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The following report indicates areas of concern on which the Onsite BOE Team will focus during the upcoming visit. In addition, the last section for each standard is a list of evidence that the team plans to validate during the visit to ensure that the standards continue to be met. This validation will occur as the team interviews faculty, administrators, school-based partners, and other members of the professional community. Validation could also occur in the visits to schools and observations on campus. The validation list also includes some specific documentation that the team would like to review during the onsite visit. In some cases, the Offsite team members could not locate a document or open a link and have requested that the Onsite Team review those documents. 


Conceptual Framework

1.1 Statement about the evidence: 

Preconditions documents, draft versions, and Conceptual Framework Research Base summary, are provided online through the website to supplement the summary presented in Section II, Part I and alignment matrices in Appendix A of the IR.  These documents and the description in the IR present all required components of the conceptual framework: shared vision, commitments and coherence throughout the programs, unit philosophy, themes and principles as related to domains and proficiencies, mission and vision of the unit as related to that of the college and university.

The unit theme, Promoting a Culture of Excellence in a Changing World, is consistent with the University’s Mission to combine “education for life with preparation for professional excellence,” and with the Vision of the College of Education and Health Professions to constantly promote Academic Excellence.

Five proficiencies are derived from four principles and five domains of excellence: 
· Context - The Candidate understands the context of the profession, both current and past, static and changing.
· Content - The Candidate demonstrates knowledge of facts, concepts, principles and methods of inquiry of the general and specialized content required for successful practice of the profession.
· Learner - The Candidate incorporates an understanding of cognitive and affective processes in designing and implementing learning experiences.
· Pedagogy - The Candidate demonstrates professional/ technical skills that are associated with successful educational practice.
· Educator - The Candidate possesses the personal skills and dispositions, and professional commitments that promote excellence in self and others.

Domain matrices, linked on the website and described in the IR, document the structure of content for each area of licensure preparation for program design and assessment in all initial and advanced programs using these same five domains/proficiencies. 

The Conceptual Framework document indicates on page 15 three dispositions by which “the educational practitioner's disposition to excellence in professional and interpersonal relationships is manifested” consistent with the unit philosophy:  
· achieving personal excellence in self and others, 
· developing academic competence in students, and 
· enhancing one’s technical capabilities. 
 	


Standard 1: Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions
Candidates preparing to work in schools as teachers or other school professionals know and demonstrate the content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and skills, pedagogical and professional knowledge and skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn. Assessments indicate that candidates meet professional, state, and institutional standards.

1.2 Statement about the evidence: 

The 2008 Connecticut Visiting Team determined that Sacred Heart University’s programs met Standard 1, identified no areas for improvement in this standard, and identified the unit’s mandatory training for all candidates in technology and the use of technology in the classroom as an area for commendation.  

The 2008 Connecticut Visiting Team identified three programs in the unit: initial certification, Intermediate Administration and Supervision, and Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts.  Review of the documentation available reveals that there are actually four programs:  the MAT program (as a standalone non-licensure program), the 5-year program for undergraduate students at Sacred Heart (which overlaps the MAT program and provides initial licensure for  Elementary Education or initial licensure for secondary Business, English, Spanish, History & Social Studies, Math, Biology, Chemistry, or General Science Education), the Intermediate Administration and Supervision program, and the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts program. Content in each of these programs is consistent with the conceptual framework of the unit, and all have a shared, common assessment system based on principles, domains and proficiencies.  Each program also has unique features, as one would expect, and which lead to programmatically-specific competencies for candidates.  The competencies, both shared and program-specific, appear to be fully in accord with those required in the state of Connecticut (CCCT and CSSL) for all programs and appropriate national standards (ACEI, ELCC, and IRA) for some programs.

