2020 EPP Annual Report

CAEP ID: | 10374 |
Institution: | Baker University
Unit: | School of Education

AACTE SID: | 265

Section 1. EPP Profile

After reviewing and/or updating the Educator Preparation Provider's (EPP's) profile in AIMS, check the box to indicate that the

information available is accurate.
1.1 In AIMS, the following information is current and accurate...

Agree Disagree
1.1.1 Contact person G‘ O
1.1.2 EPP characteristics ® O
1.1.3 Program listings ® O

1.2 [For EPP seeking Continuing CAEP Accreditationa€”applies to CAEP eligible EPPs] Please
provide a link to your webpage that demonstrates accurate representation of your Initial
Licensure and/or Advanced Level programs as reviewed and accredited by CAEP (NCATE or

TEAC).

Section 2. Program Completers
2.1 How many candidates completed programs that prepared them to work in preschool through grade 12 settings during

Academic Year 2018-2019 ?

Enter a numeric value for each textbox.

2.1.1 Number of completers in programs leading to initial teacher certification or 14
licensure!

2.1.2 Number of completers in advanced programs or programs leading to a degree,
endorsement, or some other credential that prepares the holder to serve in P-12 104

schools (Do not include those completers counted above.)?

Total humber of program completers 118

1 For a description of the scope for Initial-Licensure Programs, see Policy 3.01 in the Accreditation Policy

Manual
2 For a description of the scope for Advanced-Level Programs, see Policy 3.02 in the Accreditation Policy

Manual

Section 3. Substantive Changes
Have any of the following substantive changes occurred at your educator preparation provider or

institution/organization during the 2018-2019 academic year?

3.1 Changes in the established mission or objectives of the institution/organization or the EPP

3.2 Any change in the legal status, form of control, or ownership of the EPP.

3.3 The addition of programs of study at a degree or credential level different from those that were offered when most
recently accredited

3.4 The addition of courses or programs that represent a significant departure, in terms of either content or delivery,
from those that were offered when most recently accredited

3.5 A contract with other providers for direct instructional services, including any teach-out agreements



Std 5.1 CAEP USOE Validity Reliability Committee minutes

After 12/18/2017, future meetings became part of GSOE and USOE Validity/Reliability work
Notes for CAEP USOE Continuous Improvement Committee

This document will serve as running minutes of committee work. The most recent notes will be at the
beginning of the document

December 18, 2017 Last meeting for USOE assessments
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Amy
Wintermantel, Sharon Zoellner

The Advisee Feedback form was updated based on input from the expert panel comments. Susan
sent the revised form to us.

The SOE Disposition Rubric and survey were also updated based on expert panel comments.

The committee has completed the work for the undergraduate programs. The next step is to hold
an organizational meeting, including Bethany Teppe, to begin the process for the graduate
programs. Sharon will contact her. Susan will be sending out a doodle poll for date possibilities.

Tasks for next meeting:
1. Review the forms that need to go to the expert panel
2. Finalize a list of folks for the expert panel.

Once these forms have been updated we will want to look at the admissions processes.

November 6, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Amy
Wintermantel, Sharon Zoellner

The committee reviewed three documents for final editing:

Personal and Professional Skills Survey—ready for use second semester
Personal and Professional Skills Rubric—ready for use second semester
Professional Dispositions Rubric—needs to go to expert panel for validation

The expert panel will validate an additional form. The advising survey will be sent to the
committee by Jeanne. Li will develop a validation rubric and Marc will send these documents
to the expert panel with a return scheduled before our next meeting.

Marc reported that there might be a new group to compete with CAEP accreditation process.
More to come, stay tuned!

NEXT MEETING
Monday, December 4™, 2017 at 10:00 a.m. See Susan’s appointment.
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October 23, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Sharon
Zoellner

It was confirmed that Task 1 and Task 2 are completed.

Marc will send Li the Personal and Professional skills information he has from the expert
committee so she can review the data and send onto Jeanne so she and Amy can make any
adjustments. Any adjustments will be presented to the full committee at the next meeting.

The Disposition Rubric is still in process of being completed. Amy and Sharon will have a draft
for the next committee meeting.

The bulk of the meeting was spent reviewing the 4 evaluation documents used with cooperating
teachers, student teachers and the university supervisor. After some quality editing by this expert
committee, Susan sent the “final” documents to the committee. It was also decided that we did
not need rubrics for these documents.

Marc and Jeanne provided a brief report on a phone interview they had with CAEP on Saturday.
The purpose of the interview was to answer any questions the council had regarding the
undergraduate submissions. The report from the council should reach the president’s desk
sometime in November.

Next Meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 6% at 1:00 p.m.
Tasks for next meeting
e Review the Disposition Rubric—Amy and Sharon
e Review data from expert panel regarding Personal and Professional Skills—Marc and Li

October 2, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Amy
Wintermantel, Sharon Zoellner

Task 1—Employer and graduate survey comments from the expert panel were briefly reviewed
and it was decided to have Jeanne and Li look at these and make any necessary corrections
before our next meeting.

Task 2—Cooperating teacher, supervising teacher forms were also briefly reviewed. Jeanne will
be in touch with Merrie Skaggs to review these comments and bring back suggestions to our next
meeting.

Task 3—Is now the Personal and Professional Skills Rubric. Marc will send this along with the
checklist and validation rubric to the expert committee members.

Task 4—Amy and Sharon are working on this with assistance from Jeanne. We hope to have a
draft ready for the next meeting.
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Next meeting—October 23, 2017 at 10:00. See Susan’s appointment message for zoom
details

September 18, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Amy
Wintermantel, Sharon Zoellner

Reviewed Professional Skills Survey Rubric—Amy updated the heading and removed the
weighting values in the criterial boxes. The space for student name was also removed as this is a
guideline rubric and not the actual form that is completed. This document needs to go to the
expert panel for review. The panel will also need the actual student score sheet in order to
complete their assessment.

Disposition Rubric—Need to update to CAEP Standards. Amy and Sharon will take a stab at
this update once we have the correct CAEP Standards from Jeanne. Jeanne will also send us
some sample rubrics. This rubric will flow into the graduate programs so consistency will be a
key component.

Data review from Expert Panels-Marc is still waiting for data from one expert panel member.
He hopes to have that in the next day or so. Marc will send the raw data to Li for compilation.
Li will send the compiled data to the committee members prior to our next meeting.

Validation Rubric—L.i verified that the Professional and Personal Skills Survey constructs were
separated into individual segments.

NEXT MEETING—October 2, 2017 at 1:00 p.m. Susan will send out the zoom link.

