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Introduction
The Isabelle Farrington School of Education at Sacred Heart University hosted a Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) Continuing Approval Accreditation Visit on April 6-9, 2008. In preparation for the 2008 on-site visit, the School of Education had to prepare and submit a number of materials, including its Conceptual Framework and an Institutional Report, demonstrating that the unit met all NCATE standards. Following the on-site visit, the Visiting Team and the State Department of Education unanimously agreed that the unit had met all NCATE Standards, and as a result, the State Board of Education voted unanimously to grant full program approval through September 30, 2013. 

The unit then petitioned NCATE to serve as a Pilot Program for other institutions which had to obtain state approval for their programs where the state process was based on NCATE standards. The unit received the following reply in November 2009 from Donna Gollnick, Senior VP of NCATE: 

We are pleased that you are willing to test the redesigned system and provide feedback and input into improving the accreditation process. As part of the pilot, NCATE will use the IR that you prepared for your earlier Connecticut visit as the basis for the offsite review in early 2010 and the onsite visit in fall 2010.
The email went on to note: 

The exhibits that you had available for the 2008 review by Connecticut are appropriate for this visit, but they should reflect how the unit is addressing the standards elements in 2010. For example, you may have revised some of the earlier documents or developed others since the 2008 visit. Please use our new list of exhibits for pilot visits as a guide. We don't want you to have to make many changes in the exhibits that you have already prepared to meet our new, more limited requirements. Therefore, we may need to inform the Offsite Team that the exhibits were compiled for an earlier state visit and may not match the new list of exhibits as closely as most other pilot visits.
In accordance with the directions from NCATE, the unit submitted its 2008 Institutional Report (available in AIMS) and in March 2010 the unit submitted updated data tables (available in AIMS) as Addenda to the 2008 IR. In June 2010 the Offsite Team met via conference call and subsequently submitted an Offsite BOE Feedback Report of its findings. The unit is submitting this November 2010 document both as a Response to the Offsite Team Report and as additional Addenda to the Institutional Report. The document is separated by NCATE Standard and uses the “Statements about the evidence” and “Areas of concern” indicated in the Offsite BOE Feedback Report as the framework for the unit to submit additional information and data in support of the unit’s response to the Report and to the BOE Chair’s pre-visit comments. This response primarily includes commentary and data only for those Standards in which the Offsite BOE identified significant issues or areas of concern. Therefore, Standards 3 and 5 are not responded to in depth in this document. Evidence under each of the six NCATE Standards to be validated by the onsite team will be available in the onsite and/or updated Exhibit Room and on the unit’s NCATE website under Institutional Reports. Also see BOE Fall 2010 Exhibits.
Attached to this response to the Offsite BOE report as an Appendix is in updated domain matrix which demonstrates the alignment between the unit’s assessments and the Domains and Competencies outlined in the unit’s Conceptual Framework. Also attached to this document is a November 2010 Addendum to the unit’s Institutional Report. This Addendum consists of updated data charts primarily for Standard 1 to demonstrate that the unit is addressing the standard and elements in 2010 as requested by NCATE. Data tables in the Addendum are numbered consecutively. Data tables in the body of the response are labeled by Element and number. Data tables in the body of the response are also included in the Addendum and are cross-referenced to their listing in the response.

The following information from AACTE and the Connecticut State Department of Education is presented here to provide the BOE Onsite Visiting Team with a context as to the scope of the unit’s professional educator preparation programs.

Top 10 Producers of Post Bachelor’s/Master’s Level Initial Certification Teacher Candidates (Degree and Non-Degree Programs)

Posted in AACTE Advisor November 1, 2010  

	National                                                     Institution       

Ranking 
	 

                                  State 

	1 
	National University 
	CA 

	2 
	Columbia University 
	NY 

	3 
	California State University Northridge 
	CA 

	4 
	Nova Southeastern University 
	FL 

	5 
	Grand Canyon University 
	AZ 

	6 
	National Louis University 
	IL 

	7 
	San Jose State University 
	CA 

	8 
	Pace University 
	NY 

	
	
	

	9 
	Sacred Heart University 
	CT 

	10 
	University of Minnesota 
	MN 


On October 20, 2010 the unit received the following information from CSDE which compares the CAT scores recorded by candidates for Intermediate Administration and Supervision certification from the institutions in the state endorsed to prepare candidates for this advanced level certification. Shown here is data comparing Sacred Heart University with its largest competitor institution on the number of first time test takers and state licensure test pass rates. The complete data table is found on page 24 of this document.
Connecticut Education Leadership Programs 
First-Time Pass Rates on Connecticut Administrator Test (CAT)



2007-2008


2008-2009


2009-2010                                   
	 University
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested

	 Sacred Heart
	93.3

 
	6.7
	150
	90.3

 
	9.7
	134
	90.3

 
	9.7
	195

	 Southern Connecticut State
	87.4

 
	12.6
	111
	77.4

 
	22.6
	124
	76.6

 
	23.4
	141


STANDARD 1: CANDIDATE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS AND DISPOSITIONS
Findings from June 2010 Offsite BOE Feedback Report

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.  

Comment from Offsite Team:

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.

Response from Unit: 

The unit’s standalone non-licensure MAT program does not prepare candidates for certification or for re-entry into PK-12 classrooms and is therefore not subject to NCATE’s accreditation process. Candidates admitted into this program must meet the same eligibility requirements (passage of the Praxis I exam, GPA, etc.) as candidates for admittance into the unit’s MAT plus certification program, and they will take many of the same graduate level courses. However, candidates for the non-licensure MAT do not take courses in Methods and Curriculum, nor do they engage in student teaching. Non-licensure MAT candidates understand from the time of their acceptance into the program that the unit is not preparing them to become PK-12 teachers and that the unit will not recommend them for certification. A copy of the document signed by candidates in this program indicating their understanding of this agreement is available in the onsite Exhibit Room. Most of the candidates in this program are employees of Sacred Heart University or at other institutions of higher education who want to earn a Master’s Degree and plan to continue their careers in post-secondary and/or adult education.  

Individuals who are already certified teachers may also apply for and be admitted into the unit’s MAT program. Designed for the classroom teacher, the MAT builds skills in such areas as classroom instruction, curriculum development, and classroom management. Concentrations are available in the areas of Elementary Education, Secondary Education, Educational Technology, Literacy, and Professional Enrichment. It is fair to say that the unit’s assessment system is certification centric as the focus of the unit has been on preparing candidates for initial and advanced certifications. Unlike many states, in Connecticut the MAT is not in and of itself a route to certification or professional advancement. Local school districts in the state vary to the extent that they specify an advanced degree or accumulation of a specific number of credit hours for educators to achieve negotiated salary step increments. Advancement in responsibility and job titles in the State of Connecticut is governed by the Regulations Concerning State Educator Certificates, Permits and Authorizations. As noted previously, candidates in the MAT-only program for certified teachers take many of the same courses leading to the MAT degree as do Certification + MAT candidates and they are assessed using the same criteria. Traditionally, the unit has not disaggregated data on already certified MAT candidates, however, in response to the BOE comments the unit will begin to do so. See here for the MAT Plan of Study, also available in the updated exhibit room.  

Comment from Offsite Team:
1.2.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” and 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.  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.

Response from Unit:

State Licensure Test
In the State of Connecticut, candidates for certification as teachers must pass Praxis II Subject-Knowledge Tests for those endorsements where a test is required prior to being certified by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE). CSDE does not stipulate (nor does the unit) at what point in their preparation prospective teachers are to take the Praxis II test as long as it is passed prior to certification. Some candidates may choose to take the test shortly after receiving an undergraduate degree in a content area, others may wait until they have completed student teaching to take the test, and some may wait for a few years after taking classes in the unit’s Teacher Preparation Program to take the Praxis test. There is also no limit to the number of times a candidate can take the test. Candidates are not required to notify the unit when or how many times they have taken the test, only that they provide the unit with evidence of their having passed the test prior to the unit recommending them for certification. Thus the unit (as do other teacher preparation programs in Connecticut) considers a candidate to have completed its teacher preparation program when that candidate has completed all coursework, other key assessments, and field experiences satisfactorily and has passed the Praxis II test (or ACTFL for teachers of foreign languages). This definition of program completer meets CSDE requirements.
State Licensure Test Data

Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 1(a)
Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation
Conceptual Framework Domain II
For Period: 2008-2009
	Program
	# of Test Takers
	% Passing at State Cut Score

	Elementary
	181
	100%

	Secondary English
	27
	100%

	Secondary Spanish
	3
	100%

	Secondary Math
	14
	100%

	Secondary His/SS
	29
	100%

	Secondary Business
	1
	100%

	Secondary Biology
	7
	100%

	Secondary Chemistry
	0
	NA

	Secondary Gen. Sci.
	5
	100%


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 1(b)
Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation
Conceptual Framework Domain II
For Period: 2007-2008
	Program
	# of Test Takers
	% Passing at State Cut Score

	Elementary
	167
	100%

	Secondary English
	21
	100%

	Secondary Spanish
	3
	100%

	Secondary Math
	13
	100%

	Secondary His/SS
	22
	100%

	Secondary Business
	4
	100%

	Secondary Biology
	10
	100%

	Secondary Chemistry
	0
	NA

	Secondary Gen. Sci.
	1
	100%


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 1(c)
Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation
Conceptual Framework Domain II
For Period: 2006-2007
	Program
	# of Test Takers
	% Passing at State Cut Score

	Elementary
	178
	100%

	Secondary English
	15
	100%

	Secondary Spanish
	7
	100%

	Secondary Math
	17
	100%

	Secondary His/SS
	30
	100%

	Secondary Business
	7
	100%

	Secondary Biology
	3
	100%

	Secondary Chemistry
	2
	100%

	Secondary Gen. Sci.
	2
	100%


 Data Summary: The unit (as do other teacher preparation programs in Connecticut) considers a candidate to have completed its teacher preparation program when that candidate has completed all coursework, other key assessments, and field experiences satisfactorily and has passed the Praxis II test (or ACTFL for teachers of foreign languages). This definition of program completer meets CSDE requirements. Using this definition, it is accurate to say that 100% of the unit’s program completers pass the Praxis (or ACTFL) tests.

Comment from Offsite Team:
[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.]

Response from Unit:
The new State of Connecticut “Foundations of Reading” examination is for elementary education candidates. It is different from the Praxis II test, and may be taken before or after the candidate has taken Praxis II. The two reported pass rates – 85 percent and 80 percent - are of all candidates seeking elementary certification who had taken the examination as of the reporting periods. It is worth noting that the unit has among the largest number of test takers, and a pass rate on the Foundations of Reading examination that is 10% higher than the CT state average as evidenced from the most recent data available from the state which is presented in Table 2 below (for full report see exhibit room.)

Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 2

Connecticut Foundations of Reading Test

Results Provided by CSDE

Connecticut Foundations of Reading Test

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C O N F I D E N T I A L * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Institution: 108 Sacred Heart University

Test:
      090 Foundations of Reading



Test Date: May 08, 2010

Subarea 
Subarea Name

1 

Foundations of Reading Development 31-40


2 

Development of Reading Comprehension 21-30


3 

Reading Assessment and Instruction 11-20


4 

Integration of Knowledge and Understanding 2 Open-Response Item(s)

- Passing Score Status -
 Mean


Number
Met
Did Not Meet

Scaled  Mean Subarea Score


Tested
N  %
  N   %


Score    1     2    3   4

Inst 
  65   52 80%   13  20%                252    3.2  3.1  3.0  2.8

State   490  345 70%   145  30%               250    3.0  3.1  3.0   2.7

Comment from Offsite Team:
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. 

Response from Unit:
Transcript reviews are conducted by a faculty advisor who meets with the candidate at the time of admission to the program. The guidelines for ascertaining a candidate’s achievement of an academic major or a Subject Area Major Equivalent are outlined in Connecticut State Requirements as presented in the Regulations Concerning State Educator Certificates, Permits and Authorizations. Transcript reviews are conducted to make sure that candidates have a content area major or equivalent in the area in which they are seeking endorsement. Candidates who fail to meet the State requirements with regard to required courses or content area are advised by the faculty member as to how the candidate can correct the deficiencies. The candidate bears responsibility for taking and successfully completing any courses needed to meet state requirements. The unit has also developed separate Transcript Review Forms, which are available in the updated Exhibit Room, for each endorsement area in which the unit has been approved to recommend candidates for certification. As part of its continuing efforts to make unit and program level improvements based on the use of data, the unit’s faculty met on several occasions in 2009 and 2010 to review, and where necessary, to revise the Transcript Review forms to ensure that candidates have taken courses that match the content knowledge requirements expected in the Standards and Elements promulgated by the SPAs. 
Comment from Offsite Team:

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.
Response from Unit:
Candidates are expected to demonstrate mastery of their content knowledge at various points in the program. The unit has several measures in place in addition to the State Licensure Test and transcript review that are designed to support candidate development in the content area and to guide the unit in making decisions about candidate proficiency. These additional assessments of content knowledge are demonstrated below.
Competency Assessment Reports 

Competency Assessment Reports (CAR) refer to specific embedded rubrics on which candidates are assessed in each course required for certification. For assessing content and subject matter knowledge of candidates in the Elementary Education Program, the CARs associated with the following courses are most relevant: ED221/413 Elementary Curriculum & Methods: Reading, Writing and Language Arts; ED222/459 Elementary Curriculum & Methods: Mathematics and Science; and ED223/430 Elementary Curriculum & Methods: Social Studies and Health. For assessing the content and subject matter knowledge of Secondary Teacher Certification Candidates, CARs associated with ED262/428 Secondary Curriculum and ED264/429 Secondary Methods are most applicable. The CARs in these courses are aligned with the unit’s Conceptual Framework in Domain III Competencies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and Domain IV Competencies 4.1, 4.2, 4.4 and 4.6 (See Appendix A at the end of this document).  Syllabi for these courses are available in the Exhibit Room. In addition, the unit has received notice that its Elementary Education Teacher Preparation Program had been Nationally Recognized (with conditions) by ACEI. The unit is in the process of preparing a response to ACEI which will address the conditions noted by the SPA. Evidence of the unit’s work to respond to ACEI conditions will be available for the Onsite Team to review. 

The CARs embedded in the Curriculum and Methods courses listed above require each candidate to prepare a content-specific 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.  Criterion 1 (designing learning tasks and assessments) is applicable for evaluating candidates’ mastery of content knowledge, specifically, knowledge of content standards. The level of mastery exhibited by the candidate in preparing the lesson plans and other materials called for in the course is assessed on a three-point scale where 3 indicates Target level, 2 is Acceptable, and 1 is Unacceptable. The average scores from the CARs pertaining to lesson plan development are presented below. As requested by the Offsite BOE Team, the data has been disaggregated by campus and by semester.

Competency Assessment Reports Data:
Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(a)
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses
                                                              Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	221/413

Language Arts
	Average
	3.0
	2.52

	
	N
	164
	32

	222/459

Math & Science
	Average
	2.97
	3.0

	
	N
	168
	33

	223/430

Soc Stud & Health
	Average
	2.88
	2.96

	
	N
	125
	55


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(b)
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses
                                                                Summer 1 2008 – Spring 2009
	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	221/413

Language Arts
	Average
	2.90
	3.0

	
	N
	81
	                29

	222/459

Math & Science
	Average
	2.95
	   3.0

	
	N
	76
	30

	223/430

Soc Stud & Health
	Average
	2.88
	   3.0

	
	N
	89
	29


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(c)
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses
                                                                Summer 1 2007 – Spring 2008
	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	221/413

Language Arts
	Average
	2.81
	2.76

	
	N
	95
	17

	222/459

Math & Science
	Average
	2.92
	   3.0

	
	N
	104
	36

	223/430

Soc Stud & Health
	Average
	2.89
	  3.0

	
	N
	94
	27


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(d)
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	262/428
Secondary Curriculum
	Average
	3.0
	3.0

	
	N
	77
	  36

	264/429
Secondary Methods
	Average
	2.83
	2.80

	
	N
	72
	30


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(e)
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009

	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	262/428
Secondary Curriculum
	Average
	3.0
	2.76

	
	N
	    59
	    17

	264/429
Secondary Methods
	Average
	  2.83
	    2.70

	
	N
	41
	27


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(f)
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008

	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	262/428
Secondary Curriculum
	Average
	2.92
	2.78

	
	N
	    36
	    23

	264/429
Secondary Methods
	Average
	  2.69
	    2.73

	
	N
	49
	15


Competency Assessment Reports Data Summary: The development of lesson plans in the unit’s curriculum and methods courses is an iterative process in which candidates are expected to learn to develop lesson plans by submitting drafts of their plans and then receiving and responding to formative feedback from the faculty member teaching the course. The candidate resubmits their lesson plan until the faculty member is confident that the candidate knows how to prepare content-specific lesson plans at the Acceptable level prior to receiving a final grade in the course. The data derived from tables 3(a) – 3(f) indicate that candidates are evaluated by the faculty members teaching elementary and secondary methods and curriculum courses as possessing the content and subject matter knowledge to successfully prepare lesson plans in the subjects in which they are seeking endorsement.
Clinical Assessment System
The unit’s Clinical Assessment System (CAS) is a course-embedded set of activities and evaluation forms that permit an assessment of a student teacher’s mastery of knowledge, skills and dispositions. In the student teaching experience candidates work with a cooperating teacher, are supported by a university supervisor, and attend a weekly seminar conducted by unit faculty. Candidates prepare extensive portfolio documents of both written and presented lesson/unit plans that are aligned with institutional, state, and SPA standards. The entire portfolio is reviewed by the university supervisor and the seminar instructor as part of the evaluation process using the Clinical Assessment System.  The CAS includes also includes observations, feedback, self assessments, and preparation of a binder of evidence of meeting state requirements including: clinical practice; content standards; pedagogical and professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions; and effect on student learning. The unit’s assessment system requires candidates to be observed multiple times during their student teaching experience by the cooperating teacher and by a university supervisor. For each observation the candidate writes and delivers a content-specific lesson plan, which includes information on how the content to be taught during the lesson is aligned with local or national content standards. The results of the observations and evaluations of the lesson plans are also components of the Clinical Assessment System. The average scores candidates received from cooperating teachers and university supervisors as to the ability of the unit’s student teachers is demonstrated in Tables 4(a) – 4(c) below. As evidenced in Appendix A to this document, the CAS is aligned with Domains IV and V of the unit’s Conceptual Framework.

Clinical Assessment System Data:
                                                            Standard 1 Element 1a.  Table 4(a)
            Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching
                                                        Griswold Summer 1 2009 - Spring 2010

	CAS
	
	Fairfield
	Griswold

	Elementary


	Average
	2.94
	2.92

	
	N
	102
	26

	Secondary
	Average
	2.92
	2.92

	
	N
	60
	26


                                                             Standard 1 Element 1a.  Table 4(b)
            Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching
                                                        Griswold Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	CAS
	
	Fairfield
	Griswold

	Elementary


	Average
	2.92
	  2.94

	
	N
	 92
	36

	Secondary
	Average
	3.0
	    3.0

	
	N
	38
	14


                                                           Standard 1 Element 1a.  Table 4(c)
            Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching
                                                        Griswold Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	CAS
	
	Fairfield
	Griswold

	Elementary


	Average
	2.94
	  2.94

	
	N
	 93
	17

	Secondary
	Average
	2.91
	    2.88

	
	N
	36
	24


Clinical Assessment System Data Summary:
As demonstrated by the data in Tables 4(a) – 4(c), using a 3-point scale to assess the unit’s candidates during their student teaching clinical experience, the responses of both university supervisors and cooperating teachers indicate that the unit’s candidates possess a high level of content knowledge which they apply in the development of content-specific lesson plans.

Program Completion Surveys 
At the Program Completion gateway the unit conducts two email surveys to obtain information about the content knowledge of Teacher Preparation and Initial Certification Program completers. The first survey is of cooperating teachers, and the second, of university supervisors. The questionnaires for both groups are identical and consist of twelve scaled items, the first two of which measure: “Knowledge of current state and local content standards” and “Depth of Content Knowledge.” The groups responded on a scale of 1 to 4, in which a score of 4 indicated a Superior level of mastery; 3 indicated Above Average mastery; a score of 2 represented Average mastery; and a score of 1 meant Below Average mastery. The survey instruments are included in the updated Exhibit Room. Average ratings of program completers over the past three years are presented in Tables 4 and 5 below. 

Standard 1 Element 1a.  Table 5
Average Competency Ratings of SHU Program Completers by Cooperating Teachers 

 Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Content Area
	N
	Average 

Rating
(4-Point Scale)

	Knowledge of current state and national standards.

  Depth of Content knowledge.


	49

49
	3.16

3.06


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 6
Average Competency Ratings of SHU Program Completers by University Supervisors
Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Content Area
	N
	Average 

Rating
(4-Point Scale)

	Knowledge of current state and national standards.

  Depth of Content knowledge.


	74

74
	3.43

3.29


Program Completion Surveys Data Summary
The data in Tables 4 and 5 above indicate that cooperating teachers and university supervisors find the unit’s student teachers to possess Above Average to Superior subject matter content knowledge.
Conclusion
Based on triangulated data presented in Tables 1-6 and the accompanying descriptions of content assessments the unit believes it has provided evidence that its candidates possess the requisite mastery of the professional knowledge base to be effective teachers.
Comment from Offsite Team:
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)...  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.

Response from Unit:

As of the present time, the unit has not gathered evaluation data from outside sources on program completers of its Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program. The unit appreciates the comments of the offsite team and will implement a plan to collect this data in the future. It should also be noted that the unit has recently received approval from CSDE to establish a Reading/Language Arts Consultant certification (097) for which IRA program approval will be sought after the unit has collected sufficient assessment data including data from external sources. 
Comment from Offsite Team:
Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program

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.
Comment from Offsite Team:
a. 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.  

Response from Unit:

The unit will attempt to respond to the Offsite Team’s comments about dispositions of Teacher Preparation and Initial Certification Program candidates in this section, and will respond to issues concerning dispositions of advanced program candidates under the Standard 1 Areas of Concern portion of this document. 
In keeping with the unit’s Conceptual Framework, candidates in the unit’s Teacher Preparation and Initial Certification Program are expected to demonstrate the following Competencies that derive from the Proficiency of Domain V – Educator:

1. The Candidate demonstrates enthusiasm, commitment and respect for the teaching profession

2. The Candidate strives to develop one’s own ability and enhance professional performance

3. The Candidate engages in reflective practice for the purpose of improving one’s own professional performance, and the personal development and academic performance of students

4. The Candidate respects and values the thoughts, feelings and actions of others

5. The Candidate strives to promote the sense of self-worth, enhance the capabilities, and improve the academic performance of students. 