The unit conceptual framework identifies four principles that guide all three of its programs. These principles include the belief that professional education practitioners: (1) possess a professional knowledge base; (2) effectively utilize natural and acquired personal and professional skills; (3) cultivate and demonstrate professional dispositions and commitments; and, (4) are responsive to change in the educational environment.  The unit has identified five “domains of excellence” which encompass the knowledge, skills and dispositions related to educational practitioner performance.  Our analysis at this point focuses on the four principles that the unit believes to be central to all of its programs.

a. The Professional Knowledge Base

For the initial teacher certification programs, the 100 percent pass rates reported on the Praxis II and ACTFL examinations are based on program completers, but the unit allows all candidates admitted to the program to complete all required courses and finish the program; however, the unit has adopted the definition of “program completers” includes only those candidates who pass the Praxis II examination (see Section 1 of the ACEI Report).  The more important and relevant question is how many candidates admitted to the program do not “complete” it merely because of a failure to pass the relevant examination after they have completed all coursework, other key assessments, and field experiences satisfactorily.  [The new state of Connecticut “Foundations of Reading” examination which is now required for all candidates is different from these other examinations, and it is unclear whether the two reported pass rates – 85 percent and 80 percent - are of all candidates seeking elementary certification, or of all program completer as defined by the unit.] This calls into question the actual completion rate of the program measurements for content knowledge, since non-completer data are mixed with completer data throughout all program transitions except the final certification after coursework and all coursework, key assessments, and field experiences are completed. The number of candidates admitted into clinical practice, completing it (and completing all other program requirements) successfully, and still not passing Praxis II is not reported.

The second measure for mastery of the professional knowledge base is the use of a transcript analysis. Elementary and secondary program reports reveal a fairly loose alignment by specific content standard, consisting mainly of requirements for completion of a sufficient number of credit hours in broad subject areas.  For example, the Social Studies transcript analysis requires “SUBJECT AREA MAJOR EQUIVALENT - Consists of 30 credits in the subject for which the endorsement is sought, and a minimum of 9 credits in a subject or subjects related to the subject for which endorsement is sought. See the Certification Handbook for special requirements in the following subject areas: general science, history/social studies, business, and world language.”  How specific courses used in the transcript analysis meet specific NCSS standards is not addressed beyond using the Certification Handbook to match special requirements. 

A third measure of the professional knowledge base is with Clinical Assessment System (CAS) consisting of observation and planning data collected during field and clinical experiences.  These assessments sample the content with a requirement for the following:
Content Standards: Identify one or two primary local, state or national curricular standards this lesson is designed to help students attain. How will the learning tasks lead students to attain the identified standards?
. 
 
In the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program, the professional knowledge base, and its relationship to the applicable standards in the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program, are assessed through the use of course-embedded “Competency Assessment Reports” (CARs). The evaluations associated with the course-specific CARs are aligned with both the unit’s conceptual framework and with the Specialty Practice Area requirements of each program. For the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program, the CAR for EDR 505: Early Reading and Language Arts Success, Criteria 1, 2, 6, 7, and 8, and evaluates the candidate’s content knowledge and knowledge of standards.  Program graduates are also surveyed about their preparation in terms of content knowledge.  The limitation here is that there is really no external check on the professional knowledge base of candidates in the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program; all evaluation is done either by faculty teaching in the program or retrospectively by graduates of the program about their own learning.

In the Educational Leadership Program, multiple performance-based assessments are used to measure a candidate’s competencies related to both the state and national leadership standards.  In this program, the CAT examination is used in conjunction with the Competency Assessment Reports (CARs) and surveys of program completers.

b. Personal and Professional Skills

All of the programs in the unit are professional programs that have important skill-based components, but for the most part it is difficult to differentiate the professional knowledge base from personal and professional skills in each of the three programs.  For the initial teacher preparation programs, there are three basic ways in which personal and professional skills are assessed.  First, the Competency Assessment Reports (CARs) embedded in each of the curriculum and methods courses require each candidate to prepare a lesson plan which is then assessed according to three criteria: 1) designing learning tasks and assessments, 2) selecting appropriate resources, and 3) planning for differentiated instruction.  Taken together, these criteria provide information related to both candidate content knowledge and professional skills.  Second, the Clinical Assessment System (CAS) involves extensive evaluation of personal and professional skills, as well as of content knowledge.  The third way in which personal and professional skills are assessed are in surveys of administrators who have employed the unit’s graduates.

c. Professional Dispositions and Commitments

The professional dispositions and commitments of Candidates in the Unit’s programs are supposed to be addressed in Domain V: Educator, according to the IR.  Although mentioned with respect to the CAS, it is really not clear what dispositions and commitments are measured, how the measurement is done, by whom it is done, or what it actually means in practice.  

d. Responsiveness to Educational Change

The same concerns noted with respect to professional dispositions and commitments of candidates in the unit’s programs are also present with respect to the responsiveness to educational change.