August 28, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Amy
Wintermantel, Sharon Zoellner

Task 2—Professional Skills

The group approved the Professional Skills Survey that Amy’s team updated. Li will develop a
validation rubric for this document. Amy will take the scoring rubric back to the team during
their Sept. 13 meeting for minor adjustments so it aligns with the survey. Once these rubrics are
ready they will be approved by this committee and then will be ready for distribution to the
expert panel.

Li will take the raw data from the expert team results and create a spreadsheet for our
consideration.

Task 3--Dispositions
Li created a validation rubric for the Disposition document and sent to the committee after our
last meeting. Amy’s team will create a scoring rubric for the Dispositions form.
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Next Meeting—September 18, 2017 at 10:00

1. Review spreadsheet with data from expert panel regarding Focus Group questions (Task 1).

2. Review data from expert panel regarding the four rubrics for cooperating teachers and
university supervisors (Task 2).

3. Approve validation rubrics for Professional Skills Survey and Dispositions (Task 3). Amy’s
team will create a scoring rubric for the Dispositions form. These will be sent to the expert panel
for review.

August 14, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Sharon
Zoellner

Expert panel update—Marc and Jeanne reported that the first meeting went well and Marc has
received some documents back from the first group. The second meeting for expert panels is
Tuesday, August 15, 2017.

USOE Disposition form was reviewed. Li will update the validity rubric for this document.
Marc and Jeanne will send this document and rubric to the expert panel.

Amy will send the Professionals Skills Survey to the committee for review on August 28,

NEXT MEETINGS—Susan will send the zoom link to all
August 28, 2017—10:00 am Professionals Skills Form review from Amy
September 18'"—10:00 am review expert panel responses for validity

July 17, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Amy
Wintermantel, Sharon Zoellner

Disposition Worksheet and Scoring Rubric

The undergraduate Disposition worksheet and rubric are completed collaboratively by the
University student teacher supervisor and cooperating teacher. Each document was reviewed
with a focus on how to reorganize the disposition worksheet so that only one construct is being
addressed for each bullet statement under the major headings. Li shared that measuring more
than one item at a time is problematic from a reliability and validity perspective.

A quick review of each bullet statement was conducted to determine which items need to be
updated. Susan provided a highlighted document of the agreed upon items. The specific
bulleted statements that need to be reviewed are:

Disposition 1—Demonstrate a belief that all students...
Bullets 3, 5, and 6
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Disposition 2—Model ethical behavior and treat...
All bullets are acceptable as written
Disposition 3—Demonstrate that they consider the attitudes, feelings,...
Bullet 2 (may decide to combine the terms into one inclusive term such as “cultural
background).
Bullet 3
Disposition 4—Demonstrate a process of thoughtful engagement...
Bullets 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6

Once the disposition worksheet is updated, the accompanying rubric will also need to be adjusted
to match the worksheet. The scoring boxes will be removed from the rubric and rows will need
to be added to accommodate the newly organized disposition worksheet. The language in the
rubric must include observable behaviors of the student teacher.

The undergraduate faculty, under Amy’s direction, will complete the task of reviewing, and
making suggestions for the minor changes of these documents. There was not an expectation
that this work would result in a major overhaul of any documents, but rather a tweaking of what
is in place to ensure only one construct is measured at a time.

Expert Panel update
The email message, for inviting panel members, will be created by Marc, Jeanne, and Sharon
after the meeting (Note: this was completed and emails went out July 17, 2017)

Dates were set for July 26 and August 15 to conduct the orientation for the panel members.
Those invited to be panel members include:
Internal Members: Jim Foil, Merrie Skaggs, Jim Robins, Harold Frye,
External Members: Cindy Barta, Pam Best, Alison Banikowski, Tony Lake, Laine
Fasulo, and Steve Heinauer.

Next Meeting: August 14, 2017 8:15 a.m. Susan will set up Zoom for this meeting. Agenda
items include: Update on training of expert panel members along with feedback from the
undergraduate faculty regarding the disposition and rubric.

July 6, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Sharon
Zoellner

A review of work completed since last meeting:
Rubrics for validating the following documents was completed by Li:

employer focus group interview questions
graduate focus group interview questions,
undergraduate student teacher evaluation of university supervisor
undergraduate student teacher evaluation of cooperating teacher
cooperating teacher evaluation of university supervisor,
university supervisor evaluation of cooperating teacher
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Personal and Professional Skills document needs to be reworked to separate the multi-items so
they can be measured independently. This task will be sent back to Amy Wintermantel, Dept.
Chair of Undergraduate School of Education. Marc will invite Amy to join this committee.

A validation rubric for Dispositions will be developed by Li.

The wording from CAEP standard 4.3 needs to be included in the information for the expert
panel review process.

Discussion about the expert panel included:
1. Selection of members—undergrad faculty, Jim Foil, Merrie Skaggs
Grad faculty, Jim Robins, Harold Frye
Current PK12 Field Employees—Cindi Barta, Pam Best, Alison Banikowski, Jill
Smith. Marc will contact the undergrad and grad faculty. Sharon will contact the
field employees. A brief script needs to be created to explain the process to those
contacted.

2. A brief 30 minute orientation for panel members should take place prior to validating
the documents. (Jeanne and Marc?) It was suggested the orientation meetings be set up in July
and August so the members can choose a time that works best for them.

3. The wording from CAEP standard 4 and all components needs to be included in the
orientation information for the expert panel review process.

4. The actual validation process is an individual activity with a goal of receiving the
feedback no later than August 30, 2017.

5. Goal of the panel review is to determine, using the rubric, whether our interview
questions are valid. The panel is not required to make suggested changes to the questions but that
may occur in the comment section of the review rubric.

NEXT MEETING: July 17" at 10:00am.. Susan will set up the zoom meeting.
June 15, 2017
Members present: Li Chen-Bouck, Marc Childress, Jeanne Duncan, Susan Rogers, Sharon

Zoellner

Time was spent reviewing the table of items on the Continuous Improvement
chart prepared by Tes Mehringdeanne.

The role of this committee is to provide feedback on the reliability and validity on the rubrics
used in the undergraduate school, for program improvement and to meet accreditation
requirements.

It was noted that we are a bit behind schedule based on the timeline in the document.
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Goal 2 is the main focus for our work. It states, “Determine reliability and validity for all USOE
designed assessments. The four strategies in this goal include panels of GSOE PK-12 doctoral
faculty/PK-12 partners will determine reliability and validity coefficients for:

Cooperating Teacher and University Student Teaching Supervisor

This will be handled through the KAPCOTE evaluation tool that is being adopted for the 2017-
18 school year.

