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The Kilgore College Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), Get a GRIP: Give Reading Its Priority, 
focuses on strategies to reach the primary goal of achieving college-level reading and 
comprehension across the curriculum for Kilgore College students. Research supports that 
through the College’s coordinated efforts of emphasizing the importance of reading, students 
will experience more success in their college program and in life. 
 
The QEP has one main objective to obtain the goal of achieving college-level reading and 
comprehension across the curriculum: Sophomore degree-seeking students will demonstrate 
reading vocabulary and comprehension skills at grade 13 or higher. 
 
Four student learning outcomes support this objective. In a college-level reading passage, 
students will be able to 

1. identify the main idea. 
2. locate supporting details. 
3. draw inferences/conclusions. 
4. determine the meanings of words. 

 
Principal activities include professional development in the use of reading strategies and the 
incorporation of an online reading tutorial program to support students’ learning. Primary 
assessments are the Nelson-Denny reading test and the Community College Survey of Student 
Engagement (CCSSE). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 



QEP Impact Report 
 
 

Introduction 

In 2007, Kilgore College (KC) engaged in a comprehensive process to identify the topic of its 

first Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP). This process involved the faculty, administration, staff, 

students, and members of the community, including members of the Board of Trustees. In 

particular, the faculty were asked to review institutional data on student learning outcomes and 

consider what project would have the greatest impact on student learning at Kilgore College.  

The broad topic of reading across the curriculum was chosen primarily because faculty and 

students alike agreed that strengthening students’ reading comprehension and vocabulary would 

enhance their learning experience in the classroom. KC administration, staff, and community 

members supported this topic for improving student learning.      

I. Initial goals and intended outcomes  

The QEP Development Committee identified one main objective to obtain the goal of achieving 

college-level reading and comprehension across the curriculum: Sophomore degree-seeking 

students will demonstrate reading vocabulary and comprehension skills at grade 13 or higher. 

The Committee selected four student learning outcomes to support this objective. In a college-

level reading passage, students will be able to  

1. identify the main idea. 

2. locate supporting details. 

3. draw inferences and conclusions. 

4. determine the meaning of words.  



The Nelson-Denny Reading Test (self-scorable Forms G & H) served as the primary assessment 

tool to measure students’ reading level. Although the Nelson-Denny yields raw, scaled, and 

grade-equivalent scores for vocabulary, comprehension, and total score, KC reading and English 

instructors categorized items in the comprehension part of both forms of the test as main idea 

questions, supporting detail questions, and inference and conclusion questions, so that analysis of 

results could be conducted for each of the student learning outcomes. The QEP Assessment 

Committee set increasingly higher intermediate targets for each student cohort during the course 

of the QEP, reflecting the assumptions that instructors would become more proficient in teaching 

the use of reading tools and that students would be exposed to more classes in which reading 

tools were being utilized as more instructors were added to those participating in the plan. The 

Committee identified intermediate and final targets for the percentage of students scoring at or 

above the college level for each of these student learning outcomes. Based on 2008 Fall semester 

FTIC students’ test scores, final targets for sophomore students in the 2014 spring semester were 

set at 80%.   

In addition, the QEP Assessment Committee identified 12 reading-related items from the 

Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) as an indirect assessment of 

students’ engagement with college-level reading. KC’s administrations of the CCSSE in 2004, 

2006, and 2008, served as historic reference points for the administrations in 2010, 2012, and 

2014. Taking into account that the CCSSE is an indirect assessment, the Committee identified 

improvement of mean scores as the target for these items.    

During the course of the QEP, KC spent a considerable amount of resources to provide 

professional development for instructors. Each spring semester, prior to the addition of a new 

cohort of instructors, the College hosted an authority in the field of student learning to address 



the topic of using engagement tools in the classroom to improve reading. Although not 

designated as a specific objective, instructor skill development in using reading tools in college-

level classes was implicit in the design of the QEP. 

II. Changes made to the QEP   

The College made no major changes to the implementation of the QEP. The QEP Oversight 

Committee, which consisted of a broad range of faculty and staff who had been involved in the 

development of the plan, monitored and reviewed the implementation of professional 

development activities, the process of adding cohorts of instructors to the corpus of those 

implementing the QEP, and the assessment of student learning outcomes. The one change that 

was made dealt with the assessment of the first three student learning outcomes: identifying the 

main idea, locating supporting details, and drawing inferences and conclusions. After analyzing 

the results from the first two administrations of the Nelson-Denny, the QEP Oversight 