1.3 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard: 

Not applicable to this standard.


1.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs): 

Not applicable for first NCATE visit

AFIs corrected from last visit: 
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



AFIs continued from last visit:
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



1.4	Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard: 

Evidence of candidate knowledge, skills and dispositions is drawn from multiple sources, and is in general appropriate.  It has also been updated from the 2008 state visit through either summer or fall 2009.  However, there are also a number of gaps in the data that need to be addressed, including:

1. The unit cannot assure that advanced candidates know the content they are prepared to teach. (Advanced)
Rationale a:  The data for Standard 1 are not disaggregated by year and by program (for initial certification, this means the five-year program versus the MAT program), by location, and, where appropriate (as in the case of Intermediate Administration and Supervision) on a cohort versus non-cohort basis.  
Rationale b: The need for more thoroughly and carefully aggregated and disaggregated data was recognized in the SPA report for the Intermediate Administration and Supervision program, and does not seem to have been addressed yet in the IR.

2. The unit cannot assure that candidates in the MAT program have an in-depth knowledge of the content that they teach. (Advanced)
Rationale:  No disaggregated data are presented to for MAT non-licensure candidates.

3. The unit cannot assure that all candidates from all programs possess the dispositions outlined in the unit conceptual framework. (Initial and Advanced)
Rationale: There is no clear explanation of what dispositions are measured, how they are measured, by whom they are measured, and, if problematic in the case of a particular Candidate, how they are addressed.

1.4 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit:

1) Examine disaggregated data as available with respect to analysis presented in Tables in Standard 1.
2) Examine course syllabi and rubrics in each program for evidence of content and pedagogical knowledge, as well as of pedagogical skills development.
3) Examine rubrics for evidence of how dispositions are evaluated in each program.
4) Request additional information about the assessment of dispositions for candidates in all programs.
5) Seek data on content knowledge for MAT licensure and non-licensure programs.
6) Verify performance category data, number and percent at each performance category for assessments; examine content knowledge by standard for each program.
7) Examine CAS data to verify content by content standard
8) Interview faculty and candidates to triangulate measurement of dispositions across programs. 





Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit Evaluation
The unit has an assessment system that collects and analyzes data on applicant qualifications, candidate and graduate performance, and unit operations to evaluate and improve the performance of candidates, the unit, and its programs.

2.1 Statement about the evidence: 
Sacred Heart University’s teacher preparation unit has developed an assessment system that is grounded in the unit’s conceptual framework and is coherent with state and national standards, including NCATE standards.  Several types of assessments 	described in the IR are employed at four program gateways for initial certification programs and the educational leadership program.  The remedial reading program appears to have one gateway (prior to program completion).  The assessments are aligned with program, state and national standards and appear to systemically collect data that are organized for use by program and unit faculty via electronic systems.

a. Assessment System
The assessment system described in the unit’s IR collects data on five domains that emerged from the unit’s conceptual framework.  Assessments in the initial certification programs are arrayed from program admission to post graduate follow up surveys with the intent of gauging candidates’ mastery of the skills described in the five domains.  These assessments provide unit faculty with information about candidate performance that can be used to monitor and improve the unit’s programs.  Assessment of domain five, Educator, in the initial certification programs is not as clear as assessments in the four other domains.  Assessment of dispositions in the Clinical Assessment System is general in nature and is not clearly related to unit standards.  The Remedial Reading advanced program educator domain (dispositions) are omitted from the chart of assessments on p. 65 of the IR.

b. Data Collection, Analysis, and Evaluation
The unit maintains an assessment system that collects data using multiple means and includes external sources (follow up surveys of principals, etc.) for initial programs.  Advanced programs include state assessments but no additional external data collection.  Data that assess candidates’ knowledge, skills and dispositions relative to the unit’s five domains of teacher competence are collected on a regular basis for both initial certification and other school personnel programs.

c. Use of Data for Program Improvement
The IR describes a unit that has only recently collected enough data to begin to systematically analyze data and draw conclusions from these data.  In an addendum to the IR entitled “Important Notice” and dated June 3, 2010, the unit lists five significant improvements that have been initiated as a result of analyses of data collect via the assessment system.  These improvements include adding new faculty in the Educational Leadership (EDL) program, revision of program assessments in the EDL program, increased collaboration between unit faculty and faculty in Arts and Sciences in developing new transcript reviews as part of the program admissions process, revision of Competency Assessment Reports in initial certification programs’ methods courses to enhance assessment of candidates’ abilities to plan specific content lessons, and revision of the Clinical Assessment System for evaluating student teaching.