Graduate and Employer Surveys

This becomes a focus group. We need to review the questions to determine if they are assessing
what we want related to the standards. We need to determine the validity and reliability of the
questions before we use them with the graduates and employers. Jeanne will develop the
questions tied to CAEP Standards and Li will develop a rubric to be used to validate the
questions. A panel of faculty will need to be put together to make this determination.

Raw data will be sent to Li from Jeanne. Reliability can be established using past data and after a
few focus groups have met.

Dispositions and Personal and Professional Skills Surveys

Data from updated versions will be sent to Li by Jeanne. Li will develop a rubric for the
committee to use as it determines validity. A panel of faculty will need to be put together to
make this determination.

Cooperating Teacher Evaluation of University Supervisor

There are evaluations for the following roles:
1. Cooperating teacher evaluation of university supervisor (Marcus has this data)
2. University supervisor evaluation of the cooperating teacher (Merrie has the data)
3. Student teacher evaluation of the cooperating teacher (Merrie has the data)
4. Student teacher evaluation of the university supervisor (Merrie has the data)

All evaluation tools will need to be reviewed by a panel of faculty.

NEXT MEETING July 6™ at 10:00am. Susan will set up a zoom meeting.

Committee was selected by Dean on January 26, 2017.

Members: Susan Rogers, Chair; Li Chen-Bouck, Research Analyst; Jeanne Duncan, Director of
Assessments; Sharon Zoellner, GSOE Dept. Chair

January 30, 2017

This meeting served as an initial planning meeting for the work that needs to be completed as part of
the undergraduate accreditation review process with regard to reliability and validity of the assessment
rubrics.

The committee discussed the process for reviewing the rubrics and instruments used in the
undergraduate school of education. Based on information in the Formative Feedback Report (FFR) CAEP
reports that we have not adequately addressed issues with the rubrics. The first step was to send the
rubrics to CAEP for review and then develop a process for determining reliability and validity. A
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preliminary document was created by Dr. Phil Messner (September 18, 2015) and we will use that as our
guiding platform as we move forward.

The documents that may eventually need to be reviewed include all TaskStream assignments as well as
the rubric used for assessing student teachers. The student teacher document will be the first
document to be reviewed. This will involve staff development for cooperating and supervising teachers.
Since the state is currently working on this document, it is hoped that we can use it and merely have to

review the reliability and validity.

There was a brief discussion of the method we should use for determining reliability and validity.
Lawshe’s method was addressed in a PowerPoint and Li believes this may be the method preferred by

CAEP.

It was determined that a timeline should be created for completing the work once CAEP returns their
review of the student teacher rubric as well as any other rubrics deemed appropriate. Jeanne will be
sending the committee a list of items that need to be included in this process.

Revised Timeline and Activity Chart (Feedback received from CAEP)

Timeline

Activity

Responsible group

Two months after CAEP
feedback

Review feedback from CAEP and
make revisions to
rubric/instrument

Undergraduate faculty

Prior to implementation of the
instrument

Orientation for all users of the
instrument

Instrument developer(s)

Semester following the
revisions

Field Test

Analysis team and professional
experts

After data is collected from the
field test

Analysis of Data

Analysis team

Two to three months following
the analysis of data

Preparation of Final Report

Collaboration between
education units

Two months following the
completion of the final report

Approval through the
governance process

Educator Preparation Provider
(EPP)

Upon receiving EPP approval

Implementation of instrument

EPP
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Graduate School CAEP Validity and Reliability Committee

Members: Pam Best (joined Sept 2019), Li Chen-Bouck, Marcus Childress (left committee Spring
2019), Jeanne Duncan (left committee October 2019), Russ Kokoruda, Bethany Teppe, Susan
Rogers (Chair), Sharon Zoellner

March 2, 2020 (Susan, Bethany, Pam, Li, Sharon)
Items Discussed:

1. We reviewed the rubrics that have been addressed by this austere committee. In order
to appease the note taker, we identified what documents had been reviewed.

Document Ed.D. MSSE MSSL
Portfolio Finalized Jan. 27, 2020 | Needs Changes Needs Changes
Dispositions Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020
Professional Skills Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020

Susan sent emails to the committee members with the March 2 finalized documents.

2. Bethany will work on the MSSE Portfolio which needs to have the items in the list below
the indicators worked back into the main body of the document. The revised draft is
due to the committee members no later than March 31, 2020.

3. Russ will work on the MSSE Portfolio which needs to have the items in the list below the

indicators worked back into the main body of the document. Bethany can be available
to assist if necessary. The revised draft is due to the committee members no later than
March 31, 2020.

4. There is a desire to use the new documents with the June MSSE and MSSL starts.

Next Meeting: Wednesday, April 8, 10:00 am. Watch for zoom meeting from Susan

Topics: Finalize MSSE and MSSL Portfolio documents. They will be sent for approval to the
GSOE team at the April meeting.

January 27, 2020 (Susan, Li, Pam, Sharon)
Items Discussed:

1. EdD Portfolio rubric was revised based on the expert panel comments that were
returned. This is ready for faculty approval.

2. MSSE Rubric discussion was moved to the next meeting

3. All data from these new USOE and GSOE rubrics need to be collected and sent to Li in
June so reliability coefficients can be determined.

Next Meeting: March 2" at 10:00 am.
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December 10, 2019 (Susan, Russ, Li, Sharon, Pam)

Items Discussed:

1. USOE Rubrics are completed. Pam visited with Charlise and these rubrics were shared at
a USOE department meeting. Updates will be made in TaskStream.
2. Professional Skills Rubric—MSSL is finished. Bethany is still working on the MSSE Rubric
3. Ed.D. Portfolio Rubric—sent to expert panel week of Dec. 2. There was discussion about
getting some other people on the expert panel. Sharon will put together a training
module and try to recruit some more reviewers.
Next Steps:

A. Course Rubrics need to be reviewed once the KSDE Standards are finalized.
B. Employer Satisfaction Rubric needs to be updated with items on satisfaction. Harold

and Susan may still serve on this committee. Verneda was ready to hand it off. Pam is
checking with CAEP and KSDE about how a focus group would work for gathering this
information.

Next Meeting Time will be in January. Watch for details from Susan.

November 19, 2019 (Susan, Pam, Li, Sharon, Bethany)

Items discussed:

1.

Portfolio Rubric—Susan shared the work from the sub-committee for the PK12 Ed.D.
Portfolio Rubric. Li will develop a validation rubric, send it to Sharon who will send the
two documents to the expert panel for review by Dec. 4™, 2019. The rubric will be sent
to the faculty for their review with input shared at the Dec. 9t faculty meeting. The
CAEP committee will meet Dec. 10t at 10:00 to discuss both sets of input.