Assessments of the dispositions of Teacher Preparation Candidates are obtained through the following instruments and methods: 1) Admissions Interview, 2) Student Teaching Recommendation Form, and 3) Student Teaching Final Evaluation Form (CAS), the instruments can be found in the updated Exhibit Room.  In addition, exit interviews of program completers and surveys of cooperating teachers and university supervisors provide relevant data on candidate dispositions. The assessments are implemented at the Admissions Gateway, Pre-Clinical Gateway, and Post- Clinical/Program Completion Gateway. In the onsite Exhibit Room there will be “Confidential” samples of candidates’ satisfactory assessments of their dispositions at each of these Gateways as well as information regarding the resolution of cases where candidates may have been assessed below the Acceptable level at one or more of the gateways.
Gateway 1: Admissions Review
After fulfilling the requirements for admission, applicants meet with and are interviewed by members of the faculty who serve on the unit’s Admissions Review Committee. Applicants are rated on their response to written and oral questions and are given an overall rating by the members of the Committee. The rating is based on a five point scale with 1- poor, 2- fair, 3-good, 4- very good, and 5- superior. Among the items evaluated by the Admissions Review Committee are the Committee members’ assessments of each applicant’s 1) dispositions, and 2) the appropriateness of response when answering the following questions: “Why do you want to be a teacher” and “What knowledge skills and dispositions will you bring to the teaching profession?” Copies of the instruments, questions and rubrics used by the Committee can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. 
Ratings of candidates’ dispositions by Admissions Committees in Fairfield and Griswold over the past three years are presented below. The Admissions Review aligns with the unit’s Conceptual Framework Domain V, Competencies 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.7.

Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 1(a)
                          Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

   Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary  N=164
	3.50

	Secondary N=77
	3.87


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 1(b)

         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

                                                            Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=137
	3.66

	Secondary N=108
	3.69


                                                         Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 1(c)

         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=54
	3.72

	Secondary N=19
	3.42


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 2(a)
                         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Griswold Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=29
	3.03

	Secondary N=40
	3.13



                                  Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 2(b)


Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Griswold Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=36
	3.17

	Secondary N=36
	3.28


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 2(c)
                         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Griswold Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=18
	3.0

	Secondary N=29
	3.0


Gateway 2: Pre-Clinical
As part of their application for student teaching each candidate is required to have two faculty members with whom the candidate had taken courses fill out and submit a checklist that assesses the strength of the candidate in terms of the Candidate’s Personal and Professional Qualities. The performance objectives rated on these checklists are aligned with Competencies within Domain V – Educator - of the unit’s Conceptual Framework (CF). The Domain V Competencies are 5.1 Communication Skills, 5.2 Interpersonal/ Collaborative Skills, 5.3 Critical Thinking Skills, 5.4 Enthusiasm and Respect for Profession, 5.5 Professional Development,  5.6 Reflective Practice, 5.7 Respect for Others, 5.8 Student Development. The Personal Skills and Dispositional Competencies related to each of the performance objectives (called Criteria) are indicated in the tables below. Candidates are assessed according to the following scale: 1 - Area of Concern, 2 - Acceptable and 3 - Exemplary. Ratings of candidates’ dispositions at the Pre-Clinical Gateway in Fairfield over the past three years are presented below. The unit has only recently begun to gather this data on candidates at the Griswold Campus. 
Criterion 1 Contributes positively to team efforts

Criterion 2 Oral Communication
Criterion 3 Written Communication



Criterion 4 Diversity and Interactive skills

Criterion 5 Accepts Constructive Criticism/Feedback

Criterion 6 Flexibility
Criterion 7 Professional Decorum



Criterion 8 Enthusiasm and commitment
Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 3(a)
Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of Candidates Applying for Student Teaching

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion
 1
CF Comp 

5.2
	Criterion 2
CF Comp

5.1
	Criterion 3
CF Comp

5.1


	Criterion 4
CF Comp 

5.7
	Criterion
 5
CF Comp

5.3, 5.5, 5.6
	Criterion 6
CF Comp

5.7, 5.8 
	Criterion 7

CF Comp

5.4
	Criterion 8

CF Comp

5.4

	Elementary N=91
	2.96
	2.99
	2.86
	2.88
	3.0
	2.94
	2.94
	2.92

	Secondary
 N=45
	2.97
	2.97
	2.93
	2.97
	2.97
	2.91
	2.97
	2.90


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 3(b)
Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of Candidates Applying for Student Teaching Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion
 1
CF Comp 

5.2
	Criterion
 2
CF Comp

5.1
	Criterion 3
CF Comp

5.1


	Criterion
 4
CF 

Comp 

5.7
	Criterion
 5
CF Comp

5.3, 5.5, 5.6
	Criterion
 6
CF Comp

5.7, 5.8 
	Criterion
 7

CF Comp

5.4
	Criterion
 8

CF Comp

5.4

	Elementary
 N=83
	2.96
	2.98
	2.81
	2.86
	2.91
	2.88
	2.92
	2.87

	Secondary
 N=33
	2.83
	2.76
	2.81
	2.76
	2.75
	2.75
	2.81
	2.79


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 3(c)
Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of Candidates Applying for Student Teaching

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion
 1
CF Comp 

5.2
	Criterion
 2
CF Comp

5.1
	Criterion 3
CF Comp

5.1


	Criterion
 4
CF Comp 

5.7
	Criterion
 5
CF Comp

5.3, 5.5, 5.6
	Criterion
 6
CF Comp

5.7, 5.8 
	Criterion
 7

CF Comp

5.4
	Criterion
 8

CF Comp

5.4

	Elementary
 N=59
	2.90
	2.93
	2.88
	2.83
	2.92
	2.88
	2.86
	2.86

	Secondary
 N=12
	2.92
	2.92
	2.75
	2.75
	2.92
	2.75
	3.0
	2.67


Gateway 3: Post-Clinical/Program Completion
At the completion of student teaching the CAS Student Teaching Evaluation form (copy available in the updated Exhibit Room) is used to assess the candidate on four Professional Behavior performance objectives. These performance objectives are aligned with Competencies under Domain V – Educator - of the unit’s Conceptual Framework. The Domain V Competencies assessed by this portion of the CAS Student Teaching Evaluation Form are 5.4 Enthusiasm and Respect for the Profession, 5.5 Professional Development, and 5.8 Student Development. Candidates are rated by their cooperating teacher and by the university supervisor using a 2-point scale: 1= Unsatisfactory 2= Satisfactory. As evidenced by the data below, the unit’s candidates are rated as having the dispositions needed to promote excellence in self and others. 

Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 4(a)
CAS Mean Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies at Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency
	Professional Behavior

Performance Objective 

	Fairfield 

Elementary N=102
	Fairfield

Secondary N=60
	Griswold 

Elementary N=26
	Griswold

Secondary N=26

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility for Teachers.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in regard to student teaching.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.5
	Working collaboratively with colleagues to set goals for professional development.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4, 5.8
	Demonstrating dispositions critical to self and students.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 4(b)
CAS Mean Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies at Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	CF

Competency
	Performance Objective 

	Fairfield 

Elementary N=92
	Fairfield

Secondary N=38
	Griswold 

Elementary N=36
	Griswold

Secondary N=14

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility for Teachers.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in regard to student teaching.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.5
	Working collaboratively with colleagues to set goals for professional development.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4, 5.8
	Demonstrating dispositions critical to self and students.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 4(c)
CAS Mean Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies at Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	CF

Competency
	Performance Objective 

	Fairfield 

Elementary N=93
	Fairfield

Secondary N=36
	Griswold 

Elementary N=17
	Griswold

Secondary N=24

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility for Teachers.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in regard to student teaching.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.5
	Working collaboratively with colleagues to set goals for professional development.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4, 5.8
	Demonstrating dispositions critical to self and students.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0


Exit Interviews at Program Completion
Candidates were administered an exit survey upon completion of student teaching. They responded to a twenty-one item questionnaire using a 3-point scale to indicate whether they were in “Agreement” (3 points), “Partial Agreement” (2 points) or “Disagreement” (1 point) with statements about the Teacher Preparation and Initial Certification Program’s efficacy in developing the competencies expected of educational professionals. A copy of the survey instrument can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. Self-assessments of candidates’ dispositions are presented below.

Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 5(a)
Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers 
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Disposition Items
	Fairfield  N-139

Average 

Rating
	Griswold  N-14

Average 

Rating

	  Increased commitment to personal professional development.

  Encouraged reflection and responsive action on student performance.

  Encouraged personal professional and ethical behavior.

  Encouraged personal reflection and responsive action on teaching
	2.86

2.89

2.91

2.90
	2.87

3.0

3.0

3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 5(b)

Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers 
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Disposition Items
	Fairfield  N-72

Average 

Rating
	Griswold  N-43

Average 

Rating

	  Increased commitment to personal professional development.

  Encouraged reflection and responsive action on student performance.

  Encouraged personal professional and ethical behavior.

   Encouraged personal reflection and responsive action on teaching 
	2.92

2.99

3.0

2.97
	2.70

2.77

2.80

2.26


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 5(c)
Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers 

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	Disposition Items
	Fairfield   N-137

Average 

Rating
	Griswold    N-13

Average 

Rating

	  Increased commitment to personal professional development.

  Encouraged reflection and responsive action on student performance.

  Encouraged personal professional and ethical behavior.

   Encouraged personal reflection and responsive action on teaching 
	2.89

2.93

2.91

2.89
	2.71

2.79

2.79

2.50


Surveys of Cooperating Teachers and University Supervisors
Two additional surveys were conducted to triangulate information on the dispositions of program completers. The first survey was of cooperating teachers, and the second of university supervisors. In the surveys the respondents were asked to evaluate the dispositions of student teachers who had been assigned to them. Both surveys used a rating scale of 1 to 4, with 1 signifying Unacceptable behavior. See the updated Exhibit Room for the survey instrument.
The data show that cooperating teachers and university supervisors perceived their student teachers as having demonstrated dispositions appropriate to teaching.
Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 6
 Average Ratings of Program Completers’ Dispositions by Cooperating Teachers 

Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Disposition Items
	N=49

	   Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality.

   Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession
	  3.40

  3.34


Standard 1 Element 1g.  Table 7
 Average Ratings of Program Completers’ Dispositions by University Supervisors 

Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	     Disposition Items
	N=74

	  Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality. 

  Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession 
	  3.76

  3.73


Comment from Offsite Team:
b. 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.

Response from Unit:
Embedded within the dispositions assessed at each of the Gateways referenced above are candidates’ abilities to accept constructive criticism/feedback, and to demonstrate flexibility when necessary. These are two of the items specifically referred to in recommendations for student teaching completed by faculty members. The data presented above in response to Standard 1 Element 1g. Tables 1-7 demonstrates that the unit’s candidates possess appropriate dispositions including the ability to respond to educational change to be effective teachers.  In addition, the 2008 visiting team and the 2010 offsite team commented favorably on the unit’s commitment to technology and diversity, as well as on candidate field experiences. Candidates are well positioned to respond appropriately to demographic and technological change in educational settings.

1.4
Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard

Comment from Offsite Team:

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:

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.

Response to Rationale a from Unit:
Data for initial certification candidates has been disaggregated and can be found above in Standard 1 Element 1a. Tables 3(a) – 4(c) and supporting narrative on pages 11-14 of this report. Additional disaggregation of data for MAT-only has begun.
Response to Rationale b from Unit:

Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program

The unit apologizes for the apparent lack of clarity in articulating the descriptions and disaggregation of data for its (Advanced) programs. It is worth noting that NCATE had agreed that the unit would submit the same Institutional Report it had submitted for its State Approval visit in 2008. It was after that IR had been prepared and submitted that the unit received feedback from the ELCC SPA that the unit’s Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program had been Recognized (with conditions) at the Building Level, but additional data would be required before the District Level Program could be Recognized. The unit is presently compiling the data requested by ELCC. Evidence of the unit’s work to respond to ELCC will be available for the Onsite Team to review. In addition, in this document the unit has attempted to respond to the offsite team’s request for additional disaggregation by year and location of data. 
One of the ways candidates in the unit’s Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program demonstrate that they possess appropriate levels of content knowledge is by the high pass rates the unit’s candidates achieve on the Connecticut Administrator Test (State Licensure Test) as indicated in the tables below. Additional data found in the Addendum attached to this response document attest to the unit’s position that its candidates have the Knowledge, Skills and Dispositions necessary to be effective education professionals.
Standard 1 Element 1e. Table 2(a)

Pass Rates of First Time Test Takers on Connecticut Administrator Test

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Campus
	Pass
	1st Attempt
	1st attempt % Pass Rate

	Fairfield - Traditional
	N = 50
	N = 57
	87.72%

	Fairfield - Cohort
	N = 69
	N = 73
	94.52%

	Griswold 
	N = 52
	N = 60
	86.67%

	TOTAL
	N = 171
	N = 190
	90.00%


Standard 1 Element 1e. Table 2(b)

Pass Rates of First Time Test Takers on Connecticut Administrator Test

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Campus
	Pass
	1st Attempt
	1st attempt % Pass Rate

	Fairfield - Traditional
	N = 48
	N = 52
	92.31%

	Fairfield – Cohort
	N = 35
	N = 42
	83.33%

	Griswold 
	N = 38
	N = 39
	97.44%

	TOTAL
	N = 121
	N = 133
	90.98%


Standard 1 Element 1e. Table 2(c)

Pass Rates of First Time Test Takers on Connecticut Administrator Test

Summer 1 2007- Spring 2008

	Campus
	Pass
	1st Attempt
	1st attempt % Pass Rate

	Fairfield – Traditional
	N = 41
	N = 42
	97.62%

	Fairfield – Cohort
	N = 57
	N = 58
	98.28%

	Griswold 
	N  = 43
	N = 51
	84.31%

	TOTAL
	N = 141
	N = 151
	93.38%


On October 20, 2010 the unit received the following information from CSDE which compares the CAT scores recorded by candidates for Intermediate Administration and Supervision certification from the institutions in the state endorsed to prepare candidates for this advanced level certification. It is evident that Sacred Heart University has not only the greatest number of candidates each year, but that its candidates score consistently well above the NCATE required pass rate of 80% and higher than other institutions in the state. (Note: the numbers on the unit’s and the state’s tables may differ slightly due to difference in reporting periods and when the candidates took the test).

Standard 1 Element 1e. Table 3

CONNECTICUT ADMINISTRATOR TEST (CAT) 
PERFORMANCE STATUS REPORT 
Connecticut Education Leadership Programs 
First-Time Pass Rates



2007-2008


2008-2009


2009-2010                                   
	 University
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested

	 Central Connecticut State
	91.1

 
	8.9
	56
	94.3

 
	5.7
	53
	96.8

 
	3.2
	31

	 Quinnipiac

University
	
	NA
	
	100

 
	0
	5
	90.5

 
	9.5
	21

	 Sacred Heart
	93.3

 
	6.7
	150
	90.3

 
	9.7
	134
	90.3

 
	9.7
	195

	 Southern Connecticut State
	87.4

 
	12.6
	111
	77.4

 
	22.6
	124
	76.6

 
	23.4
	141

	 University of Bridgeport
	89.8

 
	10.2
	59
	91.9

 
	8.1
	37
	71.8

 
	28.2
	39

	 University of Connecticut
	87.5

 
	12.5
	56
	94.3

 
	5.7
	53
	96.8

 
	3.2
	31

	* University of Hartford
	100
 
	0
	5
	83.3

 
	16.7
	6
	60.0
 
	40.0
	5

	Western Connecticut State
	
	NA
	
	
	NA
	
	92.9
	7.1
	4

	 Out of State
	72.7
	27.3
	22
	80.0
	20.0
	15
	82.0
	18.0
	39


* Program has discontinued
NA indicates program was not yet approved or new
The Connecticut Administrator Test is described by CSDE as:

 The CAT consists of two modules that focus on school improvement (approximately 3 testing hours) and two modules that focus on instructional analysis (approximately 3.5 testing hours). The first two modules ask an aspiring school leader to take the role of a new principal, to review Connecticut Strategic School Profiles (SSP) and community information, and to develop a school improvement process. The two school improvement modules include an elementary and secondary school context. The second two modules require candidates to take the role of an instructional supervisor, and to review, analyze and prepare recommendations for support in response to a teacher’s unit plan, student work and a brief videotape segment of instruction. Again, the two modules include an elementary and secondary school context. 
Passing Standards: An applicant must score at least a Pass on three of the four CAT test modules. No module of the four can receive a score of Fail. Therefore, three modules must achieve a score of Pass, plus one module with a score of Conditional.  

Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program

There is no State Licensure Test for the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program. Content knowledge data is presently collected on candidates through the use of course-embedded CARs and this data is displayed in the updated Exhibit Room. Content knowledge is also assessed by program graduates and by the faculty who supervised them during their training. The data presented below reveal that over the past three years graduates and faculty supervisors rate program completers as being well above Acceptable Level and near Target Level in Content Area Knowledge, Pedagogical Content Knowledge, Professional and Pedagogical Content Knowledge, and Assessment of Student Learning.

Standard 1 Element 1e. Table 4

Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Post Program Completion Survey of Graduates
                                                                          2007-2010
	                                                                      
	Average

Rating
	N

	Topic:  CONTENT AREA
	
	

	1.  Knowledge of current state and national standards
	2.74
	28

	2.  Depth of content knowledge 
	2.81
	28

	Topic:  PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	3. Ability to write a coherent lesson plan
	2.92
	28

	4. Ability to implement effective lesson plans
	2.94
	28

	5. Ability to promote critical thinking, problem-solving and deeper understanding of concepts
	2.86
	28

	6. Ability to differentiate instruction in order to meet the needs of diverse learners
	2.86
	28

	Topic:  PROFESSIONAL AND PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT 

            KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	7.  Ability to manage student behavior
	2.66
	28

	8.  Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality  
	2.86
	28

	9.  Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession
	2.88
	28

	Topic:  ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING
	
	

	10. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate student progress
	2.72
	28

	11. Ability to provide feedback (oral or written) that assists students in improving their performance.
	2.89
	28

	12. Ability to select and use a variety of reliable and valid assessments in order to evaluate student reading achievement  
	2.69
	28

	13. Ability to develop and implement an intervention plan that will result in increased student reading achievement
	2.75
	28

	14. Ability to analyze trend data by prioritizing needs, developing goals, identifying strategies to meet goals, and monitoring implementation of action plan.
	2.69
	28


Standard 1 Element 1e. Table 5

Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Post Program Completion Survey of Supervisors
                                                                         2007-2010

	                                                                      
	Average

Rating
	N

	Topic:  CONTENT AREA
	
	

	1.  Knowledge of current state and national standards
	2.89
	2

	2.  Depth of content knowledge 
	2.89
	2

	Topic:  PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	3. Ability to write a coherent lesson plan
	2.91
	2

	4. Ability to implement effective lesson plans
	2.93
	2

	5. Ability to promote critical thinking, problem-solving and deeper understanding of concepts
	2.93
	2

	6. Ability to differentiate instruction in order to meet the needs of diverse learners
	2.91
	2

	Topic:  PROFESSIONAL AND PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT 

            KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	7.  Ability to manage student behavior
	2.93
	2

	8.  Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality  
	2.94
	2

	9.  Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession
	2.94
	2

	Topic:  ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING
	
	

	10. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate student progress
	2.91
	2

	11. Ability to provide feedback (oral or written) that assists students in improving their performance.
	2.91
	2

	12. Ability to select and use a variety of reliable and valid assessments in order to evaluate student reading achievement  
	2.91
	2

	13. Ability to develop and implement an intervention plan that will result in increased student reading achievement
	2.89
	2

	14. Ability to analyze trend data by prioritizing needs, developing goals, identifying strategies to meet goals, and monitoring implementation of action plan.
	2.91
	2


Comment from Offsite Team:
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 for MAT non-licensure candidates.

Response from Unit:

As noted in the unit’s response to Standard 1, Item 1.2 “Statement about the evidence” in this report, the unit’s standalone non-licensure MAT program does not prepare candidates for certification or for re-entry into PK-12 classrooms and is therefore not subject to NCATE’s accreditation process. Non-licensure MAT candidates understand from the time of their acceptance into the program that the unit is not preparing them to become PK-12 teachers, and that the unit will not recommend them for certification.

The Unit offers two routes through which a candidate may work towards initial teacher certification. One is the Five Year Program in which applications for admission are submitted by Sacred Heart University students during the Fall semester of their sophomore year. Course work in education begins in the junior year, and the candidate completes 21 credits of education courses prior to the BA/BS and -- assuming all coursework, field experiences and student teaching requirements are satisfied -- concludes in spring of the fifth year with recommendation for initial teacher certification and the achievement of a Masters of Arts in Teaching (MAT) degree. The second route is for candidates who elect to postpone all professional education coursework until after they complete their undergraduate degree. Candidates taking this route may enroll for certification courses only, or for certification plus an MAT. The combined certification/ MAT program includes 48 credits of professional education courses at the graduate level. 