Committee determined that results did not provide meaningful data for two reasons: 1. Form G 

and Form H of the Nelson-Denny Reading Test do not have an equal number of questions in the 

respective comprehension subtests which address the three sub categories of identifying the main 

idea, locating supporting details, and drawing inferences and conclusions. This made it difficult 

to compare scores from the two forms. 2. Compounding the issue of the two forms containing 

very few main idea questions is the fact that on one of the forms, these questions occur primarily 

in the last 25% of the assessment; and analysis of results showed that slower readers simply did 

not have the opportunity to answer most of these questions before the assessment time had 

elapsed. For these reasons, the Committee decided to use the total comprehension score from the 

Nelson-Denny and to rely on instructor feedback as to whether students in their classes were 

improving their ability to identify main ideas, to locate supporting details, and to draw inferences 



and conclusions. On end-of-course surveys during the first three years of the QEP, participating 

faculty members indicated that students were in fact improving in all of the student learning 

outcomes as a result of their using the techniques that they had learned during professional 

development events.    

As the Committee continued to analyze assessment data and the progress of the QEP, members 

suggested that a more meaningful and direct approach to the assessment of the three learning 

outcomes be developed. In consultation with KC reading and English instructors, a procedure 

was developed for assessing the three learning outcomes using course-specific reading texts and 

course-embedded assessments. Instructors were asked to select two comparable reading passages 

from their course textbook or from another source that they were using in class. One passage was 

to be assigned at the beginning of the semester and the other at the end of the semester. 

Instructors were directed to use the online Fry Readability Scale to verify that the two passages 

had a comparable reading level and that the passages were in fact college-level. Instructors then 

developed eight to ten questions for each of the two passages dealing with all four learning 

outcomes of identifying the main idea, locating supporting details, drawing inferences and 

conclusions, and vocabulary. Pre and post assessments contained an equal number of questions 

for each learning outcome. The QEP Director served as a consultant in helping departments 

select passages and develop questions. Instructors then reported the number of students who took 

both assessments and the percentage of those students who improved their score for each of the 

learning outcomes from the pre-test to the post-test. The target for this assessment was set at an 

80% correct response rate for each learning outcome. After this procedure was piloted with a 

limited number of classes, instructors throughout the curriculum were asked to participate. 

Results of this assessment are reported below.              



III. A. The QEP’s impact on student learning: achievement of identified goals and outcomes 

1. The Nelson-Denny Reading Test 

Beginning in the 2009 Fall semester, KC administered the Nelson-Denny Reading Test to a 

sample of first-time-in-college (FTIC) students in the spring semesters of their first and second 

years of enrollment. Students took equivalent forms (G & H) on alternating years. The following 

chart shows the results for the percentage of FTIC students by entering fall semester cohort who 

scored at the college level for vocabulary, comprehension, and total score. 

Vocabulary 

Fall Cohort Class 
(FTIC) 

Vocabulary 
1st Year  
(spring admin.) 

Vocabulary 
2nd Year  
(spring admin.) 

Percentage Point 
Change 

2009 45.3% 74.0% 28.7 
2010 55.3% 67.9% 12.6 
2011 47.5% 55.2% 7.7 
2012 52.0% 65.3% 13.3 
2013 68.3% N/A* N/A 

 
Comprehension 
     
Fall Cohort Class 
(FTIC) 

Comprehension 
1st Year 
(spring admin.) 

Comprehension 
2nd Year 
(spring admin.) 

Percentage Point  
Change 

2009 48.8% 70.7% 21.9 
2010 47.4% 60.3% 12.9 
2011 57.5% 54.1% -3.4 
2012 55.0% 81.2% 26.2 
2013 80.5% N/A* N/A 

 
Total Score 
 
Fall Cohort Class 
(FTIC) 

Total Score 
1st Year 
(spring admin.) 

Total Score 
2nd Year 
(spring admin.) 

Percentage Point  
Change 

2009 44.2% 72.4% 28.2 
2010 50.0% 64.1% 14.1 
2011 52.5% 52.3% -.2 
2012 50.0% 71.3% 21.3 
2013 73.8% N/A* N/A 



*Second year administration would be in the 2015 spring semester. 
 
As stated above, the preceding charts reflect FTIC cohort scores for only the first two years of 

enrollment. The percentages above do not account for many more students, who were enrolled 

past their initial first two years. As an example, accounting for students in the 2012 cohort, 

students in the 2013 cohort, and returning students from earlier cohorts who tested during the 

spring 2014 semester, a total of 66.7% scored at the college level in vocabulary, 81.7% scored at 

the college level in comprehension, and 71.7% scored at the college level for the combined total. 

In addition to these students, 95.6% of sophomore associate degree nursing students, who were 

returning students from earlier cohorts or who were transfer students in the 2014 Spring 

semester, scored at the college level for the combined total.           