Personal and Professional Skill Rubric (USOE)—The team incorporated the input from
Charlsie Prosser and Pam Best. Susan sent the updated form to the committee.
Dispositions Rubric (USOE)-- The team incorporated the input from Charlsie Prosser,
Pam Best, and the expert panel comments. Consistency of terms was noted for the next
to last row. Susan sent the updated form to the committee.

Professional Skills Rubric (GSOE MSSL)—Need to be sure changes to MSSL should be
same for MSSE. Second Criteria—remove the word Vary in Basic. Same change to row
below. Second criteria at proficient level; row two removed “seen in pieces” and
replaced with “which is often evident”. Add “consistently” to distinguished row two.
Third row, distinguished, insert “cites.”

Written Communication—second row; proficient; “shows organization.” Fourth
criteria—proficient inserted “few errors or repetitive errors.” Fifth row-proficient,
mirror row above.

Oral Communication—second row basic remove articulating and replaced with
communicating; distinguished—"“is articulate in all forms of communication” Fifth
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row—proficient—demonstrates active listening skills. Distinguished —consistently
demonstrates active listening skills.

Organizational Skills—second row; basic: added may become frustrated or
overwhelmed. Proficient—removed “as needed” Distinguished—add “and delegates”
after manages.

Professional Responsibility—Unsatisfactory—“missed the boat” Basic—“mistakenly
identifies and assesses key issues”

Technology—reorder the rows: Uses, Models existing, Seek Emerging, Models emerging
In each criterion box add “in coursework/DFE hours” Row 1 Proficient—move the
support statement to the end.

Next Meeting December 10, 2019 at 10:00—Susan will set up meeting
Task(s) to review: Portfolio Rubric Ed.D. Expert panel and faculty input.

October 15, 2019

Items that were discussed:

1.

Portfolio rubric—Jim Robins joined us for the meeting. He will be taking the KCAT rubric
sample and the work that has been completed with the distinguished column back to his
subcommittee. A completed document will be ready by the next subcommittee
meeting.

Course review—due to circumstances of schedules Bethany and Sharon have not
completed this task. Susan suggested we look at the new standards in relation to our
courses to be sure we can answer questions such as a) How do we cover the standard;
b) Where is the standard covered; and c) how is the standard assessed?

Professional Skills Rubric feedback was reviewedsus

a. MSSL Professional Skills feedback will be addressed by Pam, Bethany, and Sharon
with recommended updates brought to the next committee meeting

b. Writing Assessment Rubric is updated with no edits suggested by the expert
panel.

c. USOE Rubrics—Sharon will reach out to Denis Yoder to see if he can submit any
comments on the tow USOE Rubrics for Professional Skills and Dispositions.
Charlsie, Pam, and Sharon will review the rubrics for updates based on feedback
we did receive from the expert panel.

Next Meeting: Tuesday, November 19 at 10:00am

1. Review the 2 USOE Rubrics
2. Review the Professional Skills Rubric
3. Portfolio rubric update
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September 23, 2019
Items that were discussed:

1. Portfolio rubric has been in sub-committee for a few months. The distinguished column
was reworked and reviewed by our team. It will be important that there are different
descriptions for the proficient, basic, and unsatisfactory columns. Jeanne was going to
resend KCAT rubrics to provide language samples for columns. It was reiterated that the
various columns should note how the work looks and what the candidates are able to
do. Susan will send the updated portfolio rubric to this committee.

2. Lireported on the expert panel review process. She received 4 responses for the
MSSL/Ed.D. Professional Skills Survey. She will get that feedback to the committee.
Other rubrics that still need to be sent to the expert panel include USOE Professional
Dispositions, USOE Professional Skills and the GSOE Dispositions. Li will work up the
validation forms for these rubrics. Sharon will send to the expert panel.

3. Bethany and Sharon have not had time to meet on course review. Bethany updated the
template used for masters’ programs and will send to Sharon. Discussion was held
around moving some of the University general information to the website but it was
determined that the syllabus is the place for this information to reside, given HLC work
from the past.

Next Meeting October 15 at 10:00—Susan will send out the appointment

Topics to review:
A. Professional Skills Rubric
B. Course Review
C. Portfolio Revisions
D. Any rubric feedback we may receive

August 29, 2019
Items that were discussed:

1. The rubric for the writing assessment in the Ed.D. Program was quickly reviewed. Thanks
to Jeanne for her work on this document. Li shared that the reliability score may be low
due to a small number of criteria being measured. It was decided to go with it as
revised and review once we have enough data to make a determination on the
reliability. A validation rubric will be created by Li and both documents will be sent to
the expert panel.

2. USOE Professional Disposition Rubric is ready. Li will develop a validation rubric and
both items will be sent to the expert panel. In the GSOE Taskstream documents this is
separated into 4 sections, while the USOE document is one long document. (A follow-up
phone call with Jeanne on this topic resulted in us deciding to keep it this way until we
can visit with the DFE Coordinator. Since this document will not be used with Cohort 24
until January 2020, we have time to make that determination.)
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3. USOE Personal and Professional Skills Rubric will go to the expert panel once a validation
rubric is created by Li.

4. Ed.D. and MSSE Professional Skills rubric validation process received 3 responses from
the expert panel.

5. Ed.D. and MSSL Disposition rubric needs to go out to expert panel. Susan sent out the
updated rubric to this committee Wednesday, August 28", These are already in the
handbooks and we will see what changes, if any the panel suggests, to determine the
next steps with the handbook.

6. Discussion regarding program review including standards and course review was held.
Bethany is going to share the Google template she uses for the Masters programs.
Sharon and Bethany will work together to develop a review process and schedule for
each program. It will be important to create documents that are written in one voice.
Jeanne is going to reach out to Catherine (Chmidling) at KSDE to see when the new
leader standards may be ready. There is an expectation it will be fall of 2019. Jeanne
reported that Tes gave a great presentation to the USOE on Wednesday, regarding CAEP
processes. | have already reached out to Tes to see if she would be willing to present
information to the PK12 Graduate faculty.

7. Ed.D. Portfolio rubric work is going slow as direction provided was probably not clear.
With the sample rubric that Jeanne created, this committee should be able to get
something completed in the next two weeks.

NEXT MEETING: Monday, September 23, 2019 at 9:30am
Topics to discuss:

e Portfolio Rubric for Ed.D.
e Update on Expert panel review and validation process
e Course review update from Bethany and Sharon

August 15, 2019

MSSL Porfolio Rubric was updated by Jeanne and it will need to go back through the validity
process. Li and Jeanne will do the clean-up work on this document. There will not be any
changes to the MSSL Handbook at this time. At a later date the document can be shared.
There may be a need to help CAEP reviewers understand this issue if we are short on data.