The unit has an assessment system that meets the acceptable level for meeting Standard 2.

2.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard: 

Not applicable to this standard

2.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs):

Not applicable for first NCATE visit

AFIs corrected from last visit: 
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



AFIs continued from last visit:
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	

	
	



2.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard:

1. The unit does not provide regular and comprehensive information on all advanced candidate proficiencies.
Rationale: Advanced programs do not appear to assess domain five, Educator, of the unit’s assessment system.

2. The unit does not use external sources of data for assessing candidates in advanced programs. 
	Rationale:  Aside from state certification examinations, advanced programs do not present evidence of utilizing external forms of assessment.

2.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit:

1) Verify evidence that the unit is addressing the issues of bias, fairness, accuracy and consistency in unit assessments.
2) Verify regular, systematic disaggregation and review/analysis of program data by the unit across all programs and delivery sites. 
3) Verify evidence that the unit has established a system to maintain records of candidate formal complaints and their resolutions.
4) Verify evidence that the unit is evaluating the assessment system and is carefully studying the effects of changes made to the unit or programs based on assessment data to ensure that there are no adverse consequences resulting from the changes.
5) Verify evidence that advanced programs assess candidate dispositions.
6) Evidence that advanced programs include external means of assessment.
7) Examine Remedial Reading advanced program educator domain (dispositions) that would fit on chart of assessments on p. 65 of the IR

Standard 3: Field Experiences and Clinical Practice
The unit and its school partners design, implement, and evaluate field experiences and clinical practice so that teacher candidates and other school professionals develop and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn.

3.1 Statement about the evidence: 

3a. Collaboration between unit and school partners
The unit’s field experience and clinical practice continuum for initial programs has been the subject of collaborative work by unit faculty, adjunct faculty, clinical faculty and school partners. There is a reference in the IR regarding recommendations of the Field Experience Task Force, but it is unclear who is involved in this committee. The IR notes that pre-clinical field experiences are course specific and that they are designed and evaluated by both the faculty member teaching the course and the school-based supervisor of the intern. 

Approximately 80 percent of the candidates in initial programs participate in the internship program, and complete their field experience and clinical practice in this setting. The IR states that for candidates not participating in an internship, the unit facilitates connections between candidates and school districts. Due to the large number of candidates in internships, the unit has not established partnerships with particular schools for field experiences.

3b. Design, implementation, and evaluation of field experience and clinical practice
For initial programs, field experiences are designed in a three-stage continuum of initial experiences primarily for observation, intermediate experiences for case studies and limited instructional experiences, and the culminating clinical practice phase of student teaching. The field experiences are course specific, and according to the IR, initial candidates complete 43-70 hours of pre-clinical field experiences during the course of seven different courses. According to the IR states course related field experiences are jointly designed by the faculty member teaching the course and the school-based supervisor of the candidate. A unit faculty member has been designated as Course Coordinator for each course in which a field experience is required, to ensure consistency of field experiences within courses. The IR also states that there is a process underway to standardize field experiences and that time during faculty meetings and retreats is provided to discuss field experiences. Clinical practice for advanced candidates was the only information provided for field experiences in the advanced programs.

Entry to clinical practice for initial candidates requires successful completion of all field experiences, two disposition assessment checklists completed by faculty members familiar with the candidate, a transcript review, and successful completion of lesson plan and essay assignments for the Clinical Assessment System (CAS) portfolio. For initial candidates participating in an internship, 10 weeks of student teaching is required; for non-internship candidates, the requirement is 12 weeks. The Student Teaching Handbook outlines the requirements for student teaching, and includes sample forms for many of the required CAS components. Based on these requirements, candidates complete a variety of case studies, lessons, and other assignments to document their developing knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Candidates are supported, and evaluated on multiple occasions, by a cooperating teacher and university supervisor, and they meet weekly with faculty member in a student teaching seminar. 