It should be noted that the great majority of the unit’s candidates for teacher certification and/or an MAT degree come to the Isabelle Farrington School of Education after having completed a baccalaureate degree at an institution other than Sacred Heart University. For these candidates as well as for those applying through the unit’s Five Year Program, transcript reviews are conducted at the time of admission into the graduate program to make sure that the candidates know the subject matter that they plan to teach as evidenced by their having a content area major or equivalent in the area in which they are seeking endorsement.  Each endorsement area has its own Transcript Review Form that the unit has developed in consultation with faculty members in the University’s College of Arts and Sciences to ensure that they are aligned with the SPA requirements and that candidates have taken the courses required to obtain a major or equivalent in the subject matter the candidate plans to teach. Transcript reviews also reflect the provisions of the Connecticut State Requirements as presented in the Regulations Concerning State Educator Certificates, Permits and Authorizations. Whether the candidate enters the unit through the Five Year Program or after achieving a baccalaureate degree at Sacred Heart University or elsewhere, prior to program completion the candidate must successfully pass the Praxis II (or ACTFL) exam in the content area for which the candidate is seeking endorsement. 
Also as noted previously, individuals who are already certified teachers may apply for and be admitted into the MAT program. The great majority of these candidates also come to the Isabelle Farrington School of Education after having completed a baccalaureate degree at an institution other than Sacred Heart University. Since these candidates are already certified teachers, they have already passed the Praxis II examination in the content area(s) in which they have been endorsed, and have met all of the other requirements for initial certification established by CSDE. The unit’s MAT program for these candidates builds skills in such areas as classroom instruction, curriculum development, and classroom management. Concentrations are available in the areas of Elementary Education, Secondary Education, Educational Technology, Literacy, and Professional Enrichment. The Plan of Study for all MAT candidates can be found on the unit’s NCATE website and in the updated Exhibit Room.
Comment from Offsite Team:
1. 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.
Response from Unit:

The unit’s response to the offsite team’s concerns about “Professional Dispositions and Commitments” of initial candidates can be found on pages 16-22 of this report. We will now respond to the team’s concerns about the dispositions of advanced candidates. The unit attempted to explain what dispositions are measured, how they are measured, and by whom they are measured on pages 68-77 in its 2008 Institutional Report. We apologize if the information and data provided was insufficient, and will work with the visiting team to clarify any misunderstandings.
Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program
The Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program (also known as the Educational Leadership or EDL Program) at the Isabelle Farrington School of Education stresses those leadership dispositions which accompany each of the twelve requirements of the Connecticut Standards for School Leaders. These include but are not limited to:

1.   Values the participation of members of the school community (staff and parents) in developing a common vision of the educated person and identifying the implications of that vision for students, staff, and the school’s programs.

2.   Is willing to examine all assumptions, beliefs, and practices regarding school programs.

3.   Respects the unique qualities of each learner, and is committed to helping each of them develop self-confidence and competence.

 4.   Is committed to the continuous development of individual teacher abilities and provides opportunities for teacher growth and reflection.

5.   Values cultural diversity within the school and community as an asset to the instructional program.

6.   Is committed to the belief that all children can learn and has high expectations for their achievement.

7.   Is committed to considering diverse perspectives as part of the decision-making processes.

8.   Is committed to using formal and informal assessment strategies to monitor progress toward school goals.

9.   Values the participation and collaboration of members of the school community to establish a climate of reflection and learning and to improve the overall learning environment for students.

10.  Believes that the quality of teaching and learning can be influenced by attending to staff selection, teacher evaluation, professional development, and school improvement.

11.  Understands and is committed to developing organizational structures and allocating resources in a manner that improves student learning and staff productivity.

12.  Believes that resources are for all the students in the school.
Admissions Case Study
The Admissions Case Study provides EDL program faculty with an early assessment of a potential candidate’s disposition. During the application process, the candidate must respond to a writing prompt by submitting a 2-3 page essay. The prompt is drawn from an ISSLC case study and asks the candidate to respond to educational leadership problems and questions presented in the case designed primarily to assess the candidates’ dispositions.  The candidate is also given the rubric upon which the essay response will be evaluated.  The case study is evaluated by a faculty member of the Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program on a scale of 1-3 using a holistic rubric with “2” as the minimum score for admission. The assignment and scoring rubrics can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. In the event an applicant scores below a “2”   (in AY10  there has been 1 applicant for the program who scored below a 2, in AY09 there were none, and in AY08 there was 1) the applicant is allowed to write an essay based on a different writing prompt which is randomly assigned to a different faculty member for assessment. In each of the cases where an applicant scored below a 2 on the first submission, the candidate scored 2 or higher on the subsequent case study response. The Director of the Educational Leadership Program also interviews applicants failing to score at the Acceptable level on their first attempt to respond to the admissions case study. As demonstrated in the Tables below, the data for these Case Studies indicate that candidates applying for the Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program possess dispositions expected of future educational leaders.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 8(a)
                                                           Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	Fairfield N-62
	Traditional 
	2.34

	Fairfield N-94
	Cohort
	2.42

	Griswold N-64
	
	2.60


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 8(b)
                                                           Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Fairfield N-96
	Traditional 
	2.52

	Fairfield N-49
	Cohort
	2.37

	Griswold N-59
	
	2.39


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 8(c)

                                                           Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	Fairfield N-82
	Traditional 
	2.60

	Fairfield N-49
	Cohort
	2.70

	Griswold N-50
	
	2.27


Assessment of Dispositions During Coursework
Five key course assessments are used in the EDL program to measure candidates’ professional knowledge, skills and dispositions. The unit utilizes its Competency Assessment Reports (CAR) in the following courses: EDL 635 - Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development - Instructional Analysis Case Study; EDL 698-Administrative Practicum- Internship Part I; EDL  626: Assessment and Evaluation of Learning – School Improvement Simulation; EDL 605: Advanced Curriculum-School Improvement Simulation; and EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education to assess candidates according to several criteria including dispositions and professional development. Data from these assessments of dispositions and professional development are presented below. Copies of the assessment instruments and rubrics as well as data on candidate assessments on all criteria recorded by the faculty member in the CAR in each course can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. The high scores candidates have received from the faculty members in these key courses demonstrate that candidates for certification through the unit’s Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program possess the appropriate dispositions to be effective school and district leaders. Additionally, in response to ELCC feedback the unit’s EDL faculty members are developing additional materials in the form of case studies that will assess candidate dispositions at the building and district level. Data is not yet available from these assessments.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 9(a)
CAR for EDL 635 Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	Fairfield   N = 141
	2.51

	Griswold   N = 112
	2.21


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 9(b)
CAR for EDL 635 Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	Fairfield   N = 117
	2.63

	Griswold   N = 47
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 9(c)
CAR for EDL 635 Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	Fairfield   N = 102
	2.50

	Griswold   N = 41
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 10(a)
CAR for EDL 698 Administrative Practicum
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Promote Student Understanding

	Fairfield   N = 49
	2.52

	Griswold   N = 88
	2.95


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 10(b)
CAR for EDL 698 Administrative Practicum
Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Promote Student Understanding

	Fairfield   N = 98
	2.89

	Griswold   N = 47
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 10(c)
CAR for EDL 698 Administrative Practicum
Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Promote Student Understanding

	Fairfield   N = 85
	2.78

	Griswold   N = 39
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 11(a)
CAR for EDL 626 School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Foster Collaboration

	Fairfield   N = 57
	2.29

	Griswold   N = 39
	2.64


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 11(b)
CAR for EDL 626 School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Foster Collaboration

	Fairfield   N = 91
	2.47

	Griswold   N = 51
	2.43


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 11(c)
CAR for EDL 626 School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Foster Collaboration

	Fairfield   N = 97
	2.30

	Griswold   N = 44
	2.43


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 12(a)
CAR for EDL 605 Advanced Curriculum School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #1
Educated Person

	Fairfield   N = 168
	2.65

	Griswold   N = 77
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 12(b)
CAR for EDL 605 Advanced Curriculum School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #1
Educated Person

	Fairfield   N = 103
	2.53

	Griswold   N = 45
	2.98


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 12(c)
CAR for EDL 605 Advanced Curriculum School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #1
Educated Person

	Fairfield   N = 117
	2.52

	Griswold   N = 49
	2.96


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 13(a)
CAR for EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ethics, Fairness, Integrity

	Fairfield   N = 103
	2.94

	Griswold   N = 70
	2.97


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 13(b)
CAR for EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ethics, Fairness, Integrity

	Fairfield   N = 79
	2.19

	Griswold   N = 41
	2.98


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 13(c)
CAR for EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ethics, Fairness, Integrity

	Fairfield   N = 11
	2.09

	Griswold   N = 0
	


Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program
The Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program (also known as the EDR program or Literacy program) is committed to evaluating candidates' content knowledge; pedagogical and professional knowledge, skills and dispositions; and effects on student learning in accord with IRA standards. The unit utilizes its Competency Assessment Reports (CAR) for courses in the Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program to assess candidates from the standpoint of dispositions and professional development as presented below. Copies of CAR assessment instruments and rubrics can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. The courses are structured so that candidates progressively move from attending professional development workshops on literacy issues, to planning and developing workshops, and ultimately delivering a professional development workshop as well as working directly with clients. In each course candidates prepare reflection papers about their experiences which are assessed by the program’s faculty member teaching the course based on course-specific criteria. Data is presented for the Fairfield Campus only since the Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program has not been offered on the Griswold Campus for the past two years coinciding with the opening of the on-site literacy clinic in the School of Education campus at Fairfield/Cambridge.
Dispositions for Remedial Reading Specialists are identified in IRA Assessments as relating to professional development. The tables below present the average assessment scores of candidates in each of the CARs for the criteria identified as addressing candidate dispositions. The alignment between the CARs and Domain V – Educator – is displayed in Appendix C to this document. 
CAR for EDR 505 Early Reading and Language Arts Success (PreK-3)
Reflection Paper on Professional Development in Literacy 

This project provides feedback on the candidate’s ability to reflect on what they would hope to learn from a professional development workshop on literacy.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 14(a)
CAR for EDR 505
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competencies

5.2, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #9

Professional Development

	N = 22
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 14(b)
CAR for EDR 505
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competencies

5.2, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #9

Professional Development

	N = 22
	2.95


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 14(c)
CAR for EDR 505
Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competencies

5.2, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #9

Professional Development

	N = 12
	2.91


CAR for EDR 507: Developmental Reading and Language Arts (4-6) 
Reflection on a Professional Development session 

This project provides feedback on the candidate’s ability to reflect on what they had learned and how they might apply what they learned from a professional development workshop on literacy.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 15(a)
CAR for EDR 507

Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Display Positive Dispositions

	N = 24
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 15(b)
CAR for EDR 507

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Display Positive Dispositions

	N = 11
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 15(c)
CAR for EDR 507

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Display Positive Dispositions

	N = 12
	3.0


CAR for EDR 510 Content Reading Instruction (7-12)
Reflection on Professional Development 
This project provides feedback on the candidate’s ability to reflect on how they might go about developing a professional development workshop on literacy.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 16(a)
CAR for EDR 510

Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #15
Professional Development

	N = 25
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 16(b)
CAR for EDR 510

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #15
Professional Development

	N = 13
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 16(c)
CAR for EDR 510

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #15
Professional Development

	N = 4
	3.0


CAR for EDR 540 Advanced Diagnosis and Remediation
Reflection on Professional Development 
This project provides feedback on the candidate’s ability to develop a professional development workshop on literacy.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 17(a)
CAR for EDR 540

Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	N = 18
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 17(b)
CAR for EDR 540

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	N = 19
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 17(c)
CAR for EDR 540

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	N = 14
	3.0


CAR for EDR 545 Assessment and Evaluation CT Model
Professional Development Presentation 

This project requires candidates to make a presentation on a specific component of the CT Assessment Model.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 18(a)
CAR for EDR 545

Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #4
Professional Development

	N = 33
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 18(b)
CAR for EDR 545

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #4
Professional Development

	N = 15
	2.85


 Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 18(c)
CAR for EDR 545

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #4
Professional Development

	N = 13
	3.0


CAR for EDR 550: Clinic Experience I
Professional Development Presentation

This presentation provides feedback on the candidate’s ability to present an instructional lesson to other colleagues.
Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 19(a)
CAR for EDR 550

Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Work With Colleagues

	N = 20
	2.85


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 19(b)
CAR for EDR 550

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Work With Colleagues

	N = 26
	2.92


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 19(c)
CAR for EDR 550

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Work With Colleagues

	N = 2
	3.0


CAR for EDR 555: Clinic Experience II

Application of Professional Development 

This experience provides feedback on the candidate’s ability to apply their knowledge and skills while working directly with clients.

Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 20(a)
CAR for EDR 555

Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #5
Professional Development and Disposition

	N = 16
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 20(b)
CAR for EDR 555

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #5
Professional Development and Disposition

	N = 4
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g. Table 20(c)
CAR for EDR 555

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #5
Professional Development and Disposition

	N = 1
	3.0


The data demonstrate that candidates and graduates of each of the unit’s programs possess the Knowledge, Skills and Dispositions necessary for educators to live up to the theme of the Conceptual Framework -- “Promoting a Culture of Excellence in a Changing World.”
STANDARD 2: ASSESSMENT SYSTEM AND UNIT EVALUATION

Findings from June 2010 Offsite BOE Feedback Report

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 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.  

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.

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

Comment from Offsite Team:
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.

Response from Unit:

As articulated in the unit’s Institutional Report, based on input received from the fulltime and adjunct faculty of the School of Education and from K-12 public school teachers and administrators, the Unit identified five Domains of Excellence which it believes encompass the knowledge, skills and dispositions related to educational practitioner performance. These Domains are further defined by a corresponding Proficiency in which Candidates are assessed. Each of the Unit’s three programs reflects the same Theme, Principles, Domains, Proficiencies, and Assessment System. They are at the heart of the Unit’s assessment system. These Domains and Proficiencies are listed below. 

Domain 


Proficiency
I.  Context
The Candidate understands the context of the profession, both current and past, static and changing.

II. 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.

III. Learner
The Candidate incorporates an understanding of cognitive and affective processes in designing and implementing learning experiences.

IV. Pedagogy
The Candidate demonstrates professional/ technical skills that are associated with the successful educational practice.

V.  Educator
The Candidate possesses the personal skills and dispositions, and professional commitments that promote excellence in self and others.
As the unit focused more closely upon the development of its unit standards, each program articulated a set of Competencies in which each candidate in that program is expected to demonstrate mastery. The Competencies assessed in the Teacher Preparation and Initial Certification Program are aligned with the CCCT, the Competencies required of candidates in the Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program align with the Connecticut Standards for School Leaders (CSSL), and with the Educational Leadership Constituents Council (ELCC). The Competencies associated with the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program match the standards of the International Reading Association (IRA). The organization of the outcomes of the unit’s programs into five Domains, each with a corresponding Proficiency, from which each program has derived specific Competencies that encompass the knowledge, skills and dispositions related to excellence in educational practitioner performance is a unique feature of the Isabelle Farrington School of Education. The Competencies under Domain V – Educator - required of candidates and assessed in the unit’s advanced programs are presented below.

INTERMEDIATE SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION COMPETENCIES

	V. EDUCATOR

The Candidate possesses the personal skills and dispositions, and professional commitments that promote excellence in self and others.


	CSSL VI  School Culture 
The school leader utilizes multiple strategies to shape the school culture in a way that fosters collaboration among the staff and the involvement of parents, students, and the community in efforts to improve student learning. 

XII School-Community Relations 

The school leader collaborates with staff to create and sustain a variety of opportunities for parent and community participation in the life of the school.
	ELCC Standard 4.0:
 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by collaborating with families and other community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.

Standard 5.0:

 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by acting with integrity, fairly, and in an ethical manner


Admissions Case Study
As noted in the response to Standard 1, the Admissions Case Study provides EDL Program faculty with an early assessment of a potential candidate’s disposition. During the application process, the candidate must respond to a writing prompt by submitting a 2-3 page essay. The prompt is drawn from an ISSLC case study and asks the candidate to respond to educational leadership problems and questions presented in the case designed primarily to assess the candidates’ dispositions.  The candidate is also given the rubric upon which the essay response will be evaluated.  The case study is evaluated by a full time faculty member of the Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program on a scale of 1-3 using a holistic rubric with “2” as the minimum score for admission. The assignment and scoring rubrics can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. In the event an applicant scores below a “2” (in AY10 there has been 1 applicant for the program who scored below a 2, in AY09 there were none, and in AY08 there was 1) the applicant is allowed to write an essay based on a different writing prompt which is randomly assigned to a different faculty member for assessment. In each of the cases where an applicant scored below a 2 on the first submission, the candidate scored 2 or higher on the subsequent case study response. The Director of the Educational Leadership program also interviews applicants failing to score at the Acceptable level on their first attempt to respond to the admissions case study. As demonstrated in Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 8(a), (b) and (c) on page 30 of this report, the data for these Case Studies indicate that candidates applying for the Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program possess dispositions expected of future educational leaders.
Assessment of Dispositions During Coursework
Five key course assessments are used in the EDL program to measure candidates’ professional knowledge, skills and dispositions. The unit utilizes its Competency Assessment Reports (CAR) in the following courses EDL 635 - Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development - Instructional Analysis Case Study; EDL 698-Administrative Practicum- Internship Part I; EDL  626: Assessment and Evaluation of Learning – School Improvement Simulation; EDL 605: Advanced Curriculum-School Improvement Simulation; and EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education to assess candidates according to several criteria including dispositions and professional development. The assessments are aligned with Domain V of the unit’s Conceptual Framework and with ELCC and CSSL standards as demonstrated in the Appendix to this response. Data from these assessments of dispositions and professional development are presented below. Copies of the assessment instruments and rubrics can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. The high scores candidates have received from the faculty members in these key courses demonstrate that candidates for certification through the unit’s Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program possess the appropriate dispositions to be effective school and district leaders. Data on candidate assessment scores concerning dispositions can be found in this report in Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 9(a) through 13(c) beginning on page 31.
REMEDIAL READING/REMEDIAL LANGUAGE ARTS COMPETENCIES
	Educator

V. The Candidate possesses the personal skills and dispositions, and professional commitments that promote excellence in self and others.  


	4.3 The Candidate models reading and writing enthusiastically as valued lifelong activities. 

4.4 The Candidate motivates learners to be lifelong readers. 

5.1 The Candidate displays positive dispositions related to reading and the teaching of reading. 

5.2 The Candidate continues to pursue the development of professional knowledge and dispositions.




The unit utilizes its Competency Assessment Reports (CAR) for courses in the Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program to assess candidates from the standpoint of dispositions and professional development as presented below. Copies of CAR assessment instruments and rubrics can be found in the updated Exhibit Room. The courses are structured so that candidates progressively move from attending on professional development workshops on literacy issues, to planning and developing workshops, and ultimately delivering a professional development workshop as well as working directly with clients. In each course candidates prepare reflection papers about their experiences which are assessed by the program’s faculty member teaching the course based on course-specific criteria. Dispositions for Remedial Reading Specialists are identified in IRA Assessments as relating to professional development. Tables 14(a) through 20(c) in Standard 1 Element 1g beginning on page 34 in this report present the average assessment scores of candidates in each of the CARs for the criteria identified as “Professional Development”. The data in those tables demonstrate that candidates and graduates of each of the unit’s Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program possess the dispositions needed to be effective literacy specialists. 
Comment from Offsite Team:

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.

Response from Unit:
The unit has not historically utilized a formal tracking or assessment system for completers of advanced programs. Many of the unit’s faculty members in its advanced programs have been, or in the case of adjuncts, are presently school principals or superintendents. Regular discussions are held among this group to discuss the unit’s programs and qualifications of program completers. Surveys of completers are also conducted which provide insight into their perceptions of the unit’s programs in preparing them to take on new roles in a school system. It may take some time for program completers to achieve positions in school or district administration and supervision or as remedial reading/remedial language arts specialists depending on the vagaries of the job market, and there is no requirement for program completers to notify the unit when they have been hired into such positions. This makes it difficult for the unit to obtain feedback of administrators hiring our advanced program graduates. 

STANDARD 3: FIELD EXPERIENCES AND CLINICAL PRACTICE
Findings from June 2010 Offsite BOE Feedback Report

3.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard: None

STANDARD 4: DIVERSITY

Findings from June 2010 Offsite BOE Feedback Report

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

Comment from Offsite Team:
(1)
The unit does not ensure that candidates work with peers from diverse groups.


Rationale: The unit does not track demographic data for candidates.

Response from Unit:

Applicants to the unit’s teacher preparation and advanced programs have the option of not responding to questions regarding ethnicity and gender on their admissions forms. The data in the table below was provided by the University’s Office of Institutional Research and from the unit’s Title II report (numbers may not equal 100% due to rounding). The data show that the unit’s demographics reflect the demographics of the University as a whole. 
Standard 4 Element 4c. Table 1
    Candidate Demographics
	
	Candidates in Initial Teacher Preparation Programs AY 08-09
	All Students in

the Institution

Spring 09

	
	   N             (%)
  743
	       N          (%) 

     5717

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	    2           .3%
	     11              .2%

	Asian or Pacific Islander
	    0            0%
	    103              2%

	Black, non-Hispanic
	  28            4%
	    234             4%

	Hispanic
	  17            2%
	    290             5%

	White, non-Hispanic
	643          86%
	  4669           82%

	Two or more races
	
	

	Other
	  24            3%
	     105            2%

	Race/ethnicity unknown
	  59            8%
	     305             5%

	Total
	
	

	
	
	

	Female
	559         75%
	  2965             52%

	Male
	184         25%
	  2752             48%


The unit actively recruits minorities, and participates in a variety of scholarship and financial aid incentives targeted at minorities. In each of the unit’s programs candidates engage in small group activities where every effort is made to ensure that teams are as diverse as possible. Throughout their clinical experiences candidates also engage in seminars which meet weekly and are led by unit faculty members. The seminars focus on the teaching-learning process as it is being experienced in the student teaching or clinical setting. The unit’s candidates are placed in a wide variety of schools and districts, and the seminar provides them with an opportunity to share their experiences with regard to issues such as the impact on teaching and learning and methodologies for addressing racial/cultural and socio-economic diversity, educating students with special needs, and English Language Learners as well as sharing ideas and insights gained during their diverse experiences on many other topics. Syllabi from the Student Teaching Seminars are available in the updated Exhibit Room.
It is worth noting that the University has recently reaffirmed its Affirmative Action – Equal Opportunity Policy as presented below in a message from Anthony J. Cernera, PhD, President of Sacred Heart University:

TO:             All Members of the Sacred Heart University Community

FROM:        Anthony J. Cernera, Ph.D.                

DATE:         July 16, 2010 

RE:             Affirmative Action – Equal Opportunity Policy

In writing today, I want to reaffirm Sacred Heart University’s commitment regarding Affirmative Action and Equal Opportunity. Our policy is to provide equal opportunity in SHU’s employment policies for all current and future employees and in its Educational and Admissions programs to all current and future students as provided by law.

Through this reaffirmation, I wish to emphasize that the University will continue its efforts for qualified AHANA (African-American, Hispanic, Asian, Native American) applicants, as well as females and persons with disabilities. Throughout its history, Sacred Heart University has demonstrated a commitment to provide equal opportunities to all individuals. The policy reflects the University’s mission to deepen within each of us a sense of social responsibility and a common commitment to truth, justice and concern for others. We have a responsibility to promote social justice and, as an educational community, to fulfill legal and moral obligations as well.

I request and encourage all members of the University community to adopt both the letter and the spirit of this policy. For our part, we will continue our ongoing adherence to the requirements of Equal Opportunity. In conclusion, I ask your continued support of Sacred Heart University’s efforts:

· to provide equal opportunities for all qualified persons 
· to prohibit discrimination of any kind and 

· to promote the full realizations of equal opportunity through a positive and continuing effort throughout the University. 