MSSL Standards and Function data for student self-evaluation is not needed for CAEP and
therefore not needed to be built in TaskStream. The mentors and DFE supervisors do need to

have this in TaskStream for their work.

All other rubrics will need to be changed to meet the format that works in TaskStream.
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Upcoming Tasks

Writing Rubric for Assessments

Disposition Rubric for Ed.D.

Ed.D Portfolio Rubric—Jim’s committee
Develop process for evaluating course rubrics

Next Meeting: August 29 at 10:00

July 22, 2019
Bethany was unable to join this meeting due to jury duty responsibilities. Therefore, we did not
discuss the MSSE Portfolio rubric.

1. Ed.D. and MSSL Professional Skills rubric needs to be reorganized to fit within the
TaskStream conventions and to provide the raw data that Li will need to check for
reliability. Jeanne will finish her review of this document and send back to Sharon and
Bethany for input. The document will be shared at the next meeting.

2. Watson Glaser Technical Manual—Susan provided a link to this document. Sharon and
Li will look at the information in chapters 6 and 7. A paragraph for the CAEP report will
be created noting we are using a proprietary assessment for admission to all Ed.D.
programs.

3. Ed.D. Portfolio subcommittee met to brainstorm the current rubric. Jeanne will review
the document and provide some general ideas of what needs to be updated to meet the
new format for all rubrics. This will go back to Jim Robins for the subcommittee to
review. Sharon will communicate with Jim about the next steps for the subcommittee.

4. Writing Rubric for admission assessment was discussed. Jeanne will review this
document. Specifically, she will highlight words or phrases that need to be addressed.
This will be sent to a subcommittee made up of faculty members from each program.

Next meeting will be set by Susan through a Doodle Poll (Find Time was not available)

June 5, 2019

Ed.D. and MSSL SOE Leadership Rubric was approved with one minor edit adding an
apostrophe. FINALIZED

MSSL DFE Standards was reviewed. There was discussion about changing the titles on the form
to match the role (self-evaluation, mentor, supervisor) of the person using the rubric. Bethany
will get the titles in order. FINALIZED






Std 5.1 03022020 GSOE VRC minutes

MSSE Portfolio Rubric We reviewed Standard 1 that Jeanne and Anna Stubblefield addressed.
This will continue to be reviewed by Bethany, Jeanne, and Anna.

Ed.D. Portfolio Committee Jim Robins will be notified that this committee needs to get together
and provide some input before our next meeting. Members of that committee include Alison,
Susan, Regena, and Sally.

NEXT MEETING—July 22,2019 10:00am
Topics to address
MSSE Portfolio Rubric
Ed.D. Portfolio Rubric Committee Update
Writing Rubric used for admissions
Watson Glaser Validity and Reliability standards secured

May notes MIA—I will look for these notes. | am so sorry to have missed this task.
April 3,2019

Review of the MSSL DFE Portfolio Rubric took place. Bethany and Russ will continue the work
on this document. There was discussion about simplifying some of the language. The terms
“functions and indicators” were discussed.

Sharon reported that validation rubrics are coming in for the SOE Leadership and Professional
Skills rubrics. Li is creating a table to show all of the reviewed documents.

Brief discussion about TaskStream rubric updating took place. If data has been entered in a
template then changing the rubric will skew the data. After the meeting | (Sharon) visited with
Brenda about the disconnects. She confirmed it is relatively easy to update rubrics that have
not been started. She also informed me that we have some Masters’ templates with numerous
cohorts in them. This is where the real difficulty arises. She and | discussed creating a template
for each cohort to avoid this issue in the future.

Next Meeting: May 2, 2019 10:00 am

March 4, 2019

Discussion was held about the new standards for leadership programs. Kansas is using the
NELP standards. We will take a look at those standards as a faculty so we can see where we
may need to adjust our courses.
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Program review—process where we don’t have to dig deeply into components
Accreditation Process—need to be sure we are assessing the components

Portfolio rubrics

MAED—no need to review as not tied to licensure. This will be a piece of the HLC review in
the future

MSSL—this portfolio rubric needs to be changed to new format. Bethany and Russ will work
on this project.

Ed.D. Portfolio—subcommittee to review. Sharon will convene a committee for this review

MSSE Portfolio— this portfolio rubric needs to be updated to new format. Jeanne will look at
the NELP standards to incorporate into portfolio. A suggestion was made to move the
technology component above the writing component.

Ed.D. Assessment Rubric—needs to go through reliability and validity process. May need to
define some ambiguous terms. Li created surveys in Feb.

DFE Standards Eval Rubric—need to go to expert panel
1. MSSL DFE Standards Eval. Rubric
2. Professional Skills Ed.D. and MSSL (combined)
Li will send all forms to Sharon for distribution to the expert panel

Li and Sharon will work to get a table put together showing all the forms that have been
reviewed.

NEXT Meeting
April 3, 2019 at 10:00am
Progress report
Look at Employer and Grad Surveys

February 7, 2019

MSSL End of course and DFE rubrics were updated, separated into two documents, and shared
with the team. The next step is for Li to review and develop a validation rubric for our expert
panel. Then Sharon will solicit feedback from the expert panel.

Portfolio rubrics for Ed.D., MSSE, and MSSL will be distributed to the committee, as will the
rubric used for the writing assessment for Ed.D. admission criteria.

Jeanne mentioned the concept of using an outside resource to gather our survey information
from graduates and employers. No decision was made.

Susan will share a Doodle Poll to set the next meeting.
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December 18, 2018
Ed.D. Dispositions for DFE—use the 4 separate pieces of rubric in TaskStream. Supervisors and
Mentors will be more comfortable with the check sheet.

MSSL EOC Program Standards Self-Reflection and DFE Rubric—Bethany shared her concerns
about the work involved and wonders about the action verbs being placed in the correct
column. Susan will clean up the form as submitted and then see if the terms move across the
page. Jeanne will look at the form for consistency. May want to take the opening statement
for each standard in Ed.D. document and place it above the standards. Sharon will look at the
Ed.D. DFE Rubric to see if the format for pulling some of the language to the top would work.

MSSE, MSSL, and Ed.D. Professional Skills Rubrics-Jeanne suggests we review the Ed.D. and
MSSL there are 4 stems to respond to. On MSSE Rubric need to remove the bullets but the
issue was not covering all of the stems. Jeanne looked at prior professional skills and if we
change in MSSE then we would have to change MSSL and Ed.D. but we don’t want to do that.
No need to include an “Not Observed” scoring category. Add bullets to MSSL and Ed.D.
Professional Skills Rubrics. MSSE is ready to go. Susan sent MSSE to all. Sharon will add bullets
to Ed.D. and MSSE Professional Skills Rubrics.