For advanced candidates in the Intermediate Supervision and Administration Program, clinical practice is provided in two or three parts. The primary experience is the Administrative Practicum, which is a school improvement project. Successful completion of an application plan for this project is required for entry into clinical practice; a rubric is provided in the application. Two other clinical experiences were described in supporting documents, though only one – an assessment project – was described in the IR. For advanced candidates in the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program, two clinical experiences are provided, tied to courses.  Entry criteria for these appears to be successful completion of prerequisite courses. 

3c. Candidates development/demonstration of KSD to help all students learn
For initial candidates, the clinical practice assignments and evaluations required by the CAS are itemized to assess 20 performance objectives, linked to the program competencies of planning, instructing, assessing, and professional responsibility, and a rubric for assessing each competency at the unacceptable, acceptable, or target level is provided in the handbooks for student teachers and cooperating teachers. Based on the mean scores provided in the IR, candidates demonstrate a high level of success in all four competencies. The CAS requirements provide multiple opportunities for the candidate to be evaluated by the cooperating teacher and university supervisor, as well as to complete self-assessments of performance and progress. The weekly student teaching seminars and course specific field experiences also provide opportunities for feedback from peers. Three of the CAS competencies relate directly to candidates ability to assess student learning and/or use that assessment to modify instruction. There is a range of field and clinical experiences due to the various course topics. Since 80 percent of initial candidates may complete all experiences in one locale, it is unclear if candidates are provided opportunities to work with students from different backgrounds and age levels.

For advanced candidates, no information was provided in the IR about an explicit link between assessments of clinical practice and the conceptual framework. Likewise, it is unclear who provides evaluative feedback for these candidates and to what extent the experiences provide exposure to students from diverse backgrounds.


3.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard: 

Not applicable to this standard


3.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs):

Not applicable for first NCATE visit

AFIs corrected from last visit: 
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



AFIs continued from last visit:
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



3.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard:

	None

3.5	Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit:

1) Verify documentation of the involvement of school and community partners in developing field and clinical experiences, including membership of Field Experience Task Force.
2) Examine criteria & evidence of qualifications of school-based & clinical faculty.
3) Verify description & examples of field experiences prior to clinical practice the mechanism for evaluation; including descriptions in course syllabi for the pre-clinical courses that include field experience for all programs.
4) Examine completed CAS portfolios and other sample candidate field work data.
5) Verify use of information technology, 
6) Verify evidence of opportunity for peer feedback in field experiences. 
7) Verify evidence of opportunity to work with students from diverse backgrounds for candidates in all initial and advanced programs.
8) Verify evaluation of clinical practice for advanced candidates. (For example: what competencies are assessed and how are they assessed?)
9) Verify data on candidate proficiencies across all programs since initial state visit.
10) Examine alignment of CAS proficiencies/competencies and dispositions for all programs (initial and advanced) with the five proficiencies of the conceptual framework. 
11) Examine candidate placement data for field experience and clinical practice and completion rates for the placements at each transition for initial and advanced programs for each semester since the initial state visit.
12) Verify data used to assess readiness for entry into clinical practice (successful completion of prior field experiences, disposition assessments, transcript review, lesson plans, essays, etc.)
13) What provisions are made for placements for advanced candidates who are not currently employed in teaching?
14) Examine the role of the course coordinator for each course in which a field experience is required.
15) Examine minutes from faculty meetings and retreats to determine what adjustments have been made to field experiences (Ex. What is being done to standardize field experiences, as suggested in the IR?)






Standard 4: Diversity
The unit designs, implements, and evaluates curriculum and provides experiences for candidates to acquire and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn. Assessments indicate that candidates can demonstrate and apply proficiencies related to diversity. Experiences provided for candidates include working with diverse populations, including higher education and P–12 school faculty, candidates, and students in P–12 schools.

4.1 Statement about the evidence: 
The 2008 Connecticut Visiting Team found that Sacred Heart University met Standard 4 with no areas for improvement.  The Institutional Report describes several ways in which diversity is woven into the curriculum for initial certification program candidates.  All candidates in the initial certification programs take a multicultural education course.  The rubric for this course measures candidate’s knowledge and skills in working with diverse populations. Initial certification program candidates are assessed on the Clinical Assessments Systems that has differentiation of instruction as one of its three assessment points.  Follow up studies of graduates, employers and clinical practice supervisors indicate that the majority of these agree with the statement that candidates are able to differentiate instruction for diverse learners.  Candidates in the initial certification programs are also required to conduct visits to culturally diverse schools during field experiences.  