Throughout the implementation of the QEP, the Oversight Committee, as well as many 

participating instructors, felt frustrated that students’ scores on the Nelson-Denny were not 

improving as much as had been anticipated. Although instructors administered the Nelson-Denny 

during their regular class meetings, it was not a course-embedded assessment; and the 

overwhelming belief among the faculty was that lack of student effort, regardless of the external 

incentives offered, was the main factor contributing to lower than expected scores. This desire to 

foster more student effort in the assessment of college-level reading supported the need for the 

development of a course-embedded instrument that would be a direct assessment of student 

learning for the first three learning outcomes. The 2014 administration of the course-embedded 

assessment, described in the previous section above, yielded the following results: 

Student Learning Outcome Percent Correct 
Pre-test 

Percent Correct 
Post-test 

Percentage Point  
Change 

Main Idea 77.2% 88.9% 11.7 
Supporting Details 71.9% 80.9% 9.0 
Inferences and Conclusions 68.7% 81.4% 12.7 
Vocabulary 76.7% 82.8% 6.2 

  



2. The Community College Survey of Student Engagement 

KC has administered the CCSSE every other spring semester since 2004. As stated above, the 

QEP Assessment Committee identified 12 reading-related items on the CCSSE as indirect 

measures of student engagement with college reading and identified improvement of mean scores 

as the target for these items.  Mean scores for the three administrations of the CCSSE that 

occurred during the course of the QEP are given in the table below. 

CCSSE Item (abbreviated) 
 

2010 2012 2014 

4e. Came to class w/o completing reading assignments  
(lower score is better) 

1.79 1.87 1.83 

4n. Discussed readings with instructors outside of class 1.69 1.77 1.80 
4r. Discussed readings outside of class with others 2.50 2.49 2.48 
5a. Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from readings 2.81 2.86 2.97 
5b. Analyzing basic elements of idea, experience, or theory 2.70 2.79 2.85 
5c. Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences in 
new ways 

2.54 2.69 2.79 

5d. Making judgments about the value or soundness of information, 
arguments or methods 

2.40 2.56 2.65 

5e. Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or new 
situations 

2.54 2.53 2.71 

5f. Using information read or heard to perform a new skill 2.63 2.74 2.93 
6a. Number of assigned textbooks, manuals, books, book-length of 
course readings 

2.80 2.95 2.97 

6b. Number of books read on your own 2.05 2.02 1.97 
10a. Hours spent preparing for class (including reading) 1.84 1.88 2.03 

  
As indicated in the chart above, comparisons of mean scores from the 2010 administration to the 

2014 administration indicate that the target of improvement of mean scores occurred in nine of 

the twelve items. In addition, the Oversight Committee noted that comparisons of mean scores 

from the 2008 administration, which occurred prior to the implementation of the QEP, to the 

scores from the 2014 administration indicate that scores remained the same for one item and 

improved in ten of the twelve items.  

III. B. The QEP’s impact on student learning: unanticipated outcomes  



As implementation of the QEP progressed, the Oversight Committee recognized that students in 

second- and third-year cohorts were not demonstrating as much improvement in college-level 

reading on the Nelson-Denny as did the students from the first cohort. Furthermore, these 

subsequent cohorts were not reaching the intermediate targets set by the QEP Assessment 

Committee. Since the Institutional Research Office had been tracking individual student scores 

as well as cohort scores, the Oversight Committee wanted to know if individual students were 

improving their scores on the Nelson-Denny in subsequent administrations. Beginning in 2012, 

the Oversight Committee began reviewing student improvement data as well cohort attainment 

of intermediate targets. At the conclusion of the QEP, over 2,600 assessments had been 

administered, with 452 students taking both Form G and Form H. Of these students, 61% 

improved their total score and grade equivalent.  

The second unanticipated, or undesignated, outcome deals with CCSSE mean scores and 

Benchmark Scores. With regard to the 12 reading items, KC mean scores were at or above 

medium colleges’ mean scores for one item in the 2010 administration, 3 items in the 2012 

administration, and 7 items in the 2014 administration. The same results existed when comparing 

KC mean scores to total cohort scores for these administrations. CCSSE also categorizes all 

items from the instrument into five benchmarks of student engagement. For the benchmarks of 

Active and Collaborative Learning, Student Effort, and Academic Challenge, KC’s scores 

increased throughout the 2010, 2012, and 2014 administrations. In 2014, KC’s mean scores for 

these benchmarks were above the mean for all participating institutions. For the benchmarks of 

Student-Faulty Interaction and Support for Learners, KC scores showed a large increase from 

2010 to 2012 and then a very slight decrease in 2014.    

IV. Reflection on what the institution has learned as a result of the QEP experience 



 

      The report should not exceed ten pages, excluding 

the Executive Summary but including the narrative, all appendices, and/or any other supporting 

documentation (whether in printed or electronic format). 

 

 