Next Tasks—Portfolio rubrics and graduate and employee surveys still need to be reviewed.
Task stream questions—data collection for portfolios, DFE rubric strands, Jeanne, Bethany,
Brenda in the conversation with TaskStream.

Next Meeting—Scheduled after the TaskStream meeting and time to review portfolios.

October 25, 2018

Ed.D. Disposition worksheet was reviewed and approved by the committee. Sharon will check
on number of indicators to be sure they are similar. She will also review some of the details
about format to use with DFE Supervisors and Coordinator.

MSSE Dispositions rubric was reviewed and approved by the committee.

MSSL End of Course Self-Reflection has been updated, by Bethany, in the distinguished column.
The committee was fine with her proceeding to update the remaining columns of
unsatisfactory, basic, and proficient. This document has not gone out to the expert panel for
review.

MSSE Professional Skills rubric was reviewed. Information about “Knowledge” needs to be
added in Disposition 1. Jeanne and Bethany will work on this document.
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Next Meeting: Tuesday, Nov. 6 at 10:00
Tasks to be completed:

Review MSSE Professional Skills updated document

Review MSSL End of Course updated document

Determine what rubrics need to be reviewed (portfolio, graduate and employee
surveys, etc.)

October 4, 2018

The tasks of reviewing the expert panel comments was divided among the team members as
follows:

MSSE Disposition and Professional Skills Review —Bethany and Jeanne

Ed.D. and MSSL Dispositions (SOE)—Russ and Sharon

Updated rubrics need to be sent to Susan and Li prior to the next meeting (October 25)

The DFE Rubric for the PK12 Ed.D. program was reviewed. After the group discussion it was
determined that Bethany should also take a look at this for the MSSL Program. Susan will send
the revised document to her.

Next Meeting: October 25, 2018 at 9:00 a.m.

September 25, 2018

The team reviewed the results from the expert panel review of the combined Ed.D. and MSSL
Professional Skills Survey. The suggestions were incorporated into the document. Susan
forwarded the updated document to the team. The updated file will be added at the end of
these notes.

Susan and Sharon will be visiting to review the Ed.D rubric for the DFE experience and report
back to the group at the next meeting.

Next Meeting: October 4, 2018

Tasks to be completed at the next meeting
1. MSSE Disposition and Professional Skills review of expert panel comments
2. Ed.D. and MSSL Dispositions review of expert panel comments
3. Update on work with Ed.D. DFE rubric (Sharon and Susan)
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Updated file for combined SOE MSSL Professional Skills.

Candidate

Professional Skills Rubric (Ed.D. and MSSL)

Unsatisfactory Basic (7.0-8.3) Proficient (8.4- Distinguished (9.2-10) | Score
(0-6.9) 9.1)

Knowledge | The The candidate | The candidate | The candidate
candidate demonstrates | demonstrates demonstrates new
demonstrates | |imited knowledge of | knowledge of
no knowledge of | course content | coyrse content and
knowledge | course content |andan uses prior
of course and leadership | understanding | knowledge to

content and
best practice
in leadership.

practice.

of best practice
in educational
leadership.

make sense of
learning. The

candidate shows an

understanding of
current educational
leadership research
and applies best
practices.

Demonstrates new knowledge of course content

Uses prior knowledge to make sense of learning

Understands current educational leadership research

Demonstrates best practice in application

Comments:
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organization
of the
candidate’s
writing is
confusing.
The
candidate's
writing
includes
frequent
errors in
spelling,
writing
conventions,
and APA
writing
standards.
The
candidate
does not yet
write at a
graduate
level.

candidate’s
writing lacks
consistent
organization;
the writing
includes
multiple
mistakes in
spelling,
conventions,
and/or APA
writing
standards.
The
candidate’s
writing is
improving but
still below
graduate
level.

writing is
organized,
there is
evidence of the
candidate’s
proofing of
content with
few errors in
spelling,
conventions,
and APA
writing
standards. The
candidate
attends to
writing
feedback, and
writing shows
improvement
from one
assignment to
the next.

Unsatisfactory | Basic (7.0-8.3) Proficient (8.4- Distinguished (9.2-
(0-6.9) 9.1) 10)

Written The The The candidate | The candidate
Communication | candidate’s | candidate's attends to word | chooses precise

word choice | word choice | choice, professional

1S is incorrect or | chooses language, using

ineffective misleading. professional acronyms

and Some vocabulary, according to

vocabulary | professional | and uses writing

and terms, acronyms conventions. The

professional | yocabulary, | accordingto | candidate's

terms are and acronyms | Writing writing is

missing. are incorrect. | conventions. | grganized

The The The candidate's

effectively. The
candidate’s
writing is free of
mistakes in
spelling and
conventions and
adheres to APA
writing standards.
Limited writing
feedback from
instructor is
necessary.

Chooses precise professional language

Score

Effectively organizes writing

Uses correct spelling

Applies correct writing conventions

Follows APA writing standards

Comments:
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Unsatisfactory Basic (7.0-8.3) Proficient (8.4- Distinguished (9.2-
(0-6.9) 9.1) 10)
oral .| The The candidate | The candidate | The candidate
ar?é“ﬂ:tg'rﬁ?]t;” candidate has limited communicates | gffectively
Skills has limited skill in effectively with | articulates with
v_erba_l and communicating qthers and confidence and
listening with others or | listens and clarity.
skills. The | sharing own learns from Communications
candl_da_te thoughts and oyher points of | gre appropriate
has difficulty | jdeas. The view. The and accepting of
articulating | candidate candidate uses | gther points of
ideas. demonstrates communication | view. candidate
limited to connect with | shows a
listening skills | @nd motivate commitment to

and an inability
to hear
different points
of view. The
candidate has
difficulty
motivating
others.

others.

listen and learn
from others. The
candidate
demonstrates a
respect for other
educators,
students, families,
and other
stakeholders.

Articulates with confidence

Score

Avrticulates with clarity

Accepts other points of view

Communicates appropriately

Commits to listening to others

Commits to learning from others

Demonstrates respect for stakeholders

Comments:
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Unsatisfactory Basic (7.0-8.3) Proficient (8.4- Distinguished (9.2-
(0-6.9) 9.1) 10)
Organizational | The The The candidate | The candidate
Skills candidate’s candidate’s demonstrates demonstrates
organizational organizational organizational exceptional
and planning | and planning | Skills, manages | organizational and
skills are not skills are responSibiIitieS, p|anning skills and
evident. limited in ways | Organizes effectively
that affect workload, and | manages multiple
meeting meets responsibilities.
deadlines and | deadlines. The candidate
producing prioritizes
results. workload and
meets time
demands.