Unit faculty meet NCATE’s definition of acceptable diversity in that they include both male and female members who represent at least two ethnic/racial groups.  The unit’s faculty is over 70% white/nonhispanic. 

Demographic data tables of candidates show that the unit estimates its demographics to be proportionate to that found in the university as a whole.  The unit does not maintain data on candidate racial/ethnic identification or gender.  

Candidates conduct field experiences and clinical practice in a variety of settings – including private, affluent, suburban and urban schools.  The unit places some student teachers in almost all districts in the state.  Graduates are recruited by diverse districts in the state. 

4.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard: 

Not Applicable to this standard

4.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs):

Not applicable for first NCATE visit

AFIs corrected from last visit: 
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



AFIs continued from last visit: 

Not Applicable to this standard

	AFI Number & Text
	AFI Rationale

	
	



4.4Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard:

(1)	The unit does not ensure that candidates work with peers from diverse groups.
	Rationale: The unit does not track demographic data for candidates.

(2)	The unit does not ensure that candidates work with diverse P-12 populations. 
Rationale:  The unit shows data about student teaching placements at the aggregate level.  There is no information that demonstrates what is required of or offered to each candidate. 

4.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit:

1) Syllabus of Multicultural Education course
2) Examine evidence that every candidate has field experiences in culturally diverse schools.
3) Verify assessment results on rubric for multicultural education course.
4) Verify that faculty resumes show expertise in working with diverse populations
5) Verify efforts made to recruit more ethnically/racially diverse faculty
6) Verify evidence of attempts to recruit ethnically/racially diverse candidates
7) Verify that field Experience/Clinical practice requirements ensure candidates complete these in a variety of settings.
8) Examine information and data on advanced programs field experiences.
9) Examine sample candidate work from initial and advanced programs that demonstrate competency in working with diverse students.
10) Examine assessment data that demonstrate candidates’ knowledge and skills related to linguistic differences (ELL) and exceptionalities.
11) Check alignment between CAS requirements and diversity proficiencies in the conceptual framework.
12) Examine how the unit measure 3.3 of CAS for all programs.
13) Verify how the unit ensures diverse placements for all advanced candidates working in non-diverse settings.
14) Examine demographics of adjunct and clinical faculty.




Standard 5: Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development
Faculty are qualified and model best professional practices in scholarship, service, and teaching, including the assessment of their own effectiveness as related to candidate performance; they also collaborate with colleagues in the disciplines and schools. The unit systematically evaluates faculty performance and facilitates professional development.

5.1 Statement about the evidence: 

5a: Qualified Faculty

The Institutional Report (IR, p. 103) references the “Exhibit Room for Curriculum Vitae of the Unit’s fulltime faculty members,” but these exhibits are not available electronically. On the Institutional Reports and Standards page of the exhibits, the following statements appear: “Faculty Vitae - See CD On-Site in Evidence Room.”  Biographical sketches are provided on the website for most full-time faculty.  The IR (p. 104) states that adjunct faculty are “carefully screened and selected based on their academic accomplishments and experience” and that many “hold terminal academic, professional degrees or 6th year certificates.” 

Element 2: Modeling Best Professional Practices in Teaching

Curriculum Vitae, course syllabi, course evaluation forms, and summarized course evaluation data are not available via the electronic exhibit room.   Course syllabi, referenced on p. 105 of the IR, as a key piece of evidence, are available onsite via CD as indicated on the Institutional Reports and Standards page of the exhibits. 

Information about recent conferences at which faculty either presented or attended; opportunities for professional development for standard 5, element 3, which the institution added to the list of exhibits (see Standard 5 Element 3: Modeling Best Practices in Scholarship, 6/3/10).   The surveys of teaching strategies, assessment usage, and technology usage among full-time faculty and adjuncts (though self-report) are commendable.  