Thank you for your individual and community support in assisting us to fulfill this mission.
Comment from Offsite Team:
(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. 

Response from Unit:

The unit’s pre-clinical field experiences reflect the unit’s commitment to ensure that its candidates work with diverse populations of students including English Language Learners, students who are hearing and/or sight impaired, gifted and talented students, and students with learning disabilities of various sorts, as well as with students from diverse socioeconomic levels, racially diverse students, and students with other exceptionalities. 
The unit’s candidates serve as student teachers in a variety of school settings that are reflective of the demographics of the unit’s location and of the State of Connecticut.  The unit’s student teachers work with students in private schools, schools in affluent districts and in schools where virtually all students qualify for free or low cost meals (see Tables 155 and 156 of the attached Addenda for demographics of school districts where the unit’s student teachers and interns are placed). Candidates are expressly encouraged by the unit’s faculty to apply for student teaching and internship assignments in inner-city and low income districts. The Exhibit Room contain additional information about the unit’s student teaching process including an overview of student teaching, student teaching handbooks, agendas from orientation sessions for candidates and cooperating teachers, etc. 
STANDARD 5: FACULTY QUALIFICATIONS, PERFORMANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT
Findings from June 2010 Offsite BOE Feedback Report

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.

5.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard: None

Response from Unit:
Academic resumes and curriculum vitae of the unit’s faculty are available in the Exhibit Room. Budget information is presented in response to Standard 6. In October, 2010 the unit conducted a survey of cooperating teachers mentoring IFSoE candidates concerning the education and experience of the cooperating teachers. As can be seen in Tables 157 – 162 in the Addenda, the survey results indicate that the cooperating teachers mentoring the unit’s candidates during their student teaching experience are highly qualified to do so.
STANDARD 6: UNIT GOVERNANCE AND RESOURCES
Findings from June 2010 Offsite BOE Feedback Report

6.1 Statement about the evidence: 
6a: UNIT LEADERSHIP AND AUTHORITY

Comment from Offsite Team:
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

Comment from Offsite Team:
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

Comment from Offsite Team:
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 corroborates the continuing activities to support such engagement.  

6d: UNIT FACILITIES

Comment from Offsite Team:
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

Comment from Offsite Team:
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: 
Comment from Offsite Team:
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. 

In the Final Report of the 2008 Visiting Team the following Area for Improvement was identified: 

Issue #1 – “Area for Improvement” in Standard 6
The visiting team reported that while the Unit met the requirements of Standard 6, the following Area for Improvement was identified: “The Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program lacks sufficient advisory capacity. Given the number of candidates in this program, three full-time faculty members are not sufficient to manage all program candidates.”
Response from Unit:
The following information is designed to demonstrate that the unit has been engaged in continuous improvement efforts toward reaching Target Level in Standard 6. The information and data provided is structured so as to address each Element and sub element within Standard 6, and the Offsite BOE Feedback Report is used as a framework for the unit’s reply.

Response to AFI

Since the 2008 visit, the unit has hired three new fulltime faculty members for its Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program, and faculty assignments were redistributed to provide advising and management support to candidates on the Griswold campus by assigning a fulltime EDL faculty member to that campus. The new distribution of faculty has one full time EDL faculty person in Griswold and 4 full time positions in Fairfield in addition to the Program Director.
Response to Statements about the evidence
Element 6a.1 As noted by the Offsite BOE in its Feedback Report (p. 20), 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.
Elements 6a.2, 6a.3, 6a.4 The Offsite BOE Report notes that 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 Report also observes that unit faculty advisors participate in recruitment efforts by the Graduate Office of Admissions. An example of this initiative can be found in the following email sent by the unit Director to all of the unit’s fulltime faculty members regarding participation in an October 2010 Open House for the College of Education and Health Professions sponsored by the Offices of Graduate and Undergraduate Admissions. These types of recruitment efforts happen at regular intervals throughout the year, and unit faculty participate in each of them. 

From: Malin, Prof. Edward W.                                    Sent: Mon 10/18/2010 5:45 PM

Please note that there are two open houses on that day.  We need to assure coverage for initial cert programs at both but only need grad program coverage for the morning session. 

Graduate   component  ( Cambridge  8:30 – 11:00)
Fall Graduate Program Information Sessions – Saturday, October 30, 2010
· Cambridge Commons for the graduate programs in the College of Education and Health Professions

And we will run the same schedule as usual:

8:30am  Registration begins, breakfast will be available for you and our guests

9:00am  Welcome

9:30-11:00am  Individual Program Presentations by Graduate Program Directors, Faculty and Students

Undergrad component  12:30 – faculty lounge  main building 

Open House on Saturday, October 30.  

10:00     Welcome - Pitt Center

10:30     Parent Session – Pitt Center

10:30     Student Session – Theatre

11:30 – 1:00        Academic Session – Pitt Center

                                Student Life Fair – University Commons

12:00     Athletic Presentation – Theatre

12:30     Special Academic Sessions

                                Education – Faculty Lounge

Element 6a.5  In its Final Report, the 2008 Visiting Team noted that the Institutional Report describes the unit’s commitment to collaboration practices within the unit, across the university, and with P-12 school systems. The Report notes that collaboration is an integral component in terms of faculty members’ professional goals; and certainly the intellectual and professional training and development of candidates across all three programs. These collaborative efforts continue to be an important component of the unit’s continuous improvement efforts.  Specific examples include:
· Unit faculty members have worked with content are specialists in the College of Arts and Sciences to develop revised Transcript Review Forms for Elementary and Secondary Education program applicants.

· Faculty members regularly collaborate with each other and P-12 partners in the design of new and modified course offerings, field and clinical experience projects, and team teaching activities. The unit holds an annual meeting which all fulltime and adjunct faculty attend. During this meeting roundtable discussions are facilitated by Course Coordinators of all faculty members teaching a specific course to discuss course objectives, syllabi, rubrics, alignment with the Conceptual Framework and with state and national standards. The discussions are also designed to solicit input as to ways the course or any components of the course could be improved. The results of these sessions are shared with all fulltime faculty members during subsequent faculty meetings which are held every three weeks throughout the academic year.
· Unit faculty members often work collaboratively in the preparation of grant proposals and the administration of grants that have been awarded. As noted in the June 2010 Update to the unit’s Institutional Report, examples of grants received or administered by School of Education faculty members within the last three years include: 

-- Scholarships for Future Secondary Teachers – offers up to five $10,000 scholarships to candidates seeking positions as secondary school teacher shortage areas. In addition to unit faculty, the program administrators include the chairs of the Arts & Sciences departments which cover the secondary teacher shortage areas (e.g. Math, Sciences, Modern Languages, English), a marketing professor from Sacred Heart University’s John F. Welch College of Business, and a representative from the University’s Financial Aid office. 

-- A multi-year grant for “Teaching American History” under which participating K-12 teachers can apply the credits they receive toward an MAT or Sixth Year program at SHU. Courses are offered twice each year for the five year life of the grant.

-- Two Teacher Quality Partnership grants. One is titled “Combining Inquiry and Ecology in Elementary Science” and the other is “Using Inquiry-Based Science to Close the Achievement Gap for Underperforming Students.”

-- One of the unit’s faculty members received funding from the Alavi Foundation to produce and distribute “The Bakhtiari Alphabet,” a prize-winning documentary on nomadic pastoral life and education in Iran.

-- A grant from the Alavi Foundation and Maddad Foundation to help the unit fund a presentation of “An Evening With Rumi: Poet of Peace” which was open to the general public.

-- A grant from the Maddad Foundation which helped two of the unit’s faculty members to build a school in Costa Rica.

-- Acquisition of TEACH Grants for program completers teaching in K-12 schools that serve low income students.
Elements 6a.6, 6a.7 At Sacred Heart University, the Isabelle Farrington School of Education is the only unit directly involved in the preparation of professional educators and school personnel. Unit faculty members are regularly called upon to participate in and/or lead faculty development programs for other faculty members in the University. Faculty Institutes are conducted by the University twice each year, and each of the Institutes has featured a presenter from the School of Education. A recent example is noted in the following abridged email from the University’s Provost. Previous Faculty Institutes had called upon IFSoE faculty to lead discussions of effective teaching techniques and related topics.

From:  Forget, Prof. Thomas



Sent:   Fri 10/1/2010 12:28 PM

REMINDER:  TUESDAY, OCTOBER 12TH  - FALL FACULTY INSTITUTE - UNIVERSITY COMMONS

Fall 2010 Faculty Institute

University Commons

October 12, 2010

3. Current Faculty/Student Research Opportunities at SHU (10:30 - 11:45):  Integrating students into faculty scholarship and encouraging student-directed research -- Best Practices, Resources, Outcomes

Facilitator Panel:   

College of Arts & Sciences 

 John Roney, Professor of History 

 Rachel Bowman, Associate Professor of Psychology

 Gerald Reid, Professor of Sociology

 Stephen Lilley, Chair and Associate Professor of Sociology 

College of Education and Health Professions

 Edward Joyner, Associate Professor of Education

 Julie Stewart, Assistant Professor of Nursing 

John F. Welch College of Business

 Lucjan Orlowski, Professor of Economics and Finance

 

Faculty members have also led “Lunch & Learn” programs which are open to all faculty members of the University, and as noted in the unit’s IR, the School of Education has hosted a variety of cultural and learning events for the University community and the general public including Teaching of the Diamond Heart: A lecture presented by Tenzin Demchok Tibetan Lama & Geshe Larampa of the Mahayana School of Tibetan Buddhism; and An Evening with RUMI: Poet of Peace a celebration honored the 800th Anniversary of the birth of the eminent philosopher and Persian poet Mowlana Jalal-al-Din Balkhi Rumi and included dance, music, poetry, and selected readings; and there have been public screenings of “The Bakhtiari Alphabet” a prize winning film which displays the scholarship undertaken by one of the unit’s faculty.  In addition, the unit’s Director, Systems Analysts and faculty members have collaborated with faculty from other parts of the university to share information on assessments and the unit’s e-Star system.

Elements  6b.1, 6b.2 Sacred Heart University provides the unit with budgetary allocations that permit faculty teaching, scholarship, and service that extend beyond the unit. As noted by the Offsite BOE, unit expenditures relative to unit revenues as a percentage of the university’s budget 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 as demonstrated in the table below.

Standard 6 Element 6b Table 1

Unit Budget
	FY
	University Budget

(net of aid)
	SOE Revenue
	SOE Rev % of

Univ Budget
	SOE Expense
	SOE Expense

% of

Univ Budget

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2011
	119,981,757
	9,868,515
	8.23%
	4,671,444
	3.89%

	2010
	114,103,538
	9,159,776
	8.03%
	4,529,325
	3.97%

	2009
	117,996,116
	8,732,360
	7.40%
	4,322,799
	3.66%

	2008
	108,295,664
	8,145,234
	7.52%
	3,964,009
	3.66%

	2007
	99,264,285
	8,144,898
	8.21%
	3,853,918
	3.88%

	2006
	91,755,420
	7,397,933
	8.06%
	3,478,044
	3.79%

	2005
	84,965,254
	7,216,910
	8.49%
	2,740,496
	3.23%

	2004
	78,904,255
	5,622,857
	3.23%
	2,245,027
	2.85%


Faculty Scholarship, Teaching, Service

The budget for curriculum, instruction, faculty, clinical work, scholarship, etc., supports high-quality work within the unit and its school partners. Examples include:
CEHP Faculty Research/Scholarship Course Release (RSCR) 

The College of Education and Health Professions encourages and supports serious discipline-oriented scholarly or clinical research activities leading to publication, presentations, or grant acceptance. The RSCR Program provides a one-course release (generally three credits). Faculty may apply for one course release per academic year (September-May).
Conference/Travel Funds 

Faculty members are encouraged to attend and present at scholarly and professional conferences, workshops, and consultations as a means of keeping abreast of recent developments in their areas of professional work and in contributing to scholarly exchanges with other scholars through presentation of papers, performing or showing of works, etc. All faculty members are provided with the opportunity to apply for a basic travel allowance of $1000 each year for participation in professional conferences.  In the majority of cases, faculty members receiving Conference/Travel Funds were presenters at the conferences they attended. The tables below indicate the distribution of these funds to faculty members of the School of Education between 2006 and 2010. It is worth noting that in FY2010-2011 one faculty has already presented at an international conference in France, and four faculty members have been selected by AACTE to present at the 2011 Annual Conference

Standard 6 Element 6b Table 2(a)
Conference/Travel Funds FY 2009-2010
	
	

	# Different Faculty Members Participating = 5
	Conference Participation

	
	AACTE National Conf. Atlanta 2/19-22/2010

	
	MA Computers Using Educators & Assoc of School Superintendents Conference

	
	CT Educ. Computer Assoc./CASL Joint Conf. 

	
	History of Latin American Edu Conf. Nov 16 - 19,2009

	
	Int"l Reading Association Conf. 4/25-28/2010 Chicago

	
	CIC Conf. San Fransisco June 8 - 10/2010


Standard 6 Element 6b Table 2(b)
Conference/Travel Funds FY 2008-2009    

	# Different Faculty Members Participating = 5
	Conference Participation

	
	Nat. Educators Comp. Conf. 6/29 - 7/2/2008

	
	VI Luzo-Brazilian Conf. 6/2- - 23, 2008

	
	ATE Conf, DC Aug 2 - 6, 2008

	
	CECA conf.- Hartford, CT 

	
	Soc. For Applied Learning Technology Conf. 

	
	AACTE Conference 2/6-9, 2009

	
	AACTE Conference 2/6-9, 2009


Standard 6 Element 6b Table 2(c)
Conference/Travel Funds FY 2007 - 2008

	# Different Faculty Members Participating = 8
	Conference Participation

	
	NCATE Conf - 07-07

	
	Soc. For Applied Learning Tech. Conf. Aug 22 - 24

	
	Soc. For Applied Learning Tech. Conf. Aug 22 - 24

	
	Buenos Aires Conf. 10-3 - 11/7, 2007 

	
	CECA/CEMA Conf 10/22 - 10/23, 2007

	
	Mass CUE Conf. 11-14 - 15, 2007

	
	CT Educators Computer Conf.

	
	AACTE Conference 2/7 - 2/11, 2008

	
	British Educational Research Assoc. presentation

	
	Society for Information Technology & Teacher Ed

	
	Society for Information Technology & Teacher Ed

	
	ATE Conference Feb 20 - 27, 2008

	
	International Society for Technology in Ed(NECC)

	
	Paris International Conf. fee July 17 - 19, 2008

	
	NECC 2008


Standard 6 Element 6b Table 2(d)
Conference/Travel Funds FY 2006 - 2007
	# Different Faculty Members Participating = 7
	Conference Participation

	
	Conf. History of Educ. Sweden 08/16 - 19/06

	
	SALT Conf. 08-22 - 25/06

	
	Int'l Institute of Info. & Systems  July 21, 2006 

	
	2006 Interactive Technologies Conf. 08/22 - 25/06

	
	Hawaii Int'l Conf. 01/06-09/07

	
	MassCue Conference

	
	Lego Engineering Symposium  01/10-12/07

	
	AACTE

	
	International Reading Association Conf.

	
	American Education Research Assoc. Conf.


Scholarship Assistance

In 2010 funding was provided to a faculty member in the School of Education to assist in the completion of a dissertation and achievement of a doctoral degree. Material from this dissertation has been the basis of two international presentations in 2010 by the faculty member, and has been accepted for presentation at the 2011 AACTE Annual Conference. In addition, funding was made available to another faculty member of the unit to engage in additional research to continue the development of a documentary film and its initial screening. It should be noted that this film has subsequently won several awards at many film festivals across the U.S.
Reduced Teaching Load 

Any full-time faculty member engaged in a significant faculty development project may request a reduction in teaching load. Approval for such requests depends on such factors as budget, number, and distribution among faculty areas, and curricular needs. 

Stipends

Faculty members may be eligible for stipends for taking on additional assignments or responsibilities within the unit beyond the scope of their faculty contract. These might include being available during the summer to advise candidates since most faculty members are on 10-month contracts; serving as coordinator of the 5 year program, directing the internship program, etc. 

Sabbatical Leaves 

Any tenured faculty member who has served full-time for seven or more years at Sacred Heart University is eligible for consideration for a sabbatical leave.  Subsequent sabbaticals may be applied for at seven-year intervals of full-time service. Salaries for sabbatical leaves are one semester at full salary or one academic year at one-half of full salary provided in the contract in the sabbatical year. A faculty member receiving a sabbatical leave also may apply for an additional fellowship or grant from an appropriate source for this period. 
Additional examples of the unit’s support for faculty scholarship, clinical work and service abound. Support has included financial assistance to cover travel costs and fees, release time, establishing collaborative teaching arrangements among faculty members to provide course coverage, etc. Samples of faculty involvement include:

-- founding/developing schools in Brazil and Costa Rica, reading programs in China, and most recently, playing a key role in the building and opening of a new Magnet School in the City of Bridgeport, CT 

-- leading delegations of undergraduate and graduate students on field trips to El Salvador where they have helped build school, houses and churches, tutored elementary age children, established academic scholarships for women to attend college, and many other educational and civic projects

-- participating in Habitat for Humanity projects in the City of Bridgeport, CT as well as in Mississippi and Louisiana

-- serving as scorers on the Connecticut Administrator Test

-- participating as trainers in the state’s BEST and TEAM programs for beginning teachers

-- serving as educational consultants at the state, national and international levels (faculty CV’s are available in the Exhibit Room) 

-- establishing and staffing a robotics camp and a reading clinic for P-12 students 

-- conducting summer workshops for elementary school teachers in new approaches to teaching science

-- providing training for PK-12 educators on teaching American history.

The unit is also well represented within the College and University governance structure. Examples include:

· in 2010 an IFSoE faculty member has been elected Vice President of the University Academic Assembly (UAA) (i.e. Faculty Senate) and serves as a voting member of the Provost’s Council, another faculty member serves on the Budget & Strategic Planning Standing Committee of the UAA. Both of these individuals have subsequently been named by the university’s president to serve on the Strategic Planning Committee of the University, and another faculty member has been elected to a three year term on the UAA 

· unit faculty members have been elected to the University Rank & Tenure Committee, and been appointed to the UAA’s Faculty Affairs, Academic Affairs, and Administrative Affairs Standing Committees

· within the College, IFSoE faculty serve at all levels of the governance structure.

Element 6c.1 As indicated above, the unit permits, supports and encourages faculty to be engaged in a wide range of professional activities. Faculty members are also encouraged to professionally contribute on a community, state, regional, or national basis. Specific examples in addition to those listed above can be found in faculty CVs in the updated Exhibit Room and include:

· the unit’s Director serves as chair of AACTE-Connecticut

· a faculty member serves on the ATE National Commission on Stabilizing the Teaching Force and on ATE’s Bylaws Task Force

· faculty members are active members and leaders of a wide variety of professional organizations at the local, state and national levels 

· faculty members are regularly selected through peer-reviewed processes to present at international, national, state and local professional conferences

· one faculty member has served on several NCATE BOE teams, two have served on state BOE teams, and two others have recently undergone joint NCATE/State training to become BOE members.

Element 6c.2 At the present time, the unit offers a limited number of online and blended courses. For online classes the unit has established a cap of 20 students per class while traditional classes have a limit of 30. If enrollments exceed these numbers additional sections of the course are opened. Online, blended and face-to-face classes carry the same number of credits in determining faculty workload.
Element 6c.3 The unit does not use graduate teaching assistants. The unit’s adjunct faculty members are professionals with appropriate experience and credentials. In most cases they are still actively employed as teachers, administrators, or literacy specialists in K-12 schools. Academic resumes and CVs of adjunct faculty members are available in the Exhibit Room. It is worth noting that some adjunct faculty members have been part of the unit for more than 20 years. The University recognizes adjunct faculty for their years of service the same as it does for fulltime faculty members at the annual Founder’s Day Celebration.

The unit utilizes its adjunct faculty judiciously, and fulltime faculty members teach the majority of course sections as evidenced by the representative sample below. Additional disaggregation of data regarding use of adjunct and fulltime faculty members can be found in the Addendum under Standard 6 in Tables 163-177.
Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 1
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Winter Intersession 2010 – Fall 2010
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR1

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	70
	26
	26

	   Full Time
	110
	45
	9

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	30
	13
	8

	   Full Time
	21
	14
	


        Notes: Teacher Prep includes initial certification and MAT courses as there is substantial overlap in
                    the curricular requirements


     EDL includes all courses in Intermediate Administration and Supervision program 


     EDR includes all courses in Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts program
                           1literacy program piloting 097 program staffed by adjuncts in pilot year
Element 6c.4 The unit’s clinical faculty (i.e., cooperating teachers and university supervisors) are viewed as valued colleagues in preparing educators. In accordance with state regulations, cooperating teachers are selected by local school districts, and have been trained in the Connecticut BEST (Beginning Educator Support and Training - a two to three-year induction program for beginning classroom teachers holding initial educator certificates) and/or TEAM (Teacher Education And Mentoring – which is designed around five professional growth modules in order to provide a framework for support of new teachers) programs. Cooperating teachers and university supervisors possess the appropriate experience and academic credentials for their roles in preparing teachers (see Tables 157-162 in the Addenda for evidence of cooperating teacher qualifications). The unit conducts training programs for clinical faculty members twice each year, and they are invited to attend IFSoE meetings and functions. They are regularly asked for their feedback and suggestions for program improvements, and they collaborate closely with fulltime faculty members in conducting candidate assessments. 

Element 6c.5 The unit’s support staff continues to grow. There are now four administrative personnel, a receptionist, and two Systems Managers at the Cambridge campus, and a full-time librarian and full-time administrative person, plus a part-time librarian at the Griswold campus. The Systems Managers are Master’s Degree professional level staff responsible for managing increasingly complex data systems and reporting obligations. The School of Education is widely recognized for the collegiality and collaborative working relationships among all of its personnel. This has made it easier for the unit to succeed in recruiting and retaining highly qualified support personnel, whose knowledge and experience significantly enhances the effectiveness of faculty and allows them to focus on teaching and mentoring of candidates.
Element 6c.6 In its Feedback Report, the Offsite BOE Team found that the unit had produced evidence for availability of professional development funds and had listed 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. Additional examples of faculty use of professional development funds are demonstrated in the response to Standard 6 Element 6c above. As indicated throughout the unit’s Institutional Report, the Director of the School of Education and the Dean of the College of Education and Health Professions are strong advocates for ongoing faculty development, and have found innovative ways - both financial and through course load adjustments – of supporting activities related to faculty skills development. 
Element 6d.1 As noted in the Offsite BOE Report, 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. 

