Programmatic Learning Report
Kapi’olani Community College

Program Assessed: Study Hub, Writing Mentorship, Kapi’olani Community College

Date: 2-24-2017, meant to assess period of AY 2016-2017. Project Exchange/Authentic Assessment
Consortium took place on 2-24-2017.

Author: Davin K. Kubota, ENG, LLL Faculty, W.A.C./W.l. Coordinator
COURSES TARGETED: ENG 100, primarily

Documents were sourced directly from authentic artifacts that came via Study
Hub intervention; in other words, formative and summative assessment took place to directly assess
whether or not the following questions could be answered: 1) “Did Study Hub boost student work,
particularly in the field of Written Communication and 2) “In what areas, if any, did Study Hub
purportedly boost or affect?”

ASSESSMENT TEAM: Study Hub Mentors (students) with support from Director Virginia Yoshida,
former director Joy Oehlers, and assessment lead advisor, Davin Kubota.

Mahalo to Ka'ai Fernandez, Kai Teshigahara-Hill, Karen Lim, Jiwei Tang, Sherry Ho
Thank you for contributing to the success of your fellow students and future Study Hub mentors.

General Overview: This semester, to directly answer the questions ) “Did Study Hub boost student
work, particularly in the field of Written Communication and 2) “In what areas, if any, did Study Hub
purportedly boost or affect?” Study Hub mentors were tasked to engage in an objective analysis of
whether or not their interventions with student work and writing mattered.

Therefore, several innovations took place in AY 16-17 regarding Study Hub:

1) fostering democratic selection of new working SLO’s for the WAC and WI Program,
showcasing alighment vetted via Survey Monkey; this attempt predicts the need for Study Hub to
establish its own SLO’s that hopefully align with larger academic and soft skill imperatives being
development.

2) promoting democratic crafting and revision of rubric designed based off of those SLO’s;

3) receiving project monies by which to conduct assessment via refreshment monies, supplies,
and participant stipends;

4) including students and student voices into the assessment process to provide them with
a sense of agency and responsibility over student work which they helped to shape and improve;

5) fueling training modalities (informal and formal) around assessment for junior and senior
staff and faculty; and in this case, for student mentors directly employed by Study Hub;

6) identifying gaps and improvement measures specifically to be taken around A) handout
delivery at the Study Hub and B) assessment practice and procedures overall, particularly in C) training
and retention;



7) identifying, democratically, ‘closing the loop’ strategies and best practices in assessment,
particularly with how Study Hub is managed and assessed;

8) streamlining competencies that directly align with AACU rubrics and refining broader
Campus SLO’s into sharper WAC/WI PLO’s, potentially highlighting how Study Hub can be meshed with
larger campus, college, system, regional, and national imperatives regarding best practices in
mentoring centers.



Continuing the Cycle of Improvement: If this is not the first cycle of assessment for this course /
competency, what were the “Next Steps” from the previous assessment cycle? Include “Next Steps”
status.

1. We were told that this is the first direct evidence of mentoring / tutoring based on authentic artefact
assessment. Other campus entities tasked with mentoring and tutoring certainly do a great job in soliciting data
via indirect measures such as surveys, but this is the first cycle of direct assessment for this Center, therefore, it
is impossible to craft in a response to the Next Steps Phase regarding Previous suggestions or modalities.

If anything, this data set might assist the Study Hub director in the following ways: A) to streamline handout
dissemination and thereby potentially lower operating costs; B) to articulate training modalities around data
results; C) to strengthen future assessment and managerial protocols to close the loop.

2. Proposed Vision and Future Steps

SLO’s: The Study Hub has yet to establish its own SLO’s, but for this assessment, WAC/WI
SLO’s were employed to create cross-articulation with Writing/Critical Thinking emphases
that could horizontally-align with a popular feeder course, ENG 100.
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Constructio
n of Thesis
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CATEGORY 1

What:
Element
meant to
gauge if the
project calls
for a firm
statement of
purpose, such
as a thesis
statement.

How:

artefact
assessment by
looking at
given projects
in W.I.

Who:
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When:
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A big mahalo to the assessors who helped me out during this year’s production. We were very
grateful for the 1) Refreshment Budget and 2) Stipend Budget which provided physical and
material sustenance for such efforts.

An equally big mahalo to J. Oehlers and V. Yoshida, outgoing and incoming Study Hub
Coordinators, for their dedicated numerous hours spent improving student learning here at
the College, particularly via investing in improving Hub logistics, training, and marketing.

Respectfully submitted,
D. Kubota

WAC/W!I Coordinator
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