Element 3: Modeling Best Practices in Scholarship:

General information regarding service and collaborative activities engaged in by faculty with the professional community was provided in the updated exhibit (see Standard 5 Element 3: Modeling Best Practices in Scholarship, 6/3/10, including 7 faculty participating in programs/conferences, in 2006-07 and 8 in 2007-08.  Support for faculty scholarly activity includes statements of available teaching load reductions, sabbaticals, and funding of $1,000 annually for faculty to attend conferences. 

Element 4: Modeling Best Professional Practice in Service

Data from the Faculty Survey regarding personal contact provided to candidates is mentioned (IR, p. 111). Instances of faculty participation in and leadership of service projects appears commendable.

Element 5: Collaboration

Statements about collaboration (IR, p. 112) will require onsite verification, including documentation of service/collaborative activities with relevant professional partners, meeting minutes/agendas, vitae, etc.

Element 6: Unit Evaluation of Professional Education Faculty Performance.

The Faculty Handbook provides clear descriptions of faculty evaluation, promotion, and tenure procedures (see Sections 3.9-3.11). Summarized course and full-time faculty/ adjunct evaluation data, although mentioned in the IR (p. 112), are missing from exhibits. 

Element 7: Unit Facilitation of Professional Development

Based on the information cited in the IR (p. 114), and under Element 3 of Standard 5, it appears that professional development support is adequate.  This will require onsite verification of individual faculty curriculum vitae, review of budget allocations, and possibly interviews with faculty.

5.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard: 

Not applicable to this standard.

5.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs): 

Not applicable for first NCATE visit

AFIs corrected from last visit: 
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



AFIs continued from last visit:
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



5.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard:

None

5.5	Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit:

Exhibits

1) Examine the summary table of faculty qualifications (full- and part-time) to assess all faculty qualifications.
2) Examine curriculum vitae (to verify qualifications, service, and scholarship) and credentials for school-based faculty (degree, experience, licensure area, etc.).
3) Look for samples and summaries of faculty scholarly activity.
4) Look for samples of course evaluations and summarized annual evaluation data for all faculty (full-and part-time); seek also candidate evaluations of school faculty.
5) Look for evidence of collaboration (interviews, faculty vitae, meetings, brochures, scholarship, etc.).


Standard 6: Unit Governance and Resources
The unit has the leadership, authority, budget, personnel, facilities, and resources, including information technology resources, for the preparation of candidates to meet professional, state, and institutional standards.

6.1 Statement about the evidence: 

6a: UNIT LEADERSHIP AND AUTHORITY

An organizational chart in the IR provides a clear line of authority from the director of the School of Education to the dean of the College of Education and Health Professions.  Directors of the two advanced programs coordinate their own programs and work through the director of the School of Education as unit head.  Faculty advisors are reported to participate in recruitment efforts by the Graduate Office of Admissions.  Academic catalogs, links to admissions, press releases, link to advisement and assessment, library, financial assistance, and many other website resources provided online are accurate and current.  Branch campus links are also provided from the university website.  The IR reports faculty working with P-12 community and in the local schools, According to the IR, faculty members within the unit collaborate across campus on university and college committees.  

6b: UNIT BUDGET

Standard 6 Table 1 in the IR indicates that unit expenditures relative to unit revenues as a percentage of the university’s budget have increased from 38.8 percent in 2004 to 48.7 percent in 2008 (Total revenues $5,622,857 in 2004 to $8,145,234 in 2008; total expenditures $2,245,027 in 2004 to $3,964,009 in 2008).  Total expenditures for the unit indicate a rise each year.

Conclusions based on additional interview data obtained at the last onsite review are referenced in the earlier report provided as an addendum to the IR.

6c: PERSONNEL

According to the IR, workload policies permit faculty to engage in teaching, scholarship, assessment, advisement, work in schools through supervision of clinical practice, service through committees within the unit and elsewhere in the college and university, and course coordination through working with adjunct faculty, all within a 12-semester hour load agreement.  Additionally, opportunities for a reduced workload and sabbaticals are offered to support faculty research and participation in various professional activities. A list of faculty coordinators for 2009-10 provides evidence of faculty members assigned to coordinate course instruction with adjunct faculty.   A full time faculty handbook clearly delineates a policy for workload, encouragement of scholarly activities, etc. and outlines expectations for teaching, service, and scholarship.  According to the Full Time Faculty Handbook, “The number of teaching hours assigned to a member of the faculty is twelve credit hours per semester. It shall be the responsibility of the appropriate College Dean and Department Chairperson to see that assignments within the discipline are apportioned fairly.”