Since the 2008 IR the unit, in conjunction with the College of Education and Health Professions, has engaged in continuous improvements to the Cambridge Campus including:

· acquiring 5,000 square feet of additional space in the building 

· constructing offices for new faculty members of the unit and College

· constructing new classrooms and enlarging existing classrooms 

· reconfiguring the computer lab, upgrading software  and adding a SMART board to convert the computer lab into an educational technology center

Improvements have also been made on the Griswold Campus. These include:
· increasing the size of the on-site library

· acquiring additional space for faculty usage with the facility

· enhancing the computer network and acquiring and setting up a hard-wired scanner

· expanding the use of technology among candidates and faculty

Element 6e As evidenced by the Addenda of updated data tables attached to this response, the unit has a robust electronic assessment system in place. The unit is able to use data derived from the system to make changes at the unit, program, and even individual class levels. The Offsite BOE Report indicates that links to an assessment system are evident and descriptions in the IR indicate that adequate information technology resources are available to faculty and candidates.  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 electronic information resources.  All teacher certification candidates are required to take course ED 271/ED 578 Introduction to Computers in Education or an advanced computer course prior to completing the program. Elective courses in Education Technology are also offered. These include: ED 527 Online Learning: Methods of Instructional Design, ED 592 Advanced PC Applications in Education, ED 642 Special Projects in Education Technology, ED 661 Multimedia Design and Programming for Educators, ED 663 Instructional Software and Instruments in Education, and ED 686 Special Topics in Computer Education. The university offers regular workshops as well as individual training sessions to faculty members on technology, and the unit has two fulltime faculty members devoted to teaching technology and advanced computer usage to the unit’s candidates. Fulltime faculty throughout the university receive laptop computers which are refreshed every third year, and laptops are available for loan to adjunct faculty members. The unit’s faculty members employ a wide range of instructional software as evidenced in Standard 6 Table 178 in the Addenda.
The unit’s faculty serves as technology resources beyond teaching courses. They serve on university IT committees and task forces, they consult with school districts on educational technology applications, they provide assistance to other departments within the university on e-portfolio and e-assessment systems, and they conduct technology and robotics camps and workshops for P-12 teachers and students.
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.

Response from Unit:

As stated in Section 3.8 Work Load - Determination of Teaching Responsibility of the 
Full Time Faculty Handbook as Revised, Approved by the Board of Trustees October 16, 2009, “The number of teaching hours assigned to a member of the faculty is twelve credit hours per semester.” The 12 semester hour teaching load is uniform for all departments and colleges of the University, and is the same for undergraduate and/or graduate courses. As noted above in response to Elements  6b.1and 6b.2 the unit provides a number of mechanisms to insure that faculty members have the time, opportunity, and resources available that will allow them to engage in teaching, scholarship, advising, and service activities.
Appendix A: Teacher Preparation and Initial Certification Domain Matrix

	
	GATE
	Admission
	
	
	Pre Clinic             
	
	
	
	
	
	Program Completion
	Post

	 
	Block
	
	
	
	I
	I
	II
	I
	II
	II
	III
	II
	III
	III
	II
	III
	III
	III
	IV
	
	
	

	 
	Assessment/ Course #
	Admission
	Transcript GPA
	Recom Letter
	101
553
	152
552
	207

565

566
	271

578

592
	229

523
	205

569
	222

459
	272

627
	387

560
	221

413
	223

430
	342

510
	262

428
	264

429
	CAS
	Praxis
	Program com. Survey 
	Post Emply

	Domain
	Competencies
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Context
	1.1 History and Philosophy
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Context
	1.2 Legal and Regulatory Issues
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Context
	1.3 School Structure and Functioning  
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Context
	1.4 Community 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Content
	2.1 General Academic Knowledge
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	Content
	2.2 Subject Specific Knowledge
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	Content
	2.3 Content Area Standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Learner
	3.1 Learning Process
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Learner
	3.2 Growth and Development
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Learner
	3.3 Diverse Learner
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pedagogy
	4.1 Learning Environment 
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Pedagogy
	4.2 Instructional Design
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Pedagogy
	4.3 Instructional Delivery  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	

	Pedagogy
	4.4 Differentiation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	

	Pedagogy
	4.5 Assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	

	Pedagogy
	4.6 Integration of Technology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educator
	5.1 Communication Skills
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	Educator
	5.2 Interpersonal/ Collaborative Skills
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Educator
	5.3 Critical Thinking Skills  
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	Educator
	5.4 Enthusiasm and Respect for Profession
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	

	Educator
	5.5 Professional Development
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Educator
	5.6 Reflective Practice
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educator
	5.7 Respect for Others 
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educator
	5.8 Student Development 
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	


Appendix B: Intermediate Administration and Supervision Domain Matrix

	
	GATE
	Admission
	Pre Clinic
	Program Completion
	Post

	
	Assessment/Course #
	Tran. Review
	Case Study Essay
	Pract. Proposal
	Tran. Review
	CAT
	EDL 650
	EDL 635
	EDL 698
	EDL 626 (Case Studies)
	EDL 626 School Improv Sim
	EDL 605
	Post Graduate Survey



	Domain
	ELCC/CSSL Competency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Context
	ELCC 1 - develop, articulation, implementation
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	CSSL I  The Educated Person
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x

	
	CSSL V School Goals
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Content
	ELCC 2 - positive school culture & student learning
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	

	
	ELCC 3 - efficient and effective learning environment
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	CSSL II  The Learning Process
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	
	CSSL XI - Organization, Resources, and School Policies
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Learner
	CSSL IV  Diverse Perspectives
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pedagogy
	ELCC 6 - cultural context
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	
	ELCC 7 - standards-based work in real settings
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	CSSL III The Teaching Process
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	CSSL VII Student Standards and Assessment
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	CSSL VIII - School Improvement
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	
	CSSL IX - Professional Development
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	x

	
	CSSL X - Integration of Staff Evaluation, Professional Development, and School Improvement
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	x

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educator
	ELCC 4 - diverse community interests and needs
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	
	ELCC 5 - integrity, fairness, and ethical manner
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	

	
	CSSL VI School Culture
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	CSSL XII - School Community Relations
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	


Appendix C: Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Domain Matrix

	
	GATE
	Admission
	Pre Clinic
	Program Completion
	Post

	
	Assessment/Course #
	Admission
	EDR 505
	EDR 507
	EDR 510
	EDR 540
	EDR 545
	EDR 550
	EDR 555
	Employ Survey

	Domain
	IRA Competencies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Context
	1.1 Foundations and Instruction
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1.2 Research and Theory
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3.4 Communicates Assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Content
	1.4 Comprehensive Reading Components
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Learner
	1.3 Cultural and Linguistic Language
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4.1 Data for Planning
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pedagogy
	2.1 Grouping options
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	2.2 Best Practices
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2.3 Individualize Instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3.1 Assessments
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	3.2 Developmental Continuum
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	3.3 Plans from Assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	

	
	4.2 Variety of materials
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4.3 Models
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4.4 Motivates
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Educator
	5.1 Positive Disposition
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	
	5.2 Continue Learner
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	
	5.3 Collaborates
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	

	
	5.4 Professional Development
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	


November 2010

 Addendum to Institutional Report

November  2010
 Addendum to Institutional Report

This Addendum consists of updated data charts for Standard 1 to demonstrate that the unit is addressing the standard and elements in 2010 as requested by NCATE. The Addendum also includes updated and additional data for other Standards, and they are identified accordingly. Data tables in the Addendum are numbered consecutively. Data tables in the body of the response are labeled by Element and number. Data tables in the body of the response are also included in the Addendum and are cross-referenced to their listing in the response.
Standard 1 Element 1a
 Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation

See Standard 1 Element 1a Tables 1(a) – 1(c) in Response to Feedback Report

Standard 1 Table 1

Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation
Conceptual Framework Domain II
For Period: 2008-2009
	Program
	# of Test Takers
	% Passing at State Cut Score

	Elementary
	181
	100%

	Secondary English
	27
	100%

	Secondary Spanish
	3
	100%

	Secondary Math
	14
	100%

	Secondary His/SS
	29
	100%

	Secondary Business
	1
	100%

	Secondary Biology
	7
	100%

	Secondary Chemistry
	0
	NA

	Secondary Gen. Sci.
	5
	100%


Standard 1 Table 2
Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation
Conceptual Framework Domain II
For Period: 2007-2008
	Program
	# of Test Takers
	% Passing at State Cut Score

	Elementary
	167
	100%

	Secondary English
	21
	100%

	Secondary Spanish
	3
	100%

	Secondary Math
	13
	100%

	Secondary His/SS
	22
	100%

	Secondary Business
	4
	100%

	Secondary Biology
	10
	100%

	Secondary Chemistry
	0
	NA

	Secondary Gen. Sci.
	1
	100%


Standard 1 Table 3
Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation
Conceptual Framework Domain II
For Period: 2006-2007
	Program
	# of Test Takers
	% Passing at State Cut Score

	Elementary
	178
	100%

	Secondary English
	15
	100%

	Secondary Spanish
	7
	100%

	Secondary Math
	17
	100%

	Secondary His/SS
	30
	100%

	Secondary Business
	7
	100%

	Secondary Biology
	3
	100%

	Secondary Chemistry
	2
	100%

	Secondary Gen. Sci.
	2
	100%


 Data Summary: The unit (as do other teacher preparation programs in Connecticut) considers a candidate to have completed its teacher preparation program when that candidate has completed all coursework, other key assessments, and field experiences satisfactorily and has passed the Praxis II test (or ACTFL for teachers of foreign languages). This definition of program completer meets CSDE requirements. Using this definition, it is accurate to say that 100% of the unit’s program completers pass the Praxis (or ACTFL) tests.
Connecticut Foundations of Reading Test

See Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 2 in Response to Feedback Report

Standard 1 Table 4

Connecticut Foundations of Reading Test

Results Provided by CSDE

Connecticut Foundations of Reading Test

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * C O N F I D E N T I A L * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Institution: 108 Sacred Heart University

Test:
      090 Foundations of Reading



Test Date: May 08, 2010

Subarea 
Subarea Name

1 

Foundations of Reading Development 31-40


2 

Development of Reading Comprehension 21-30


3 

Reading Assessment and Instruction 11-20


4 

Integration of Knowledge and Understanding 2 Open-Response Item(s)

- Passing Score Status -
 Mean


Number
Met
Did Not Meet

Scaled  Mean Subarea Score


Tested
N  %
  N   %


Score    1     2    3   4

Inst 
  65   52 80%   13  20%                252    3.2  3.1  3.0  2.8

State   490  345 70%   145  30%               250    3.0  3.1  3.0   2.7

Data Summary: The new State of Connecticut “Foundations of Reading” examination is for elementary education candidates. It is different from the Praxis II test, and may be taken before or after the candidate has taken Praxis II. The unit has among the largest number of test takers, and a pass rate on the Foundations of Reading examination that is 10% higher than the CT state average.
Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in 
Preclinical Elementary and Secondary Methods Courses

See Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 3(a) – 3(f) in Response to Feedback Report
Standard 1. Table 5
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses
                                                              Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	221/413

Language Arts
	Average
	3.0
	2.52

	
	N
	164
	32

	222/459

Math & Science
	Average
	2.97
	3.0

	
	N
	168
	33

	223/430

Soc Stud & Health
	Average
	2.88
	2.96

	
	N
	125
	55


Standard 1 Table 6
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses
                                                                Summer 1 2008 – Spring 2009
	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	221/413

Language Arts
	Average
	2.90
	3.0

	
	N
	81
	                29

	222/459

Math & Science
	Average
	2.95
	   3.0

	
	N
	76
	30

	223/430

Soc Stud & Health
	Average
	2.88
	   3.0

	
	N
	89
	29


Standard 1 Table 7
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses
                                                                Summer 1 2007 – Spring 2008
	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	221/413

Language Arts
	Average
	2.81
	2.76

	
	N
	95
	17

	222/459

Math & Science
	Average
	2.92
	   3.0

	
	N
	104
	36

	223/430

Soc Stud & Health
	Average
	2.89
	  3.0

	
	N
	94
	27


Standard 1 Element 1a. Table 8
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	262/428
Secondary Curriculum
	Average
	3.0
	3.0

	
	N
	77
	  36

	264/429
Secondary Methods
	Average
	2.83
	2.80

	
	N
	72
	30


Standard 1 Table 9
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009

	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	262/428
Secondary Curriculum
	Average
	3.0
	2.76

	
	N
	    59
	    17

	264/429
Secondary Methods
	Average
	  2.83
	    2.70

	
	N
	41
	27


Standard 1 Table 10
       Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008

	CAR/Course
	
	Fairfield 
	Griswold 

	262/428
Secondary Curriculum
	Average
	2.92
	2.78

	
	N
	    36
	    23

	264/429
Secondary Methods
	Average
	  2.69
	    2.73

	
	N
	49
	15


Competency Assessment Reports Data Summary: The development of lesson plans in the unit’s curriculum and methods courses is an iterative process in which candidates are expected to learn to develop lesson plans by submitting drafts of their plans and then receiving and responding to formative feedback from the faculty member teaching the course. The candidate resubmits their lesson plan until the faculty member is confident that the candidate knows how to prepare content-specific lesson plans at the Acceptable level prior to receiving a final grade in the course. The data indicate that candidates are evaluated by the faculty members teaching elementary and secondary methods and curriculum courses as possessing the content and subject matter knowledge to successfully prepare lesson plans in the subjects in which they are seeking endorsement.
Assessment of Content Knowledge

in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching

See Standard 1 Element 1a.  Table 4(a) – 4(c) in Response to Feedback Report
Standard 1 Table 11
            Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching
                                                        Griswold Summer 1 2009 - Spring 2010

	CAS
	
	Fairfield
	Griswold

	Elementary


	Average
	2.94
	2.92

	
	N
	102
	26

	Secondary
	Average
	2.92
	2.92

	
	N
	60
	26


Standard 1  Table 12
            Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching
                                                        Griswold Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	CAS
	
	Fairfield
	Griswold

	Elementary


	Average
	2.92
	  2.94

	
	N
	 92
	36

	Secondary
	Average
	3.0
	    3.0

	
	N
	38
	14


Standard 1 Table 13
            Assessment of Content Knowledge in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching
                                                        Griswold Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	CAS
	
	Fairfield
	Griswold

	Elementary


	Average
	2.94
	  2.94

	
	N
	 93
	17

	Secondary
	Average
	2.91
	    2.88

	
	N
	36
	24


Clinical Assessment System Data Summary:
As demonstrated by the data the responses of both university supervisors and cooperating teachers indicate that the unit’s candidates possess a high level of content knowledge which they apply in the development of content-specific lesson plans.
Average Competency Ratings of SHU Program Completers
 by Cooperating Teachers and University Supervisors

See Standard 1 Element 1a Tables 5-6 in Response to Feedback Report
Standard 1 Table 13
Average Competency Ratings of SHU Program Completers by Cooperating Teachers 

 Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Content Area
	N
	Average 

Rating
(4-Point Scale)

	Knowledge of current state and national standards.

  Depth of Content knowledge.


	49

49
	3.16

3.06


Standard 1 Table 14
Average Competency Ratings of SHU Program Completers by University Supervisors
Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Content Area
	N
	Average 

Rating
(4-Point Scale)

	Knowledge of current state and national standards.

  Depth of Content knowledge.


	74

74
	3.43

3.29


Program Completion Surveys Data Summary
The data indicate that cooperating teachers and university supervisors find the unit’s student teachers to possess Above Average to Superior subject matter content knowledge.
Standard 1 Element 1b
Assessment of Pedagogical Content Knowledge in Lesson Planning in 
Preclinical Elementary and Secondary Methods Courses

The following Criteria apply to Tables 15-23 

Criterion 1     Designing learning tasks

Criterion 2     Use of appropriate resources

    Criterion 3     Plan for Differentiation
Standard 1 Table 15
Lesson Planning in Pre-Clinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	N-164
	3.0
	2.98
	2.99

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
Social Studies and Health
	N- 168
	2.97
	2.97
	2.98

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
Mathematics and Science
	N- 125
	2.88
	2.87
	2.85

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	N- 32
	2.52
	2.52
	2.55

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
Social Studies and Health
	N-33
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
Mathematics and Science
	N-55
	3.0
	2.96
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 16
Lesson Planning in Pre-Clinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	N-81
	2.90
	2.88
	2.89

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
Social Studies and Health
	N- 76
	2.95
	2.95
	2.95

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
Mathematics and Science
	N- 89
	2.88
	2.90
	2.85

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	N- 29
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
Social Studies and Health
	N-30
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
Mathematics and Science
	N-29
	3.0
	2.96
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 17
Lesson Planning in Pre-Clinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	N-95
	2.81
	2.80
	2.80

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
Social Studies and Health
	N-104
	2.92
	2.90
	2.86

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
Mathematics and Science
	N-94
	2.89
	2.97
	2.87

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	N-17
	2.76
	2.71
	2.76

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
Social Studies and Health
	N-36
	3.0
	2.97
	2.97

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
Mathematics and Science
	N-27
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 18
Lesson Planning in Pre-Clinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	 ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	N-77
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	ED 264/429

Secondary Methods
	N-72
	2.83
	2.81
	2.78

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	N-36
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	ED 264/429

Secondary Methods
	N-30
	2.80
	2.90
	2.80


Standard 1 Table19
Lesson Planning in Pre-Clinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	N-59
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	ED 264/429

Secondary Methods
	N-41
	2.83
	2.86
	2.81

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	N-17
	2.71
	2.76
	2.65

	
	
	
	
	

	ED 264/429

Secondary Methods
	N-27
	2.70
	2.70
	2.63


Standard 1 Table 20
Lesson Planning in Pre-Clinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	N-36
	2.92
	2.95
	2.86

	
	
	
	
	

	ED 264/429

Secondary Methods
	N-49
	2.69
	2.73
	2.82

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	N-23
	2.78
	2.78
	2.65

	
	
	
	
	

	ED 264/429

Secondary Methods
	N-15
	2.73
	2.73
	2.60


Assessment of Pedagogical Content Knowledge

in Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching

Standard 1 Table 21
Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	CAS 

Elementary
	N-102
	2.94
	2.94
	2.71

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS 

Secondary
	N-60
	2.92
	2.93
	2.73

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	CAS 

Elementary
	N-26
	2.92
	2.92
	2.92

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS 

Secondary
	N-26
	2.92
	2.88
	2.85


Standard 1 Table 22
Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	CAS 

Elementary
	N-92
	2.92
	2.93
	2.76

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS 

Secondary
	N-38
	3.0
	3.0
	2.95

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	CAS 

Elementary
	N-36
	2.94
	2.97
	2.89

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS 

Secondary
	N-14
	3.0
	2.86
	2.93


Standard 1 Element 1b Table 23
Lesson Plan Development During Student Teaching

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008

	
	
	Criterion
1

Learning Tasks
	Criterion
2

Resources
	Criterion
3

Differentiation

	
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	CAS 

Elementary
	N-93
	2.94
	2.94
	2.82

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS 

Secondary
	N-36
	2.91
	2.97
	2.86

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	CAS 

Elementary
	N-17
	2.94
	2.88
	2.88

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS 

Secondary
	N-24
	2.88
	2.75
	2.79


The following criteria apply to Tables 24 and 25
Criterion 1- Legal and Regulatory Issues

Criterion 2- Integration of Technology
Standard Table 24
CAR scores: ED 271, ED 578 Integration of Technology

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	ED 271
Criterion 1
	ED 271 
Criterion 2
	ED 578 
Criterion 1
	ED 578 
Criterion 2

	Fairfield Elementary 
	2.43
	2.52
	2.89
	2.91

	N
	21
	21
	107
	107

	
	
	
	
	

	Fairfield Secondary
	2.67
	2.50
	2.68
	2.65

	N
	6
	6
	69
	69

	
	
	
	
	

	Griswold Elementary
	NA
	NA
	3.0
	2.83

	N
	
	
	23
	23

	
	
	
	
	

	Griswold Secondary
	NA
	NA
	3.0
	2.95

	N
	
	
	38
	38


Standard 1Table 25
CAR scores: ED 271, ED 578 Integration of Technology

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	ED 271
Criterion 1
	ED 271 
Criterion 2
	ED 578 
Criterion 1
	ED 578 
Criterion 2

	Fairfield Elementary
	2.63
	2.63
	2.89
	2.91

	N
	31
	31
	98
	98

	Fairfield Secondary
	2.67
	2.50
	2.68
	2.65

	N
	6
	6
	69
	69

	
	
	
	
	

	Griswold Elementary


	NA
	NA
	3.0
	2.83

	N
	
	
	23
	23

	Griswold Secondary
	NA
	NA
	3.0
	2.95

	N
	
	
	20
	20


Standard 1Table 26
CAR scores: ED 271, ED 578 Integration of Technology

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	
	ED 271
Criterion 1
	ED 271 
Criterion 2
	ED 578 
Criterion 1
	ED 578 
Criterion 2

	Fairfield Elementary
	2.89
	2.89
	2.64
	2.68

	N
	27
	27
	102
	102

	Fairfield Secondary
	2.75
	2.75
	2.52
	2.50

	N
	4
	4
	57
	57

	
	
	
	
	

	Griswold Elementary


	2.0
	2.0
	3.0
	2.98

	N
	1
	1
	40
	40

	Griswold Secondary
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	N
	1
	1
	21
	21


Assessment of Pedagogical Content Knowledge

in Exit Survey of Program Completers
Standard 1 Table 27
Exit Survey of Program Completers on Pedagogical Skills

Summer 1 2009- Summer 1 2010

	Pedagogical Skill Items
	Fairfield   N-139 

Average Rating
	Griswold    N-14

Average Rating

	 10. Develop skills in designing lessons and Unit plans.

 11. Develop skills in teaching techniques, methods and strategies. 

 12. Develop skills in utilizing assessment methods and instruments.

 13. Develop skills in managing learning environment. 

 14. Developed skills in differentiating instruction.

 15. Developed skills in using instructional technology in the classroom. 


	2.81

2.78

2.72

2.68

2.53

2.35


	2.93

2.67

2.73

2.93

2.60

2.67


Standard 1 Table 28
Exit Survey of Program Completers (N=245) on Pedagogical Skills
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Pedagogical Skill Items
	Fairfield  N-72

Average Rating
	Griswold   N-43

Average Rating

	 10. Develop skills in designing lessons and Unit plans.

 11. Develop skills in teaching techniques, methods and strategies. 

 12. Develop skills in utilizing assessment methods and instruments.

 13. Develop skills in managing learning environment. 

 14. Developed skills in differentiating instruction.

 15. Developed skills in using instructional technology in the classroom. 


	2.97

2.88

2.82

2.86

2.71

2.51
	2.58

2.49

2.52

2.42

2.20

2.68


Standard 1 Table 29
Exit Survey of Program Completers on Pedagogical Skills
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	Pedagogical Skill Items
	Fairfield  N-137

 Average Rating
	Griswold N-13

Average Rating

	 10. Develop skills in designing lessons and Unit plans.

 11. Develop skills in teaching techniques, methods and strategies. 

 12. Develop skills in utilizing assessment methods and instruments.

 13. Develop skills in managing learning environment. 

 14. Developed skills in differentiating instruction.

 15. Developed skills in using instructional technology in the classroom. 


	2.88

2.79

2.71

2.66

2.57

2.53
	2.71

2.57

2.57

2.62

2.43

2.64


Assessment of Pedagogical Content Knowledge
By Cooperating Teachers, University Supervisors, Program Graduates
Standard 1 Table 30
Average Ratings of Program Completers by Cooperating Teachers on Pedagogical Skills
Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Pedagogical Skill Items
	N
	Average

Rating

	3.   Ability to write a coherent lesson plan.

4.   Ability to implement effective lesson plans.

5.   Ability to promote critical thinking, problem solving,
      understanding of  concepts.

6.   Ability to differentiate instruction to meet needs of diverse
      learners.

7.   Ability to manage behavior.

10. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate
      student progress.