Organizes and plans effectively

Score

Manages multiple responsibilities

Prioritizes workload

Meets time demands

Comments:
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Unsatisfactory Basic (7.0-8.3) Proficient (8.4- Distinguished (9.2-10)
(0-6.9) 9.1)

Professional | The The candidate | The candidate | The candidate

Responsibility | candidate often failsto | identifies most | effectively solves
fails to identify key keyissuesand | problems by
identify key | issues. The assesses assessing
issues. The | candidate situations, situations and
candidate’s |neffect|V9|y rESUIting in |dent|fy|ng key
problem- assesses good decision issues. The
solving skills | situations making. The candidate uses
and critical resulting in candidate critical thinking
thinking poor problem | considers data | <kills. The
skills are solving. The when making candidate collects
limited. The | candidate’s use | some decisions. and ana|yzes data
candidate’s | of data in and acts on the
use of data is | decision data when making
flawed in the | making is decisions.
decision- limited.
making
process.

Assesses situations and identifies key issues

Score

Uses critical thinking skills

Acts on the collected data when making decisions

Comments:
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Practices

e Collaboration
with
appropriate
educational
stakeholders

e Communication

e Assessments

e Instructional
Practices

e Collaboration
with all
stakeholders

Unsatisfactory Basic (7.0-8.3) Proficient (8.4-9.1) Distinguished (9.2- | Score
(0-6.9) 10)
Technology | The The candidate To support a To support a
candidate possesses limited | successful successful
shows little | ynderstanding of | educational educational
proflmency or misunderstands | setting, the setting, the
in the use of | the use of existing | candidate candidate
technology. | digital resources | demonstrates and | effectively uses
that enhance: models the use of | and models
e Communication | €xisting digital existing digital
o Assessments tools and tools and
e Instructional resources that resources and
enhance: seeks emerging

digital tools and
resources that
enhance:

e Communication

e Assessments

¢ Instructional
Practices

e Collaboration
with all
stakeholders

Uses existing digital tools and resources effectively

Seeks emerging digital tools and resources

Models existing digital tools and resources

Models emerging digital tools and resources

Comments:

August 9, 2018

1. Review forms for expert panel

2. Finalize expert panel members
*Sharon reported that the Ed.D. Professional Skills and Disposition Rubrics, along with the
validation forms were sent to the expert panel on August 8™, 2018. Results are expected back

by August 22, 2018.

*The following documents are the next ones to distribute to the expert panel for the Masters’

program:

MSSE Dispositions and Professional Skills (Li sent Sharon the validation rubric for Prof. Skills)

MSSL Dispositions
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Jeanne and Sharon will hold a zoom meeting with those who volunteer to help with this
process. (The email invitation went out August 9, 2018 with the zoom meeting set for August 21
at 10:00 and 2:00)

*DFE documents need to be updated with more robust rubrics. Susan and Sharon will work on
the Ed.D. version with Harold and then send to Russ and Bethany for review as they update the
Masters’ documents.

*Portfolio documents will be reviewed with Russ and Bethany working on MAED, MSSL, and
MSSE. The Ed.D. work is going to be a bit more time consuming.

*There was discussion about removing the need for the student self-reflection on TaskStream
for the Masters’ programs. This will go to the GED for a discussion and possible vote on August
20,

NEXT MEETING: September 25, 2018 at 10:00 am.

June 18, 2018,
Ed.D., MSSL, and MSSE Dispositions were reviewed and edited are ready for expert panel
review.

Ed.D. and MSSL Professional Skills Rubrics were edited and reviewed. Bethany will update the
MSSE rubric, based on the Ed.D. and MSSL Rubric and send the changes to the committee.
These will all be ready for expert panel review.

Next Meeting: Portfolio review for Ed.D., MSSE, MAED, MSSL
August 9, 2018

May 22, 2018

Looking at Professional Skills for Ed.D. and MSSL—take to faculty, then to expert panel. If
expert panel changes things drastically, we will take it back to the faculty for an update.
Orientation will take place for all who will use these documents. Bethany arrived at 2:05
**Document was updated and will be sent to the committee. Faculty will need to review this at
June 11 meeting.

**Expert Panel will be convened immediately and that feedback will be shared with the
committee with an update to faculty if there are great deviations.

The Professional Skills Rubric will be used for all PK12 graduate programs.

Dispositions
Ed.D. Dispositions are completed. Jeanne will check on the MSSL and MSSE Dispositions so they
reflect what is needed for building leaders. Need to review this at our next meeting.
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Portfolios
Portfolio—all of MAED has been updated and approved. Need to review for Ed.D, MSSL, and
MSSE.

To Do List

1. Review MSSL and MSSE Dispositions

2. Use same form for all Professional Skills

3. Portfolios for Ed.D., MSSL, MSSE (Sharon for Ed.D and Bethany for MSSL, MSSE)—see
Taskstream for possible portfolio piece.
DFE Mentor/Supervisor forms and the rubric for Ed.D. and DFE forms for MSSL
Practicum forms MSSE
DFE Experience Evaluation

7. Employer Survey and Graduate Survey
Send out Professional Skills, Dispositions out to expert panel

o v ks

NEXT MEETING—June 18" 10:00
1. Review MSSL and MSSE Dispositions
2. Use same form for all Professional Skills

April 17, 2018

A quick review of the work completed on the Ed.D Disposition form was the first order of
business. Susan, Jeanne, and Sharon created a worksheet and rubric in one document to
facilitate the scoring of these dispositions. Li will create the validation rubric for the expert
panel review.

The second document reviewed was the MSSL Professional Skills Rubric. The current format
does not lend it to being tested for reliability. Jeanne confirmed we need to test for reliability
so discussion progressed toward creating a document similar to the Ed.D. Disposition format.
Susan created one row of a sample rubric to move the discussion forward. Susan, Bethany,
Russ, and Sharon will work on this document and report back to the committee.

Next meetings:

May 14, 1:15 pm-3:15 pm (room 104)—subcommittee to work on the MSSL Professional Skills
Rubric. This meeting will take place at the Overland Park Campus.

May 22, 2:00 pm—full committee meeting through zoom. Susan has sent that meeting to the
team

March 27, 2018

| am not going to track attendance at these meetings as everyone receives the notes.





Std 5.1 03022020 GSOE VRC minutes

Discussion began with the work being completed on the Ed.D. Leader Disposition rubric and
worksheet. The color coding was explained and as the meeting progressed this format may
come into play for other rubrics.