The IR notes that there are “three administrative personnel, a receptionist, and two systems managers at the main campus, and a full-time librarian and full-time administrative person, plus a part-time librarian at the Griswold campus.”  In addition to the policies for professional development outlined in the Full Time Faculty Handbook, numerous other regular offerings are described in the Standard 5 section of the IR and related to the proficiencies of the conceptual framework.  An update of 6/3/10 provides additional evidence for availability of professional development funds and lists numerous activities in which faculty members have participated using these funds over the past three years, including several technology-related conferences, grants,  and other activities that indicate faculty engage in dialogue and skill development related to emerging theories and practices.  The current online posting of 2010 News and Events on the School of Education website at http://www.sacredheart.edu/pages/21186_news_events.cfm corroborates the continuing activities to support such engagement.  

6d: UNIT FACILITIES

According to the IR, the unit maintains outstanding facilities in a 2007 renovated facility known as the Cambridge Campus three miles from main campus.  This facility houses SMART classrooms, faculty offices, a Literacy Clinic, IT support, library, and Public Safety office.  Faculty and candidates are supported with the most recent technology to model and practice use of technology for instructional purposes. The Griswold, CT branch campus shared onsite with Griswold High School, provides similar facilities that include faculty offices, classrooms, computer laboratory, and library, with additional access to elementary, middle, and high school libraries. 

6e: UNIT RESOURCES INCLUDING TECHNOLOGY

No data are provided to examine how resources are allocated across programs.  Online links to an assessment system are evident and descriptions in the IR indicate that adequate information technology resources are available to faculty and candidates.  According to the IR, the university has a commitment to a wireless technology community and the Cambridge campus houses state of the art educational technology.  Faculty and candidates have access to exemplary library, curricular, and electronic information resources that serve the unit and university.  Courses are delivered using a learning management system to supplement instruction.  

6.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on this standard: 

Limited data are provided to document how the unit is making progress toward meeting the target level on this standard since the last visit. A new facility was constructed to house the unit prior to the last visit and an exemplary electronic information system, e-star, was in place and remains in use on the wireless campus.  Current listings of grants and faculty activities indicate that some faculty members are engaged in the sort of dialogue and skill development related to emerging theories and practices.  Unit technology resources were found to be outstanding at the time of the last visit and no data are provided to verify that this continues since last visit. 

6.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs)

Not applicable for first NCATE visit

AFIs corrected from last visit: 
	AFI 
	AFI Rationale

	
	



AFIs continued from last visit:
	AFI Number & Text
	AFI Rationale

	
	




6.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard:

1. The graduate teaching workload exceeds 9 hours per semester.
Rationale: Policy is for 12 semester hour teaching loads throughout the university and no data are presented to indicate graduate faculty workloads are less.

6.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit:

1) Examine unit faculty committee assignments within the unit, university, and professional community since last visit fall 2008.
2) Check faculty meeting and coordination council or other minutes and records to verify unit coordination of all programs and involvement of professional community in governance.
3) Check annual unit budget and expenditures since fall 2008 to ensure adequacy and comparability to similar units (those that have clinical experiences) within the university.
4) Compare unit expenditures across programs since fall 2008.
5) Examine annual individual faculty and adjunct workloads and assignments since the last visit in fall 2008 to determine average loads; including advisement load for faculty members in each program and individual teaching loads for graduate faculty.
6) Verify implementation of the plans described on p. 38-39 (p. 245-246 of 278 in the IR plus addenda) of the Response to the BOE report from the last visit to see how the changes are addressing the AFI.
7) Verify facilities and faculty engagement in technology and other emerging theory and practices.
8) Verify online support and usage of assessment system since fall 2008. 

Sources of Evidence:

Sacred Heart University’s Institutional Report
Annual Reports and Program Reports in NCATE’s Accreditation Information Management System (AIMS)
Website and Exhibits of Sacred Heart University: http://www.sacredheart.edu/pages/23171_sde_index_of_exhibits.cfm  and Exhibits forwarded by the NCATE Coordinator, entitled:
· STANDARD 5 ELEMENT 3 update
· STANDARD 4 ELEMENT 4 update
· Standard 1 Updated Data Tables.doc
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