11. Ability to provide oral and written feedback to improve 
      Student performance. 
	49

49

49

49

49

49

49
	3.30

3.22

3.08

3.12

3.12

3.16

3.16


Standard 1 Element 1b Table 31
Average Ratings of Program Completers by University Supervisors on pedagogical Skills
Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Pedagogical Skill Items
	N
	Average

Rating

	3
3.   Ability to write a coherent lesson plan.

4.   Ability to implement effective lesson plans.

5.   Ability to promote critical thinking, problem solving,
      understanding of  concepts.

6.   Ability to differentiate instruction to meet needs of diverse
      learners.

7.   Ability to manage behavior.

10. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate
      student progress.

11. Ability to provide oral and written feedback to improve 
      Student performance.
	79

79

79

79

79

79

79
	3.69

3.63

3.32

3.39

3.35

3.25

3.44


Standard 1 Table 32
 Average Ratings from Follow-up Survey of Graduates on Pedagogical Skills 

2007-2010

	Pedagogical Skill Items
	Fairfield
N-106
Average

Rating
	
	Griswold
N-46
Average

Rating

	7.   Ability to employ a variety of teaching techniques, 
      methods, and strategies

8.   Ability to utilize different methods and instruments to
      assess student  learning

9.   Knowledge of ways to manage the learning environment
      (procedures, routines, discipline, etc)

10. Ability to differentiate instruction for typical and atypical 
      student populations

11. Ability to use instructional technology in the classroom
	2.66

2.57

2.50

2.39

2.64
	
	2.60

2.55

2.64

2.40

2.30


Standard 1 Table 33
       Average Evaluation Ratings from Survey of Graduates on Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

  2007-2010

	Domains Of Excellence
	Fairfield    N-106

 Average Rating
	Griswold   N-46

Average Rating

	Learner

3.  Knowledge of how to apply learning theories to classroom instruction

5. Knowledge of how the growth and development of typical and atypical students influence their learning.
	2.55

2.46
	2.62

2.59


Standard 1 Element 1b Table 34

Ratings of Program Graduates by Administrators on Pedagogical Skills

Due to a number of initiatives underway or under consideration by the Connecticut State Department of Education that, if implemented, will have a significant impact on teacher preparation programs, rather than conducting a survey of Administrators, the unit held focus group meetings with K-12 administrators who had hired program completer’s to discuss these State initiatives and their perception of readiness of the unit’s program completers to respond to the proposed changes. It was felt that these face-to-face meetings would provide the unit with more immediately useable data than would be obtained by replicating the 2007 survey of administrators. The feedback from these focus groups is being used by the unit to refine the syllabi and curricula of certain required courses to prepare candidates to better address CSDE’s increased emphasis on impacting student learning and student assessment. The conclusion drawn from the focus groups is that the unit’s graduates have been well prepared, and a number of participants reported that they had each hired several of the unit’s program completers and that they would continue to do so. The comments of the participants corroborate the findings of the previous survey which indicated that the unit’s program completers possessed the pedagogical content knowledge and skills to be successful educators.

Standard 1 Element 1c
Assessment of Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills 
Standard 1 Table 35
Average Scores on Lesson Plan and Essay Assessment For Pre-Clinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Elementary
	Course

ED 221/413

Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	Course

ED 223/430

Social Studies and Health
	Course

ED 222/459

Mathematics and Science

	Fairfield
	2.98
	2.92
	2.89

	N
	164
	168
	125

	
	
	
	

	Griswold
	2.57
	3.0
	2.99

	N
	32
	33
	55


Standard 1 Table 36
Average Scores on Lesson Plan and Essay Assessment For Pre-Clinical Elementary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009   

	Elementary
	Course

ED 221/413

Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	Course

ED 223/430

Social Studies and Health
	Course

ED 222/459

Mathematics and Science

	Fairfield
	2.85
	2.89
	2.89

	N
	81
	76
	89

	
	
	
	

	Griswold
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	N
	29
	30
	29


Standard 1 Table 37
Average Scores on Lesson Plan and Essay Assessment For Pre-Clinical Elementary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	Elementary
	Course

ED 221/413

Reading, Writing, and Language Arts
	Course

ED 223/430

Social Studies and Health
	Course

ED 222/459

Mathematics and Science

	Fairfield
	2.72
	2.87
	2.92

	N
	95
	104
	94

	
	
	
	

	Griswold
	2.76
	2.99
	3.0

	N
	17
	36
	27


Standard 1 Table 38
Average Scores on Lesson Plan and Essay Assessment For Pre-Clinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2009 – Summer 1 2010

	Secondary
	Course

ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	Course

ED 264/429

Secondary Methods

	Fairfield
	3.0
	2.83

	N
	77
	72

	
	
	

	Griswold
	3.0
	3.0

	N
	36
	30


Standard 1 Table 39
Average Scores on Lesson Plan and Essay Assessment For Pre-Clinical Secondary Methods Courses
Summer 1 2008 – Spring 2009

	Secondary
	Course

ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	Course

ED 264/429

Secondary Methods

	Fairfield
	3.0
	2.85

	N
	59
	41

	
	
	

	Griswold
	2.70
	2.75

	N
	17
	27


Standard 1 Table 40
Average Scores on Lesson Plan and Essay Assessment For Pre-Clinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2007 – Spring 2008

	Secondary
	Course

ED 262/428

Secondary Curriculum
	Course

ED 264/429

Secondary Methods

	Fairfield
	2.91
	2.78

	N
	36
	49

	
	
	

	Griswold
	2.82
	2.74

	N
	23
	15


Standard 1 Table 41
Average Scores of Competencies Related to Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills

Domains I and III

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Competency
	N
	Fairfield Elementary
	N
	 Fairfield 

Secondary
	N
	Griswold 

Elementary
	N
	 Griswold

 Secondary

	1.1    History and Philosophy
	102
	2.98
	84
	2.93
	31
	2.80
	32
	2.77

	1.2    Legal and Regulatory Issues
	163
	2.85
	134
	2.79
	47
	2.82
	49
	2.86

	1.3    School Structure
	102
	2.93
	84
	2.94
	31
	2.83
	32
	2.81

	3.1    Learning Process
	244
	2.91
	170
	2.91
	69
	2.88
	60
	2.95

	3.2   Human Growth & Develop
	244
	2.90
	170
	2.93
	69
	2.89
	60
	2.94

	3.3   Diverse Learners
	247
	2.90
	184
	2.91
	69
	2.90
	63
	2.96


Standard 1 Table 42
 Average Scores of Competencies Related to Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills

Domains I and III
 Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Competency
	N
	Fairfield Elementary
	N
	Fairfield

Secondary
	N
	Griswold

Elementary
	N
	Griswold

Secondary

	1.1    History and Philosophy
	108
	2.95
	83
	2.87
	32
	2.78
	23
	2.74

	1.2    Legal and Regulatory Issues
	191
	2.88
	122
	2.84
	40
	2.73
	36
	2.81

	1.3    School Structure
	108
	2.93
	83
	2.86
	32
	2.78
	23
	2.78

	3.1    Learning Process
	241
	2.89
	129
	2.93
	61
	2.94
	45
	2.84

	3.2   Human Growth & Develop
	241
	2.89
	129
	2.93
	61
	2.92
	45
	2.85

	3.3   Diverse Learners
	258
	2.90
	142
	2.92
	62
	2.90
	45
	2.87


\

Standard 1 Table 43
 Average Scores of Competencies Related to Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills

Domains I and III
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	Competency
	N
	Fairfield Elementary
	N
	 Fairfield 

Secondary
	N
	Griswold 

Elementary
	N
	 Griswold

 Secondary

	1.1    History and Philosophy
	92
	2.93
	48
	2.94
	27
	2.85
	20
	2.90

	1.2    Legal and Regulatory Issues
	194
	2.82
	81
	2.78
	49
	2.87
	33
	2.87

	1.3    School Structure
	92
	2.88
	48
	2.96
	27
	2.85
	20
	2.85

	3.1    Learning Process
	213
	2.79
	102
	2.88
	61
	2.94
	51
	2.90

	3.2   Human Growth & Develop
	213
	2.83
	102
	2.91
	61
	2.93
	51 
	2.92

	3.3   Diverse Learners
	225
	2.85
	112
	2.88
	61
	2.94
	57
	2.90


Standard 1 Table 44
Average Ratings of Program Completers on Competencies of
Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Domains Of Excellence
	Fairfield

N-139

Average Rating
	Griswold

N-14

Average Rating

	Context

1. Provided historical and philosophical overview of American education. 

2. Provided knowledge of current and legal issues of the profession

4. Developed understanding of Common Core of Teaching

5. Provided knowledge of curriculum, organization and functioning of the
    school.  

6. Informed how to use information on community to enhance student learning.


	2.65

2.69

2.73

2.76

2.60
	2.87

2.67

2.80

2.80

2.73

	Learner

7. Developed understanding of how learning theories apply to instruction.

8. Developed knowledge of diverse student populations.

9. Developed understanding of influence of growth and development on 

    student learning.
	2.78

2.65

2.65
	2.87

2.80

2.93




Standard 1 Table 45
  Average Ratings of Program Completers on Competencies of
Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Domains Of Excellence
	Fairfield

N-72

Average Rating
	Griswold

N-43

Average Rating

	Context

1. Provided historical and philosophical overview of American education. 

2. Provided knowledge of current and legal issues of the profession

4. Developed understanding of Common Core of Teaching

5. Provided knowledge of curriculum, organization and functioning of the
    school.  

6. Informed how to use information on community to enhance student learning.


	2.75

2.74

2.78

2.82

2.63
	2.43

2.48

2.66

2.57

2.52

	Learner

7. Developed understanding of how learning theories apply to instruction.

8. Developed knowledge of diverse student populations.

9. Developed understanding of influence of growth and development on 

    student learning.
	2.86

2.60

2.81
	2.48

2.48

2.67


Standard 1 Table 46
   Average Ratings of Program Completers on Competencies of
Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	Domains Of Excellence
	Fairfield

N-137

Average Rating
	Griswold

N-13

Average Rating

	Context

1. Provided historical and philosophical overview of American education. 

2. Provided knowledge of current and legal issues of the profession

4. Developed understanding of Common Core of Teaching

5. Provided knowledge of curriculum, organization and functioning of the
    school.  

6. Informed how to use information on community to enhance student learning.


	2.62

2.62

2.68

2.73

2.65
	2.43

2.57

2.79

2.50

2.86

	Learner

7. Developed understanding of how learning theories apply to instruction.

8. Developed knowledge of diverse student populations.

9. Developed understanding of influence of growth and development on 

    student learning.
	2.80

2.72

2.73
	2.57

2.64

2.86


Standard 1 Element 1d

Assessment of Student Learning for Teacher Candidates in Lesson Planning in 
Preclinical Elementary and Secondary Methods Courses
The following criteria apply to Standard 1 Element 1d Tables 47-52 

          Criterion 1    Knowledge of Learning Theory and Process

          Criterion 2     Knowledge of Human Growth and Development

             Criterion 3     Knowledge of Diversity and Differentiation
Standard 1 Table 47
                        Combined Data for Essay on Learning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	
	Criterion
1
Learning Theory
	Criterion
2
HG&D
	Criterion
3
Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
	N-164
	2.95
	2.98
	2.97

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
	N- 168
	2.78
	2.88
	2.88

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
	N- 125
	2.90
	2.90
	2.91

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
	N- 32
	2.65
	2.65
	2.55

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
	N-33
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
	N-55
	2.98
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	


Standard 1 Table 48
                        Combined Data for Essay on Learning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	
	Criterion
1
Learning Theory
	Criterion
2
HG&D
	Criterion
3
Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
	N-81
	2.81
	2.80
	2.79

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
	N- 76
	2.80
	2.84
	2.86

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
	N- 89
	2.95
	2.87
	2.92

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
	N- 29
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
	N-30
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
	N-29
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	


Standard 1 Table 49
                        Combined Data for Essay on Learning in Preclinical Elementary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	
	Criterion
1
Learning Theory
	Criterion
2
HG&D
	Criterion
3
Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
	N-95
	2.63
	2.62
	2.63

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
	N- 104
	2.81
	2.87
	2.84

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
	N- 94
	2.96
	2.95
	2.88

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	221/413
	N- 17
	2.76
	2.82
	2.76

	
	
	
	
	

	222/459
	N-30
	3.0
	2.97
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	223/430
	N-29
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	


Standard 1 Table 50
                        Combined Data for Essay on Learning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	
	Criterion
1
Learning Theory
	Criterion
2
HG&D
	Criterion
3
Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	262/428
	N-77
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	264/429
	N-72
	2.89
	2.83
	2.87

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	262/428
	N- 36
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	

	264/429
	N-30
	2.9
	2.9
	2.87

	
	
	
	
	


Standard 1 Table 51
                        Combined Data for Essay on Learning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	
	Criterion
1
Learning Theory
	Criterion
2
HG&D
	Criterion
3
Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	262/428
	N-59
	3.0
	3.0
	2.98

	
	
	
	
	

	264/429
	N-41
	2.86
	2.81
	2.90

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	262/428
	N- 17
	2.65
	2.76
	2.65

	
	
	
	
	

	264/429
	N-27
	2.89
	2.78
	2.78

	
	
	
	
	


Standard 1 Table 52
                        Combined Data for Essay on Learning in Preclinical Secondary Methods Courses

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	
	Criterion
1
Learning Theory
	Criterion
2
HG&D
	Criterion
3
Differentiation

	Course
	Fairfield
	Average
	Average
	Average

	262/428
	N-36
	2.95
	2.86
	2.92

	
	
	
	
	

	264/429
	N-49
	2.84
	2.73
	2.84

	
	
	
	
	

	Course
	Griswold
	Average
	Average
	Average

	262/428
	N- 23
	2.91
	2.87
	2.91

	
	
	
	
	

	264/429
	N-15
	2.89
	2.73
	2.80

	
	
	
	
	


Assessment of Student Learning At Post-Clinical Gateway

Standard 1 Table 53
CAS Mean Rating of Candidates’ Ability to Assess Student Learning At Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Category
	Criteria
	Fairfield

Elementary N=102
	Fairfield

Secondary N=60
	Griswold Elementary N=26
	Griswold

Secondary N=26

	Assessing
	Monitoring student understanding of the lesson and engagement at appropriate points and adjusting teaching when necessary
Providing performance feedback (oral or written) that focuses on content and assists students in improving their performance
Reflecting upon and analyzing the process of teaching based on student learning or failure to learn and adjust future plans and instructional approaches accordingly
Analyzing multiple sources of student data to examine student progress


	2.89

2.89

2.91

2.0
	2.85

      2.90

2.89

2.0
	2.92

2.92

2.96

2.0
	2.85

2.92

2.96

2.0


Standard 1 Table 54
CAS Mean Rating of Candidates’ Ability to Assess Student Learning At Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Category
	Criteria
	Fairfield

Elementary N=92
	Fairfield

Secondary N=38
	Griswold Elementary N=36
	Griswold

Secondary N=14

	Assessing
	Monitoring student understanding of the lesson and engagement at appropriate points and adjusting teaching when necessary
Providing performance feedback (oral or written) that focuses on content and assists students in improving their performance
Reflecting upon and analyzing the process of teaching based on student learning or failure to learn and adjust future plans and instructional approaches accordingly
Analyzing multiple sources of student data to examine student progress
	2.93

2.91

2.90

1.99
	2.84

2.92

3.0

2.0
	2.97

2.94

2.97

2.0
	2.86

3.0

2.93

2.0


Standard 1 Table 55
CAS Mean Rating of Candidates’ Ability to Assess Student Learning At Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	Category
	Criteria
	Fairfield

Elementary N=93
	Fairfield

Secondary N=36
	Griswold Elementary N=17
	Griswold

Secondary N=24

	Assessing
	Monitoring student understanding of the lesson and engagement at appropriate points and adjusting teaching when necessary
Providing performance feedback (oral or written) that focuses on content and assists students in improving their performance
Reflecting upon and analyzing the process of teaching based on student learning or failure to learn and adjust future plans and instructional approaches accordingly
Analyzing multiple sources of student data to examine student progress


	2.89

2.95

2.95

2.0
	2.91

2.94

2.91

2.0
	2.94

2.94

2.94

2.0
	2.92

2.92

2.92

2.0


Assessment of Student Learning

by Cooperating Teachers and University Supervisors
Standard 1 Table 56
 Average Ratings of Program Completers’ Assessment Abilities by Cooperating Teachers 

Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Assessment and Learning Items
	N= 49

	10. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate student progress.

11. Ability to provide oral and written feedback to improve student performance

12. Rating of effectiveness of student teachers impact on student learning.


	3.16

3.16

3.22


Standard 1 Table 57
 Average Ratings of Program Completers’ Assessment Abilities by University Supervisors 

Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010
	Assessment and Learning Items
	 N=74

	10. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate student progress.

11. Ability to provide oral and written feedback to improve student performance

12. Rating of effectiveness of student teachers impact on student learning.


	3.25

3.44

3.56


Standard 1 Element 1e
Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program
Unit Pass Rate on Praxis II and ACTFL for Initial Teacher Preparation

See Standard 1 Element 1e Tables 2(a) – 3 in Response to Feedback Report
One of the ways candidates in the unit’s Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program candidates demonstrate that they possess appropriate levels of content knowledge is by the high pass rates the unit’s candidates achieve on the Connecticut Administrator Test (State Licensure Test) as indicated in the tables below.

Standard 1 Table 58

Pass Rates of First Time Test Takers on Connecticut Administrator Test

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Campus
	Pass
	1st Attempt
	1st attempt % Pass Rate

	Fairfield - Traditional
	N = 50
	N = 57
	87.72%

	Fairfield - Cohort
	N = 69
	N = 73
	94.52%

	Griswold 
	N = 52
	N = 60
	86.67%

	TOTAL
	N = 171
	N = 190
	90.00%


Standard 1 Table59

Pass Rates of First Time Test Takers on Connecticut Administrator Test

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Campus
	Pass
	1st Attempt
	1st attempt % Pass Rate

	Fairfield - Traditional
	N = 48
	N = 52
	92.31%

	Fairfield – Cohort
	N = 35
	N = 42
	83.33%

	Griswold 
	N = 38
	N = 39
	97.44%

	TOTAL
	N = 121
	N = 133
	90.98%


Standard 1. Table 60

Pass Rates of First Time Test Takers on Connecticut Administrator Test

Summer 1 2007- Spring 2008

	Campus
	Pass
	1st Attempt
	1st attempt % Pass Rate

	Fairfield – Traditional
	N = 41
	N = 42
	97.62%

	Fairfield – Cohort
	N = 57
	N = 58
	98.28%

	Griswold 
	N  = 43
	N = 51
	84.31%

	TOTAL
	N = 141
	N = 151
	93.38%


On October 20, 2010 the unit received the following information from CSDE which compares the CAT scores recorded by candidates for Intermediate Administration and Supervision certification from the institutions in the state endorsed to prepare candidates for this advanced level certification. It is evident that Sacred Heart University has not only the greatest number of candidates each year, but that its candidates score consistently well above the NCATE required pass rate of 80% and higher than other institutions in the state. (Note: the numbers on the unit’s and the state’s tables may differ slightly due to difference in reporting periods and when the candidates took the test).

