love how 
you gave lots of positive reinforcement, which kids really need at that age.  Very realistic! Great job!   
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PLO #3 – SLHS 4400 WRS Project example and graded rubric  

 

Reflection 

My partner (Cailyn) and I completed the word recognition test last week in audio booth A. I learned 

many things during our time in the booth during the lab. Firstly, I was reminded of the importance of being quiet 

and respectful when in the clinic. Secondly, I learned how to use an audiometer to run the word recognition test. 

I absolutely loved this part because I felt like a real clinician as I was adjusting the decibel, assisting my fake 

client in the audio booth, and saying the word list through the microphone. My partner and I decided to use our 

live voices to run the test. The word recognition lab was pretty much what I was expecting due to doing a 

practice round with Mrs. Thurmon the week before. Additionally, I volunteered to be the example client in the 

audio booth during the practice round so I already knew what the word recognition test sounded like through the 

headphones. My favorite part of being in the audio booth is how you can hear your heartbeat due to it being 

absolutely silent. My partner and I did run into some challenges. The first challenge we encountered was that we 

were not sure if we use the same word lists for both ears or different word lists for each ear. The W-22 word 

sheet had 4 different word lists so we were not sure which list to use and if we used the same list on both ears. 

However, we overcame this challenge by going to the next room to clarify our confusion with Mrs. Thurmon. 

Overall, I am very thankful for this lab experience as I have not gotten to experience many in-person audiology 

labs due to COVID and classes being online last year. My biggest takeaway from the word recognition test is 

that the words are very outdated. This is concerning because the W-22 lists are currently used by countless 

audiologists and speech pathologists every day across the country. Some examples of these outdated words 

include oil, wool, mew, and isle. These are outdated words that American adults and children do not hear on a 

daily basis as they are no longer part of regular vocabulary. As a future speech pathologist who has a double 

major in Bioethics, I will strive to use assessments and tests that are the most ethical and fair for my clients.  

 

Journal Article  

 https://pubs.asha.org/doi/10.1044/jshr.2803.355 

https://pubs.asha.org/doi/10.1044/jshr.2803.355


 
 

   2021-2022 Doisy College of Health Sciences-  
Program-Level Annual Assessment Report |updated 05/19/2022 

 
  March 2022 17 

 

I chose “Word Recognition Performance with Modified CID W-22 Word Lists” written by Chery A. 

Runge and Holly Hosford-Dunn in 1985. The research for this journal article was conducted at Stanford 

University Medical Center. I started my journal article search by going to ASHA wire to find an article. I was 

specifically interested in finding an article about the W-22 word lists as I felt like the words were very outdated 

when giving the word recognition test. It was disappointing to find not many research journal articles on the W-

22 word lists and especially the most recent article being written in 1985. I would absolutely love to see more 

recent journal research articles that are focused on the need to update words on the W-22 word lists.  

Runge and Hosford-Dunn hypothesized that fewer, strategically chosen words could be chosen from W-

22 lists to test word recognition without compromising test accuracy. Their study population consisted of large 

groups of normal and hearing-impaired listeners to test their hypothesis. Before this study, historically word 

recognition tests were based on the performance of 50-item word lists of monosyllabic words. My immediate 

thought is that 50 word lists are too long especially for individuals with normal hearing. Additionally, a list of 

only monosyllabic words is not a good indicator of hearing spontaneous and conversational speech. Runge and 

Hosford-Dunn collected data by testing both population groups with word lists of 10, 25, and 50 words. The data 

was analyzed by looking at the percentage correct for each individual word across all individuals tested. I think 

this research on individual words could be used in future research projects to determine what individual words 

need to be changed/updated due to being so outdated. After they analyzed the data, the results found that fewer 

than the traditional 50 words are needed during word recognition testing if the abbreviated word list contains 

words that are sufficiently difficult. Runge and Hosford-Dunn recommended ending the WRS test after 10 words 

if no errors occur and after 25 words if there are no more than four errors. If there are more than four errors, the 

full 50 word list should be used to test. In conclusion, this journal article was a good starting point to updating 

the W-22 word lists.  
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AR 4400 WRS Project 
 

  
  

 
Article 
Review  
 (15 points)  

3 
points Incomplete  
Minimal effort 
made   

6 points   
Poorly Written  
many errors  
Thoughts 
unorganized or 
incomplete  

9 points   
Fair Written  
Some Errors  
Only a summary of the 
article, does not give 
own thoughts, less 
than, 1 ½  pages long   

12 Points   
Well Written  
Few Errors  
Does not fully cover 
all 3 components or is 
less than 1 ½  pages 
long  

15 points   
Well written and includes: 
summary of article about 
a WRS measurement, 
what they thought, and 
how to use clinically. At 
least 1 ½ pages long   

Reflection 
Essay   
(10 points)   

2 points   
Incomplete  
Minimal effort 
made   

4 points  
Poorly Written  
many errors  

6 points   
Fair Written  
Some Errors,   
Superficial reflection , 
Significantly less than a 
page  
  

8 points   
Well Written  
Few Errors  
Superficial 
reflection    

10 points Excellent 
Reflection  
Well Written, Few Errors, 
at least a page long  

SOAP/Chart 
note   
(10 points)  

2 points   
Incomplete  
Minimal effort 
made   

4 points  
Poorly Written  
many errors  
Did not follow 
the examples  

6 points   
Fair Written  
Missing three or more 
components or did not 
follow what they wrote 
on the audiogram   
  

8 points   
Well Written  
Missing 1-2 
components    

10 points   
Well Written, includes 
purpose of visit, air 
conduction scores, tymp 
results, WRS, and 
recommendation, reflects 
what they wrote on the 
audiogram   

Audiogram  
(10 points)  

0 points   
No attempt made    

4 points  
Missing 2 of the 3 
components   
  

6 points   
Missing 1 of the 3 
components   
OR  Incorrect 
information on 2 of the 
3 components     

8 points   
Incorrect information 
on 1 of the 3 
components     

10 points Included pure 
tone results right and left 
ear, left and right WRS % 
and level of dB 
presentation, and tymp 
results  

Word 
Recognition 
Test   
 (5 points)   

0 points  
Did not included 
the Word 
Recognition Test  

  3 points  
Included the Word 
Recognition Test, but 
with no markings   

  5 points  
Included the Word 
Recognition Test with +/-  

Notes:  
Your audiogram results are great!  You need to say on the audiogram that you 
recommend bilateral hearing aids after you indicated a hearing loss in the results 
section. You did a great job on  your Article review and reflection essay.  SOAP was 
detailed an included all accurate data needed.   
  
  
  
  

Total (out of 50): 48/50 

 

 

 

 

 