Standard 1 Table 61
CONNECTICUT ADMINISTRATOR TEST (CAT) 
PERFORMANCE STATUS REPORT 
Connecticut Education Leadership Programs 
First-Time Pass Rates



2007-2008


2008-2009


2009-2010                                   
	 University
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested
	Pass %
	 Fail %
	 Total Tested

	 Central Connecticut State
	91.1

 
	8.9
	56
	94.3

 
	5.7
	53
	96.8

 
	3.2
	31

	 Quinnipiac

University
	
	NA
	
	100

 
	0
	5
	90.5

 
	9.5
	21

	 Sacred Heart
	93.3

 
	6.7
	150
	90.3

 
	9.7
	134
	90.3

 
	9.7
	195

	 Southern Connecticut State
	87.4

 
	12.6
	111
	77.4

 
	22.6
	124
	76.6

 
	23.4
	141

	 University of Bridgeport
	89.8

 
	10.2
	59
	91.9

 
	8.1
	37
	71.8

 
	28.2
	39

	 University of Connecticut
	87.5

 
	12.5
	56
	94.3

 
	5.7
	53
	96.8

 
	3.2
	31

	* University of Hartford
	100
 
	0
	5
	83.3

 
	16.7
	6
	60.0
 
	40.0
	5

	Western Connecticut State
	
	NA
	
	
	NA
	
	92.9
	7.1
	4

	 Out of State
	72.7
	27.3
	22
	80.0
	20.0
	15
	82.0
	18.0
	39


* Program has discontinued
NA indicates program was not yet approved or new
Standard 1 Element 1e 

In the fall of 2009 the Educational Leadership Program initiated a survey of Candidates who had completed its administrative certification program between 2006 and 2009.  The purpose of the survey was to generate data relating to the perceived effectiveness of the department’s administrative certification program in providing its Candidates with the requisite skills and knowledge to become effective educational leaders.  The survey differed from previous versions of the instrument because the department was interested in questioning program completers on the level of preparation that they received from both a building-level and from a district-level perspective. Each Candidate was asked to rate the SHU program based on their belief that they were: “Well Prepared”, “Adequately Prepared”, or” Poorly Prepared” regarding each NCATE Standard.  The results show that between 94.7% - 98.9% of the combined population of cohort and traditional candidates expressed that they were “well” or “adequately” prepared to meet these Standards. The second part of the survey was devoted to seeking candidate’s thoughts about the value of individual courses offered in the 092 certification program.   Each course was rated on a five-point scale.  A “1” meant “little value” while “5” signified “very valuable.” While most of the ratings were between mean scores of 3.77- 4.52 for each course, it was clear that those courses that were closely aligned to the content of the Connecticut Administrator Test (CAT) were seen to be “most valuable” in preparing candidates for this high-stakes test. Based on the data derived from the survey of completers of the Educational Leadership Program, these individuals believe that their preparation was more than adequate, and the individual courses were of value. Mean scores for the courses that comprise the 092 certification program were as follows:

Standard 1 Table 62
 Graduates of Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program - Cohort

Data Results are based on a sliding scale of 1(no value) through 5 (very valuable)

N-41

July 2008-June 2009

	Course
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	EDL 605:  Advanced Curriculum
	1
	1
	8
	11
	14

	EDL 626:  Assessment and Evaluation of Learning
	1
	3
	3
	11
	19

	EDL 635:  Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
	0
	1
	5
	9
	24

	EDL 654/655:  Contemporary Issues in Leadership
	0
	2
	1
	11
	17

	EDL 650:  Law and Finance
	1
	3
	6
	9
	22

	EDL 698:  Administrative Practicum: Internship Part I
	2
	4
	5
	15
	11


Standard 1 Table 63

Graduates of Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program - Traditional

Data Results are based on a sliding scale of 1(no value) through 5 (very valuable)

N-58

July 2008-June 2009
	Course
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	EDL 605:  Advanced Curriculum
	5
	7
	6
	14
	19

	EDL 626:  Assessment and Evaluation of Learning
	1
	2
	5
	18
	27

	EDL 635:  Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
	0
	1
	4
	12
	38

	EDL 654/655:  Contemporary Issues in Leadership
	1
	4
	7
	8
	27

	EDL 650:  Law and Finance
	2
	2
	5
	11
	35

	EDL 698:  Administrative Practicum: Internship Part I
	4
	8
	7
	12
	24


Standard 1 Element 1e
Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program 

See Standard 1 Element 1e Tables 4-5 in Response to Feedback Report

There is no State Licensure Test for the Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program. Content knowledge data is presently collected on candidates through the use of course-embedded Competency Assessment Reports. Content knowledge is also assessed by program graduates and by the faculty who supervised them during their training. The data presented below reveal that over the past three years graduates and faculty supervisors rate program completers as being well above Acceptable Level and near Target Level in Content Area Knowledge, Pedagogical Content Knowledge, Professional and Pedagogical Content Knowledge, and Assessment of Student Learning.

Standard 1 Table 64

Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Post Program Completion Survey of Graduates
                                                                          2007-2010
	                                                                      
	Average

Rating
	N

	Topic:  CONTENT AREA
	
	

	15.  Knowledge of current state and national standards
	2.74
	28

	16.  Depth of content knowledge 
	2.81
	28

	Topic:  PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	17. Ability to write a coherent lesson plan
	2.92
	28

	18. Ability to implement effective lesson plans
	2.94
	28

	19. Ability to promote critical thinking, problem-solving and deeper understanding of concepts
	2.86
	28

	20. Ability to differentiate instruction in order to meet the needs of diverse learners
	2.86
	28

	Topic:  PROFESSIONAL AND PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT 

            KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	21.  Ability to manage student behavior
	2.66
	28

	22.  Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality  
	2.86
	28

	23.  Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession
	2.88
	28

	Topic:  ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING
	
	

	24. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate student progress
	2.72
	28

	25. Ability to provide feedback (oral or written) that assists students in improving their performance.
	2.89
	28

	26. Ability to select and use a variety of reliable and valid assessments in order to evaluate student reading achievement  
	2.69
	28

	27. Ability to develop and implement an intervention plan that will result in increased student reading achievement
	2.75
	28

	28. Ability to analyze trend data by prioritizing needs, developing goals, identifying strategies to meet goals, and monitoring implementation of action plan.
	2.69
	28


Standard 1 Table 65

Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Post Program Completion Survey of Supervisors
                                                                         2007-2010

	                                                                      
	Average

Rating
	N

	Topic:  CONTENT AREA
	
	

	15.  Knowledge of current state and national standards
	2.89
	2

	16.  Depth of content knowledge 
	2.89
	2

	Topic:  PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	17. Ability to write a coherent lesson plan
	2.91
	2

	18. Ability to implement effective lesson plans
	2.93
	2

	19. Ability to promote critical thinking, problem-solving and deeper understanding of concepts
	2.93
	2

	20. Ability to differentiate instruction in order to meet the needs of diverse learners
	2.91
	2

	Topic:  PROFESSIONAL AND PEDAGOGICAL CONTENT 

            KNOWLEDGE
	
	

	21.  Ability to manage student behavior
	2.93
	2

	22.  Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality  
	2.94
	2

	23.  Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession
	2.94
	2

	Topic:  ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING
	
	

	24. Ability to analyze multiple sources of data to evaluate student progress
	2.91
	2

	25. Ability to provide feedback (oral or written) that assists students in improving their performance.
	2.91
	2

	26. Ability to select and use a variety of reliable and valid assessments in order to evaluate student reading achievement  
	2.91
	2

	27. Ability to develop and implement an intervention plan that will result in increased student reading achievement
	2.89
	2

	28. Ability to analyze trend data by prioritizing needs, developing goals, identifying strategies to meet goals, and monitoring implementation of action plan.
	2.91
	2


Standard 1 Element 1f   

Student Learning
Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program

The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 66-68 

Criterion 1 Learning Process

Criterion 2 Teaching Process

Criterion 3 Professional Development

Criterion 4 Positive school culture

Standard 1 Table 66

Student Learning in EDL 635 – Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development Assessment Data

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion 1

Learning Process
	Criterion 2

Teaching Process
	Criterion 3

Prof. Development
	Criterion 4

Positive Culture

	Fairfield N-141
	2.50
	2.52
	2.51
	2.53

	Griswold N-112
	2.21
	2.21
	2.21
	2.21


Standard 1 Table 67

Student Learning in EDL 635 – Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development Assessment Data

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion 1

Learning Process
	Criterion 2

Teaching Process
	Criterion 3

Prof. Development
	Criterion 4

Positive Culture

	Fairfield N-117
	2.54
	2.57
	2.63
	2.63

	Griswold N-47
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 68

Student Learning in EDL 635 – Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development Assessment Data

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion 1

Learning Process
	Criterion 2

Teaching Process
	Criterion 3

Prof. Development
	Criterion 4

Positive Culture

	Fairfield N-102
	2.47
	2.50
	2.50
	2.54

	Griswold N-41
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 69-71 

    Criterion 1 Diverse Perspective

    Criterion 2 Ability to promote student understanding

    Criterion 3 Internship with significant opportunities

    Criterion 4 Organization resources and school policy
Standard 1 Table 69
                                                  Student Learning in EDL 698: Administrative Practicum Data

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion 1

Diverse Perspective
	Criterion 2

Student Under
	Criterion 3

Internship
	Criterion 4

Resources & Policy

	Fairfield N-49
	2.52
	2.52
	2.52
	2.52

	Griswold N-88
	2.93
	2.98
	2.95
	2.95


Standard 1 Table 70
Student Learning in EDL 698: Administrative Practicum Data

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4

	Fairfield N-98
	2.90
	2.88
	2.89
	2.90

	Griswold N-47
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 71
Student Learning in EDL 698: Administrative Practicum Data

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4

	Fairfield N-85
	2.78
	2.78
	2.78
	2.78

	Griswold N- 39
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 72-74 

    Criterion 1 Case Study Foster collaboration among students, staff, parents, and community
    Criterion 2 Foster collaboration among students, staff, parents, and community
    Criterion 3 Positive school culture
    Criterion 4 Standards and Assessments
    Criterion 5 School improvement
    Criterion 6 Community Relations
Standard 1 Table 72
                               Student Learning in EDL 626: School Improvement Simulation Data Table
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6

	Fairfield N-57
	2.21
	2.29
	2.30
	2.23
	2.25
	2.25

	Griswold N- 44
	1.84
	2.64
	2.64
	1.84
	1.84
	1.84


Standard 1 Table 73
                               Student Learning in EDL 626: School Improvement Simulation Data Table
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6

	Fairfield N- 91
	2.36
	2.47
	2.47
	2.36
	2.35
	2.35

	Griswold N-51
	2.22
	2.43
	2.43
	2.22
	2.12
	2.12


Standard 1 Table 74
                                Student Learning in EDL 626: School Improvement Simulation Data Table
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6

	Fairfield N- 97
	2.36
	2.30
	2.29
	2.36
	2.19
	2.19

	Griswold N-44
	2.30
	2.43
	2.43
	2.30
	2.25
	2.25


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 75-77 

    Criterion 1 Educated Person

    Criterion 2 Facilitates development

    Criterion 3 Student collaboration

    Criterion 4 Ability to promote student understanding

    Criterion 5 School Goals

    Criterion 6 Integration of staff evaluation
Standard 1 Table 75
Student Learning in EDL 605: School Improvement Case Study

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6

	Fairfield N-168
	2.65
	2.64
	2.65
	2.64
	2.64
	2.61

	Griswold N-77
	3.0
	2.99
	2.97
	3.0
	2.97
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 76
Student Learning in EDL 605: School Improvement Case Study

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6

	Fairfield N-103
	2.53
	2.57
	2.52
	2.54
	2.49
	2.48

	Griswold N- 45
	2.98
	2.96
	2.98
	3.0
	2.98
	2.98


Standard 1 Table 77
Student Learning in EDL 605: School Improvement Case Study

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion 1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6

	Fairfield N-117
	2.52
	2.54
	2.46
	2.50
	2.54
	2.51

	Griswold N-49
	2.96
	2.96
	2.96
	2.96
	2.96
	2.96


Standard 1 Table 78  
Student Learning in EDL 650: The Law and Finance in Education 

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion 1

Organizational Management
	Criterion 3

Organization, Resources, and School Policy

	Fairfield N-103
	2.96
	2.96

	Griswold N- 70
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 79
Student Learning in EDL 650: The Law and Finance in Education
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion 1

Organizational Management
	Criterion 3

Organization, Resources, and School Policy

	Fairfield N- 79
	2.19
	2.19

	Griswold N- 41
	2.98
	2.98


Standard 1 Table 80
Student Learning in EDL 650: The Law and Finance in Education
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion 1

Organizational Management
	Criterion 3

Organization, Resources, and School Policy

	Fairfield N- 11
	2.09
	2.09

	Griswold
	NA
	NA


Standard 1 Element 1f
Student Learning

Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts Program
See Standard 1 Element 1f Tables 1(a) – 1(c) in Response to Feedback Report

The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 81-83
Criterion 1.  Psychological, sociological and linguistic foundations

Criterion 2.  Reading research and histories of reading

Criterion 3.  Design learning tasks
Criterion 4.  Select appropriate resources;

Criterion 5.  Differentiate instruction
Criterion 6.  Learning process

Criterion 7.  Human growth and development

Criterion 8.  Diverse learners  

    Criterion 9.  Professional development
Standard 1 Table 81
Student Learning in EDR 505: Early Reading and Language Arts Success (PreK-3)
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Criterion
1


	Criterion
2


	Criterion
3


	Criterion
4


	Criterion
5


	Criterion
6


	Criterion
7


	Criterion
8


	Criterion
9



	N-22
	3.0
	2.95
	2.90
	2.95
	2.95
	2.95
	2.95
	2.95
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 82
Student Learning in EDR 505: Early Reading and Language Arts Success (PreK-3)
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	
	Criterion
1


	Criterion
2


	Criterion
3


	Criterion
4


	Criterion
5


	Criterion
6


	Criterion
7


	Criterion
8


	Criterion
9



	N-22
	2.91
	2.86
	2.86
	2.91
	2.86
	2.91
	2.86
	2.86
	2.95


Standard 1 Table 83
Student Learning in EDR 505: Early Reading and Language Arts Success (PreK-3)
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion
1


	Criterion
2


	Criterion
3


	Criterion
4


	Criterion
5


	Criterion
6


	Criterion
7


	Criterion
8


	Criterion
9



	N-12
	3.0
	3.0
	2.82
	2.91
	2.82
	2.82
	2.91
	2.82
	2.91


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 84-86
   Criterion 1.   Relate to content standards 

   Criterion 2.   Articulate rationale 

   Criterion 3.   Use essential questions

   Criterion 4.   Include measurable learning objectives, 

   Criterion 5.   Scaffold learning activities

   Criterion 6.   Include vocabulary components

   Criterion 7.   Include literacy extension activities

   Criterion 8.   Reflect unit organization 

   Criterion 9.   Include learning objectives based on developmental needs 

   Criterion 10. Select appropriate resources, and address the range of student learning differences

   Criterion 11.  Planning instruction that addresses learning differences
   Criterion 12.  Understand learning process
   Criterion 13.  Understand human growth and development theories  
   Criterion 14.  Recognize and accommodate needs of diverse learners
   Criterion 15.  Engage in reflection on professional development
Standard 1 Table 84
Student Learning in EDR 510: Content Reading Instruction (7-12)

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	N-25
	Criterion
1


	Criterion
2


	Criterion
3 
	Criterion
4

	Criterion
5


	Criterion
6


	Criterion
7


	Criterion
8



	
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	2.96
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Criterion
9 
	Criterion
10 
	Criterion
11 
	Criterion
12


	Criterion
13

	Criterion
14

	Criterion
15 
	

	
	3.0
	3.0
	2.92
	3.0
	3.0
	2.96
	3.0
	


Standard 1 Table 85
Student Learning in EDR 510: Content Reading Instruction (7-12)
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	N-13
	Criterion
1


	Criterion
2


	Criterion
3 
	Criterion
4

	Criterion
5


	Criterion
6


	Criterion
7


	Criterion
8



	
	3.0
	3.0
	2.93
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Criterion
9
	Criterion
10
	Criterion
11
	Criterion
12


	Criterion
13

	Criterion
14

	Criterion
15
	

	
	3.0
	3.0
	2.86
	3.0
	3.0
	2.86
	3.0
	


Standard 1 Table 86
Student Learning in EDR 510: Content Reading Instruction (7-12)
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	N- 13
	Criterion
1


	Criterion
2


	Criterion
3
	Criterion
4

	Criterion
5


	Criterion
6


	Criterion
7


	Criterion
8



	
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	2.95
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Criterion
9
	Criterion
10
	Criterion
11
	Criterion
12


	Criterion
13

	Criterion
14

	Criterion
15
	

	
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	2.90
	3.0
	


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 87-89 
   Criterion 1.  Use instructional grouping options

   Criterion 2.  Use a wide range of assessment tools and practices 

   Criterion 3.  Participate in the initiation, implementation and evaluation of professional development 

   Criterion 4.   Use assessment information to plan, evaluate, and revise effective instruction
Standard 1 Table 87
 Student Learning in EDR 540: Advanced Diagnosis and Remediation
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Criterion1


	Criterion 2 
	Criterion 3 
	Criterion 4 

	N-18
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 88
Student Learning in EDR 540: Advanced Diagnosis and Remediation
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	
	Criterion1


	Criterion 2 
	Criterion 3 
	Criterion 4 

	N-19
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 89
Student Learning in EDR 540: Advanced Diagnosis and Remediation
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion1


	Criterion 2 
	Criterion 3 
	Criterion 4 

	N-14
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 90-92 

   Criterion 1.  Use instructional grouping options

   Criterion 2.  Use a wide range of assessment tools and practices 

   Criterion 3.  Use assessment information to plan, evaluate, and revise effective instruction

   Criterion 4.  Participate in the initiation, implementation and evaluation of  professional development
Standard 1 Table 90
Student Learning in EDR 545:  Assessment and Evaluation
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Criterion 1

Pedagogy
	Criterion 2 Pedagogy
	Criterion 3 Pedagogy
	Criterion 4 Pedagogy

	N-33
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 91
Student Learning in EDR 545:  Assessment and Evaluation
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	
	Criterion 1


	Criterion 2 
	Criterion 3 
	Criterion 4 

	N-15
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 92
Student Learning in EDR 545:  Assessment and Evaluation 

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion 1


	Criterion 2 
	Criterion 3 
	Criterion 4 

	N-13
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 93-95 

   Criterion 1.  Present major components of reading

   Criterion 2.  Create and use case studies on students 

   Criterion 3.  Work with colleagues to provide feedback

   Criterion 4.  Use motivational strategies

   Criterion 5.  Communicate results of assessments to specific individuals 

Standard 1 Table 93
Student Learning in EDR 550:  Clinic Experience I
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Criterion1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5

	N-20
	2.85
	2.85
	2.85
	2.85
	2.85


Standard 1 Table 94
Student Learning in EDR 550:  Clinic Experience I
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	
	Criterion1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5

	N-26
	2.96
	2.92
	2.92
	2.92
	2.92


Standard 1 Table 95
Student Learning in EDR 550:  Clinic Experience I
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5

	N-2
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


The following Criteria apply to Element 1f Tables 96-98
Criterion 1. Motivate learners to be lifelong readers
Criterion 2. Case Study - Use assessment information to plan, evaluate, and revise effective                                         instruction
Criterion 3. Observation - Use assessment information to plan, evaluate, and revise effective instruction
Criterion 4. Communicates results of assessments to specific individuals
Criterion 5. Professional development and disposition

Criterion 6. Case Study- Work with colleagues to observe, evaluate and provide feedback
Criterion 7. Observation - Work with colleagues to observe, evaluate and provide feedback
Criterion 8. Demonstrate knowledge of the major components of reading
Standard 1 Table 96
Student Learning in EDR 555: Clinic Experience II
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Criterion1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6
	Criterion 7
	Criterion 8

	N-16
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 97
Student Learning in EDR 555: Clinic Experience II
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	
	Criterion1
	Criterion 2
	Criterion 3
	Criterion 4
	Criterion 5
	Criterion 6
	Criterion 7
	Criterion 8

	N-4
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 98
Student Learning in EDR 555: Clinic Experience II
Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criteria1
	Criteria 2
	Criteria 3
	Criteria 4
	Criteria 5
	Criteria 6
	Criteria 7
	Criteria 8

	N-1
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0
	3.0


Standard 1 Element 1g
Professional Dispositions

Teacher Candidates

Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 1(a) –2(c) in Response to Feedback Report

After fulfilling the requirements for admission, applicants meet with and are interviewed by members of the faculty who serve on the Unit’s Admissions Review Committee. Applicants are rated on their response to written and oral questions and are given an overall rating by the members of the Committee. The rating is based on a five point scale with 1- poor, 2- fair, 3-good, 4- very good, and 5- superior. Among the items evaluated by the Admissions Review Committee are the Committee members’ assessments of each applicant’s 1) dispositions, and 2) the appropriateness of response when answering the following questions: “Why do you want to be a teacher” and “What knowledge skills and dispositions will you bring to the teaching profession?” Ratings of candidates’ dispositions by Admissions Committees in Fairfield and Griswold over the past three years are presented below. The Admissions Review aligns with the unit’s Conceptual Framework Domain V, Competencies 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.7.

Standard 1 Table 99
                          Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

   Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary  N=164
	3.50

	Secondary N=77
	3.87


Standard 1 Table 100

         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

                                                            Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=137
	3.66

	Secondary N=108
	3.69


                                                         Standard 1 Table 101

         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=54
	3.72

	Secondary N=19
	3.42


Standard 1 Table 102
                         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Griswold Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=29
	3.03

	Secondary N=40
	3.13


Standard 1 Table 103


Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Griswold Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=36
	3.17

	Secondary N=36
	3.28


Standard 1 Table 104
                         Average Ratings of Applicants by Admissions Review Committee

Griswold Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Impression/ disposition

	Elementary N=18
	3.0

	Secondary N=29
	3.0


Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of
Candidates Applying for Student Teaching

See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 3(a)-3(c)

Standard 1 Table 105
Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of Candidates Applying for Student Teaching

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	
	Criterion
 1
CF Comp 

5.2
	Criterion 2
CF Comp

5.1
	Criterion 3
CF Comp

5.1


	Criterion 4
CF Comp 

5.7
	Criterion
 5
CF Comp

5.3, 5.5, 5.6
	Criterion 6
CF Comp

5.7, 5.8 
	Criterion 7

CF Comp

5.4
	Criterion 8

CF Comp

5.4

	Elementary N=91
	2.96
	2.99
	2.86
	2.88
	3.0
	2.94
	2.94
	2.92

	Secondary
 N=45
	2.97
	2.97
	2.93
	2.97
	2.97
	2.91
	2.97
	2.90


Standard 1 Table 106
Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of Candidates Applying for Student Teaching Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	
	Criterion
 1
CF Comp 

5.2
	Criterion
 2
CF Comp

5.1
	Criterion 3
CF Comp

5.1


	Criterion
 4
CF 

Comp 

5.7
	Criterion
 5
CF Comp

5.3, 5.5, 5.6
	Criterion
 6
CF Comp

5.7, 5.8 
	Criterion
 7

CF Comp

5.4
	Criterion
 8

CF Comp

5.4

	Elementary
 N=83
	2.96
	2.98
	2.81
	2.86
	2.91
	2.88
	2.92
	2.87

	Secondary
 N=33
	2.83
	2.76
	2.81
	2.76
	2.75
	2.75
	2.81
	2.79


Standard 1 Table 107
Average Scores Assessing Personal Skills and Dispositions of Candidates Applying for Student Teaching

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	
	Criterion
 1
CF Comp 

5.2
	Criterion
 2
CF Comp

5.1
	Criterion 3
CF Comp

5.1


	Criterion
 4
CF Comp 

5.7
	Criterion
 5
CF Comp

5.3, 5.5, 5.6
	Criterion
 6
CF Comp

5.7, 5.8 
	Criterion
 7

CF Comp

5.4
	Criterion
 8

CF Comp

5.4

	Elementary
 N=59
	2.90
	2.93
	2.88
	2.83
	2.92
	2.88
	2.86
	2.86

	Secondary
 N=12
	2.92
	2.92
	2.75
	2.75
	2.92
	2.75
	3.0
	2.67


Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies
 at Post-Clinical Gateway
See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 4(a)-4(c)

Standard 1 Table 108
CAS Mean Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies at Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency
	Professional Behavior

Performance Objective 

	Fairfield 

Elementary N=102
	Fairfield

Secondary N=60
	Griswold 

Elementary N=26
	Griswold

Secondary N=26

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility for Teachers.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in regard to student teaching.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.5
	Working collaboratively with colleagues to set goals for professional development.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4, 5.8
	Demonstrating dispositions critical to self and students.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0


Standard 1 Table 109
CAS Mean Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies at Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009
	CF

Competency
	Performance Objective 

	Fairfield 

Elementary N=92
	Fairfield

Secondary N=38
	Griswold 

Elementary N=36
	Griswold

Secondary N=14

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility for Teachers.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in regard to student teaching.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.5
	Working collaboratively with colleagues to set goals for professional development.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4, 5.8
	Demonstrating dispositions critical to self and students.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0


Standard 1 Table 110
CAS Mean Ratings of Candidates’ Dispositions Aligned with Domain V Competencies at Post-Clinical Gateway

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	CF

Competency
	Performance Objective 

	Fairfield 

Elementary N=93
	Fairfield

Secondary N=36
	Griswold 

Elementary N=17
	Griswold

Secondary N=24

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in accordance with the Code of Professional Responsibility for Teachers.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4
	Conducting oneself as a professional in regard to student teaching.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.5
	Working collaboratively with colleagues to set goals for professional development.
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	5.4, 5.8
	Demonstrating dispositions critical to self and students.
	1.99
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0


Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers
See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 5(a)-5(c)

Standard 1 Table 111
Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers 
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010

	Disposition Items
	Fairfield  N-139

Average 

Rating
	Griswold  N-14

Average 

Rating

	  Increased commitment to personal professional development.

  Encouraged reflection and responsive action on student performance.

  Encouraged personal professional and ethical behavior.

  Encouraged personal reflection and responsive action on teaching
	2.86

2.89

2.91

2.90
	2.87

3.0

3.0

3.0


Standard 1 Table 112

Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers 
Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Disposition Items
	Fairfield  N-72

Average 

Rating
	Griswold  N-43

Average 

Rating

	  Increased commitment to personal professional development.

  Encouraged reflection and responsive action on student performance.

  Encouraged personal professional and ethical behavior.

   Encouraged personal reflection and responsive action on teaching 
	2.92

2.99

3.0

2.97
	2.70

2.77

2.80

2.26


Standard 1 Table 113
Average Ratings of Dispositions by Program Completers 

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	Disposition Items
	Fairfield   N-137

Average 

Rating
	Griswold    N-13

Average 

Rating

	  Increased commitment to personal professional development.

  Encouraged reflection and responsive action on student performance.

  Encouraged personal professional and ethical behavior.

   Encouraged personal reflection and responsive action on teaching 
	2.89

2.93

2.91

2.89
	2.71

2.79

2.79

2.50


Ratings of Program Completers’ Dispositions
 by Cooperating Teachers and University Supervisors

See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 6-7
Two additional surveys were conducted to triangulate information on the dispositions of program completers. The first survey was of cooperating teachers, and the second of university supervisors. In the surveys the respondents were asked to evaluate the dispositions of student teachers who had been assigned to them. Both surveys used a rating scale of 1 to 4, with 1 signifying Unacceptable behavior.
Standard 1 Table 114
 Average Ratings of Program Completers’ Dispositions by Cooperating Teachers 

Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	Disposition Items
	N=49

	   Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality.

   Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession
	  3.40

  3.34


Standard 1 Table 115
 Average Ratings of Program Completers’ Dispositions by University Supervisors 

Fairfield and Griswold 2007-2010

	     Disposition Items
	N=74

	  Demonstration of professionalism and collegiality. 

  Demonstration of dispositions critical to the teaching profession 
	  3.76

  3.73


Standard 1 Element 1g
Professional Dispositions

Intermediate Administration and Supervision Program
Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study
See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 8(a)-8(c)

Standard 1 Table 116
                                                           Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	Fairfield N-62
	Traditional 
	2.34

	Fairfield N-94
	Cohort
	2.42

	Griswold N-64
	
	2.60


Standard 1 Table 117
                                                           Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study

Summer 1 2008 - Spring 2009

	Fairfield N-96
	Traditional 
	2.52

	Fairfield N-49
	Cohort
	2.37

	Griswold N-59
	
	2.39


Standard 1 Table 118

                                                           Average Ratings on Admissions Case Study

Summer 1 2007 - Spring 2008
	Fairfield N-82
	Traditional 
	2.60

	Fairfield N-49
	Cohort
	2.70

	Griswold N-50
	
	2.27


Assessment of Dispositions During Coursework
See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 9(a)-13(c)

Standard 1 Table 119
CAR for EDL 635 Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	Fairfield   N = 141
	2.51

	Griswold   N = 112
	2.21


Standard 1 Table 120
CAR for EDL 635 Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	Fairfield   N = 117
	2.63

	Griswold   N = 47
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 121
CAR for EDL 635 Supervision, Evaluation and Professional Development
Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	Fairfield   N = 102
	2.50

	Griswold   N = 41
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 122
CAR for EDL 698 Administrative Practicum
Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Promote Student Understanding

	Fairfield   N = 49
	2.52

	Griswold   N = 88
	2.95


Standard 1 Table 123
CAR for EDL 698 Administrative Practicum
Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Promote Student Understanding

	Fairfield   N = 98
	2.89

	Griswold   N = 47
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 124
CAR for EDL 698 Administrative Practicum
Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Promote Student Understanding

	Fairfield   N = 85
	2.78

	Griswold   N = 39
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 125
CAR for EDL 626 School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Foster Collaboration

	Fairfield   N = 57
	2.29

	Griswold   N = 39
	2.64


Standard 1 Table 126
CAR for EDL 626 School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Foster Collaboration

	Fairfield   N = 91
	2.47

	Griswold   N = 51
	2.43


Standard 1 Table 127
CAR for EDL 626 School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ability to Foster Collaboration

	Fairfield   N = 97
	2.30

	Griswold   N = 44
	2.43


Standard 1 Table 128
CAR for EDL 605 Advanced Curriculum School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #1
Educated Person

	Fairfield   N = 168
	2.65

	Griswold   N = 77
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 129
CAR for EDL 605 Advanced Curriculum School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #1
Educated Person

	Fairfield   N = 103
	2.53

	Griswold   N = 45
	2.98


Standard 1 Table 130
CAR for EDL 605 Advanced Curriculum School Improvement Simulation

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #1
Educated Person

	Fairfield   N = 117
	2.52

	Griswold   N = 49
	2.96


Standard 1 Table 131
CAR for EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education

Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ethics, Fairness, Integrity

	Fairfield   N = 103
	2.94

	Griswold   N = 70
	2.97


Standard 1 Table 132
CAR for EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education

Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ethics, Fairness, Integrity

	Fairfield   N = 79
	2.19

	Griswold   N = 41
	2.98


Standard 1 Table 133
CAR for EDL 650 The Law and Finance in Education

Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #2
Ethics, Fairness, Integrity

	Fairfield   N = 11
	2.09

	Griswold   N = 0
	


Standard 1 Element 1g
Professional Dispositions

Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program
See Standard 1 Element 1g Tables 14(a)-20(c)
The unit utilizes its Competency Assessment Reports (CAR) for courses in the Remedial Reading / Remedial Language Arts Program to assess candidates from the standpoint of dispositions and professional development. Dispositions for Remedial Reading Specialists are identified in IRA Assessments as relating to professional development. The tables below present the average assessment scores of candidates in each of the CARs for the criteria identified as addressing candidate dispositions. The alignment between the CARs and Domain V – Educator – is also displayed in Appendix C to this document.
Standard 1 Table 134
CAR for EDR 505
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competencies

5.2, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #9

Professional Development

	N = 22
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 135
CAR for EDR 505

Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competencies

5.2, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #9

Professional Development

	N = 22
	2.95


Standard 1 Table 136
CAR for EDR 505

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competencies

5.2, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #9

Professional Development

	N = 12
	2.91


Standard 1 Table 137
CAR for EDR 507
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Display Positive Dispositions

	N = 24
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 138
CAR for EDR 507
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Display Positive Dispositions

	N = 11
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 139
CAR for EDR 507
Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Display Positive Dispositions

	N = 12
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 140
CAR for EDR 510
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #15
Professional Development

	N = 25
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 141
CAR for EDR 510
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #15
Professional Development

	N = 13
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 142
CAR for EDR 510
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #15
Professional Development

	N = 4
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 143
CAR for EDR 540
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	N = 18
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 144
CAR for EDR 540
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	N = 19
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 145
CAR for EDR 540
Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Professional Development

	N = 14
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 146
CAR for EDR 545
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #4
Professional Development

	N = 33
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 147
CAR for EDR 545
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #4
Professional Development

	N = 15
	2.85


 Standard 1 Table 148
CAR for EDR 545
Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #4
Professional Development

	N = 13
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 149
CAR for EDR 550
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Work With Colleagues

	N = 20
	2.85


Standard 1 Table 150
CAR for EDR 550
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Work With Colleagues

	N = 26
	2.92


Standard 1 Table 151
CAR for EDR 550

Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #3
Work With Colleagues

	N = 2
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 152
CAR for EDR 555
Fairfield Summer 1 2009 - Summer 1 2010
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #5
Professional Development and Disposition

	N = 16
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 153
CAR for EDR 555
Fairfield Summer 1 2008 - Summer 1 2009
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #5
Professional Development and Disposition

	N = 4
	3.0


Standard 1 Table 154
CAR for EDR 555
Fairfield Summer 1 2007 - Summer 1 2008
	CF

Competency

5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4
	Mean of Assessments on CAR

 Criterion #5
Professional Development and Disposition

	N = 1
	3.0


The data demonstrate that candidates and graduates of each of the unit’s programs possess the Knowledge, Skills and Dispositions necessary for educators to live up to the theme of the Conceptual Framework -- “Promoting a Culture of Excellence in a Changing World” – and to succeed as professional educators.
Standard 4 Element 4c
 Experiences with Diverse Candidates
Demographics of School Districts Where Unit Candidates Are Placed

	Standard 4 Element 4c Table 155
School District Placement Data Cambridge Campus

Spring-Fall 2010

	 
	 
	 
	 
	%
	%
	% Student Ethnicity

	District
	Grade Range
	County
	Town Population in 2000
	Students Eligible for Free or Reduced Price Meals
	Students Receiving SpEd Services in District
	Am. Indian
	Asian Am.
	Black
	Hisp
	White

	Ansonia
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	18,554
	54.5
	9.9
	0.4
	2
	20.8
	21.8
	55

	Bridgeport
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	139,529
	>95.0
	11.9
	0.2
	2.8
	41
	47.3
	8.8

	Bethel
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	18,067
	11
	10.4
	0.1
	6.9
	1.9
	10.5
	80.5

	Branford
	PK-12
	New Haven
	28,683
	17.6
	12
	0.3
	6.9
	3.1
	5.9
	83.8

	Cheshire
	PK-12
	New Haven
	28,543
	5.4
	10.1
	0.2
	7.8
	1.8
	3
	87.2

	Darien
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	19,607
	1.7
	11.1
	0.3
	2.6
	0.9
	2
	94.3

	Easton
	PK-8
	Fairfield
	7,272
	1.5
	9.2
	0
	4
	1.3
	3.6
	91.1

	Fairfield
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	57,340
	7
	10.5
	0.1
	5.2
	2.5
	6
	86.2

	Monroe
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	19,247
	5.2
	10
	0.3
	3.2
	2.2
	3.9
	90.5

	Naugatuck
	PK-12
	New Haven
	30,989
	37.1
	11.2
	0.3
	4
	8.8
	12.3
	74.6

	New Canaan
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	19,395
	0
	12.1
	0.1
	2.9
	1
	2.1
	93.9

	New Haven
	PK-12
	New Haven
	123,626
	73.4
	9.8
	0.2
	1.6
	49.3
	36.6
	12.3

	Newtown
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	25,031
	3.9
	8.4
	0.1
	3.2
	1.3
	3.2
	92.3

	Norwalk
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	82,951
	30.1
	10.2
	0.2
	4.7
	22.8
	32.2
	40

	Shelton
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	38,101
	12.9
	8.8
	0.4
	4.9
	3.2
	6.7
	84.8

	Southbury
	PK-12
	New Haven
	25,018
	1.7
	12
	0.4
	3.6
	1.1
	2.4
	92.5

	Stamford
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	117,083
	43.4
	9.2
	0.1
	7
	21.3
	31.6
	40

	Stratford
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	49,976
	24.3
	9.1
	0.5
	3
	22.8
	19.3
	54.4

	Trumbull
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	34,243
	2.9
	8.4
	0.1
	5.6
	4.1
	6
	84.1

	Westport
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	25,749
	1.7
	9.7
	0.2
	4.2
	1.5
	2.7
	91.4

	Wilton
	PK-12
	Fairfield
	17,633
	0.8
	9.4
	0
	5.4
	1
	2
	91.6


Obtained from latest Connecticut Department of Education Strategic School Profiles (SSP).  
Standard 4 Table 156
School District Placement Data Cambridge Campus

Spring-Fall 2010

	 
	 
	%
	%
	% Student Ethnicity

	County
	Town Population in 2000
	Students Eligible for Free/Reduced Price Meals
	Students Receiving SpEd Services in District
	Am. Indian
	Asian Am.
	Black
	Hisp
	White

	Middlesex
	13,094
	11.8
	13.3
	0.1
	2.6
	1.1
	6.4
	89.8

	Tolland
	4,971
	7.3
	9.2
	0.2
	0.7
	0.3
	3.3
	95.5

	Middlesex
	8,333
	8.7
	11.7
	0.1
	1.3
	1.2
	2.7
	94.7

	New London
	10,807
	27.1
	12.8
	1.6
	2.0
	2.8
	4.0
	89.6

	New London
	39,907
	29.5
	12.6
	1.8
	7.8
	14.1
	10.1
	66.3

	New London
	n/a
	20.6
	8.8
	0.9
	5.5
	14.2
	8.2
	71.2

	New London
	6,907
	12.3
	11.6
	0.7
	0.7
	1.3
	2.7
	94.6

	New London
	14,687
	7.9
	11.5
	4.3
	5.4
	5.7
	6.2
	78.4

	New London
	4,069
	13.2
	10.7
	0.9
	4.1
	1.8
	2.5
	90.7

	New London
	n/a
	14.7
	13.7
	1.4
	6.6
	13.5
	10.4
	68.1

	New London
	36,117
	64.1
	13.9
	2.8
	7.3
	23.7
	21.4
	44.9

	Windham
	14,619
	31.3
	11.0
	1.3
	1.7
	3.1
	4.8
	89.1

	New London
	9,422
	5.4
	10.3
	0.2
	3.3
	0.8
	2.1
	93.6

	New London
	n/a
	42.8
	4.7
	2.8
	5.1
	16.9
	26.3
	48.9

	Windham
	3,099
	28.3
	8.8
	1.8
	1.6
	0.6
	2.7
	93.4

	New London
	2,528
	19.9
	7.8
	3.3
	2.3
	2.6
	2.9
	88.9

	New London
	19,152
	10.5
	10.2
	0.9
	5.7
	4.6
	5.8
	82.9

	Windham
	n/a
	2.7
	5.0
	0.8
	1.0
	0.6
	2.2
	95.4


Standard 5 Element 5a
Qualified Faculty
Standard 5 Element 5a Table 157
Qualifications and Experience of Cooperating Teachers N=79

Fall 2010 Survey
Education – Highest Degree Completed
	BA/BS
	MA/MS
	CAS
	PhD/EdD

	4
	60
	15
	0


Standard 5 Element 5a Table 158
Qualifications and Experience of Cooperating Teachers N=79

Fall 2010 Survey
Teaching Endorsement(s) Held
	K-6
	Secondary
	Admin
	Reading

	56
	22
	3
	0


Standard 5 Element 5a Table 159
Qualifications and Experience of Cooperating Teachers N=79

Fall 2010 Survey
Years of Teaching Experience
	1-5
	6-11
	12-17
	17-23
	24+

	1
	28
	20
	15
	15


Standard 5 Element 5a Table 160
Qualifications and Experience of Cooperating Teachers N=79

Fall 2010 Survey
Years as Mentor
	1-3
	4-7
	8-11
	12+

	24
	25
	19
	11


Standard 5 Element 5a Table 161
Qualifications and Experience of Cooperating Teachers N=79

Fall 2010 Survey
IFSoE Candidates Mentored Over Prior Three Years
	0
	1-2
	3-4
	5-6

	19
	52
	8
	0


Standard 5 Element 5a Table 162
Qualifications and Experience of Cooperating Teachers N=79

Fall 2010 Survey
# CEUs Earned in Last Three Years
	0
	1-5
	6-11
	12-20

	12
	2
	35
	22


Standard 6 Element 6c
Unit use of Fulltime and Adjunct Faculty
See Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 1in the Feedback Response

Notes to Tables for Standard 6 Element c: 

Teacher Prep includes initial certification and MAT courses as there is substantial overlap in curricular requirements

EDL includes all courses in Intermediate Administration and Supervision program 

EDR includes all courses in Remedial Reading/Remedial Language Arts program
Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 163
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Winter Intersession 2010
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	6
	
	

	   Full Time
	4
	
	

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	1
	
	1

	   Full Time
	
	
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 164
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Spring 2010
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	31
	14
	11

	   Full Time
	37
	17
	3

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	10
	3
	3

	   Full Time
	7
	6
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 165
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Summer 1 2010
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	16
	1
	

	   Full Time
	13
	8
	

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	1
	2
	1

	   Full Time
	2
	
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 166
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Summer 2 2010
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	15
	4
	6

	   Full Time
	10
	
	

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	8
	3
	

	   Full Time
	3
	2
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 167
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Fall 2010
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	22
	7
	9

	   Full Time
	46
	20
	6

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	10
	5
	3

	   Full Time
	9
	6
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 168
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Winter Intersession 2009
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	8
	
	1

	   Full Time
	5
	
	1

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	1
	
	1

	   Full Time
	
	
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 169
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Spring 2009
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	35
	11
	12

	   Full Time
	40
	13
	5

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	8
	2
	3

	   Full Time
	10
	7
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 170
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Summer 1 2009
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	23
	3
	11

	   Full Time
	16
	7
	6

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	4
	5
	3

	   Full Time
	6
	2
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 171
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Summer 2 2009
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	15
	3
	9

	   Full Time
	7
	
	1

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	7
	
	

	   Full Time
	2
	1
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 172
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Fall 2009
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	31
	8
	8

	   Full Time
	40
	16
	5

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	8
	6
	2

	   Full Time
	9
	4
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 173
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Winter Intersession 2008
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	7
	
	

	   Full Time
	3
	
	

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	
	
	1

	   Full Time
	1
	
	1


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 174
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Spring 2008
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	40
	8
	13

	   Full Time
	39
	11
	5

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	10
	2
	3

	   Full Time
	9
	4
	2


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 175
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Summer 1 2008
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	25
	3
	14

	   Full Time
	22
	8
	3

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	8
	2
	3

	   Full Time
	4
	3
	1


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 176
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Summer 2 2008
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	16
	1
	5

	   Full Time
	8
	1
	5

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	6
	3
	2

	   Full Time
	4
	1
	


Standard 6  Element 6c  Table 177
           Course Section Assignments for Adjunct and Full Time Faculty Across Programs and Campus

Fall 2008
	
	Teacher Prep
	EDL
	EDR

	Fairfield
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	28
	7
	12

	   Full Time
	45
	15
	10

	Griswold
	
	
	

	   Adjunct
	10
	4
	4

	   Full Time
	8
	4
	


Standard 6 Element 6e
 Unit use of resources including technology
Standard 6 Element 6e Table 178
IFSoE –Survey Results - Faculty Instructional Software Use
Fall 2010


MS Office Suite

Real Player     PC   http://www.real.com/realplayer/free-media-player     

                        MAC   http://www.real.com/mac
Firefox (with Capture Fox Movie)    http://www.capturefox.com/
Skype    http://www.skype.com/
Adobe Reader   http://get.adobe.com/reader/
Adobe PDF Tools  http://www.accesselearning.net/mod8/8_04.php
Flash    http://www.adobe.com/products/flashplayer/
Shockwave Player    http://get.adobe.com/shockwave/
Adobe Captivate    http://tryit.adobe.com/us/captivate/?sdid=EQFQM
iTunes    http://www.apple.com/itunes/
Quicktime    http://www.apple.com/quicktime/download/

Lego NXT 2.0     http://www.lego.com/education/school/default.asp?locale=2057&pagename=nxtcp&l2id=3_2&l3id=3_2_4
Audacity    http://audacity.sourceforge.net/
SPSS     http://www.spss.com/
Camtasia Studio     http://www.techsmith.com/camtasia.asp
Microsoft Office Community Clips     http://www.officelabs.com/projects/communityclips/Pages/Default.aspx
Inspiration    http://www.inspiration.com/
Alice (Film & Animation)    http://www.alice.org/
Smartboard / Notebook     http://www2.smarttech.com/st/en-US/Support/Downloads/default.htm
PDF Studio     http://www.qoppa.com/pdfstudio/index.html
IEP Direct     https://www.iepdirect.com/iepdotnet/loginportal/default.aspx
K-12 America    http://k12america.com/products/
Graph Pad

http://www.graphpad.com/welcome.htm?CFID=1468578&CFTOKEN=34bd8379c38b97b0-09DB2AE2-1A4B-0BFB-43A4674A51957E4A
Graph Quick Calcs (online software)    http://www.graphpad.com/quickcalcs/
Where Used - Computer Labs / Classrooms

Trumbull -  2-C-11,  2-E-30                    

Oakview – 211 & 227

Fairfield – HC 103 & 202
Laptops at Griswold Campus

Note - Some Professors use the Lectern Computers or their Laptops in various rooms at Trumbull and Fairfield.

Operating Systems Currently Used - 
PC – Win XP / Vista

MAC – OS X 

Blackberry
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