MAED-Bethany shared the Portfolio rubric with the committee. While validity and reliability are
not required for CAEP accreditation, it was discussed that we need to keep consistency with our
documents. The portfolio has not been revised in the past few years and needs an overhaul.
The NBPTS notation will be updated as “being based on” or some other phrase that denotes
these are not the actual NBPTS standards but rather Baker standards with program indicators
being used. Bethany is going to update this form and add the check marks for the courses that
address the statements. The phrase “and provided specific examples” will be incorporated into
the distinguished category of the rubric.

MSSL and MSSE Dispositions will be reviewed once the Ed.D. Leader Dispositions are
completed.

MSSL Professional Skills Rubric—the subcommittee worked on editing this document. A
worksheet needs to be created so reliability can be measured. The format of the MAED
disposition worksheet in combination with the rubric language will be a good model to follow.
This model may be used for MSSE and Ed.D.

TASKS to complete prior to next meeting:
Sharon and Susan will complete the Ed.D. Leader Disposition rubric and worksheet.
Bethany, Russ, Jeanne will complete the MSSL Professional Skills rubric

NOTE TO ALL: Send Li a sample of work completed before going too far so she can assess if we
are headed in the right direction with worksheets, rubrics, validity, reliability, and anything
else anyone can address. ©

NEXT MEETING IS April 17, 2018 at 2:30.
Topics to discuss will be:

A. Ed.D. Leader Disposition Rubric and Worksheet
B. MSSL Professional Skills Rubric

March 6,2018

We discussed the process for gathering input on the various documents and the decision was
made to send one type of document, Disposition, Portfolio Rubric, etc. at a time so the expert
panel could view similar items rather than trying to work through an entire set of program
documents.

A review of 3 documents took place at this meeting.
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1. MSSL Professional Skills—Jeanne, Russ, and Bethany worked on this rubric. Discussion
was held about creating a worksheet to go with the rubric. It was explained that there is
an orientation meeting for those who will be using this rubric so a worksheet was not
deemed necessary. There was some discussion about possibly setting up bullet
statements in the rubric. After much discussion it was determined that the Professional
Skills Rubric, dated March 6, 2018 was ready for distribution to the expert panel.

2. MAED—the disposition rubric and worksheet were reviewed. The worksheet was
updated and is good to send to the expert panel. Initially discussion about the need for
a rubric met with a resounding “NO” until Jeanne reminded us that CAEP requires a
rubric to provide guidance about how to score using the worksheet. The decision was
made to align the worksheet statements with the bulleted statements in the rubric.
This needs to be completed. (Bethany?) The separate columns for the two courses can
be removed as this form is in TaskStream two times and the data will be compared
through the two reports for the data retreat.

3. Ed.D.—Leader dispositions were reviewed. The worksheet needs to mirror the rubric
and there is a need to see if some of the bulleted statements can be removed or
rewritten to be more succinct. Susan, Sharon, and Jeanne will continue to work on this
item.

NEXT MEETING—March 27t 2:30 p.m.
Items for discussion:

a. Ed.D. Disposition form—Susan and Sharon
b. MSSE Professional Skills, dispositions, and portfolio rubrics--Bethany
c. Need an update on the expert panel membership--Marcus

On hold: MSSL documents as these will be reviewed to align with the Ed.D. leadership
documents where appropriate.

February 13, 2018

The expert panels are being created by Marc and will receive updated rubrics so as not to
create confusion or extra work for anyone.

All rubrics and any supporting documents will need to be updated in all Master’s and PK12
Ed.D. programs.

We will attempt to work on the MAED program first. Bethany, Russ, and Jeanne will look at
the MAED dispositions worksheet and rubric to craft language that will be CAEP compliant.

There will be an effort to name the documents with titles that are more discrepant to avoid
confusion. Bethany will work on this for the MAED program and then we will carry it forward
for MSSE, MSSL, and Ed.D. programs.
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Susan and Sharon will take a look at the Ed.D. disposition documents.

Please be sure the matrix in the January notes is accurate. If there are corrections to be made

let me know and | will update it in this document.

Next Meeting of the entire Committee: Tuesday, March 6" at 9:00am. Check your email for
the zoom appointment.

January 23, 2018

This meeting was set to get organized and developed a plan for sending all rubrics to a panel of

experts for review. The following matrix was created by the team.

Forms/Rubrics for Review

PK-12 EdD MAED MSSL MSSE
Disposition rubric X In DFE X (Self- X (pre & post | X In
process for assessment | DFE curriculum
mentor and pre & assessment by | guide pgsl1-
supervisor to | post) mentor & 12
complete at supervisor) Completed by
end of each SPED 704
DFE and 716
Experience. practicum
supervisors
Professional Skills X Pgs40and | N/A Xpgs 37-39 Xin
Survey 41in Completed by | curriculum
handbook. instructors at | guide pg 8-
Completed 3 end of each 10.
times through course and Completed by
the courses supervisors instructors at
and DFE and mentors | end of each
Form for DFE course 704
Appendix E and 716
Sharon will practicum
send to Susan supervisors
Portfolio Rubric Xpg29-30in | XMAED | XPgs17-20 | Xin
handbook handbook | in handbook | curriculum
pgs 100- guide pg 62-
101 68
Clinicals (DFE, X pg 16-17 of | X Rubric | X DFE X Same as
Practicum) DFE ina Handbook MSSL In
handbook. course. pg45-47 curriculum
Forms are the | Bethany Forms are the | guide in the
same for will get same for courses
mentor, thisto us. | mentor, (pg31-
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supervisor,and supervisor,and | 34)Completed
candidate. candidate. by instructors
at end of each
course 704
and 716
practicum
SUpervisors.
There is no
rubric just a
form/checklist
DFE Experience X Survey N/A N/A N/A
Evaluation Monkey Form
For Candidate
and Mentor to
complete
Employer Survey X X X X
Graduate Surveys (1% | X X X X
and 3" year graduates)

Expert Panel

PK-12 Ed.D.

MSSL

MAEd

MSSE

The following names were suggested to serve on the expert panel. Marc will be emailing these folks to
see if they are interested in helping with the validity process.

Brenda Dietrich—Retired Supt and DFE Supervisor

Gary George—PK12 DFE Supervisor and current MSSL instructor
Ed King-- PK12 DFE Supervisor

Stephen Heninauer—Principal EDD grad. Teaches MSSL
Jim Robins—Baker Faculty

Alison Banikowski—Baker Faculty

Harold Frye—Baker Faculty

Bart Goering —retired Supt. Spring Hill

Cindy Lane—Retired Supt. KCK

Michelle Hubbard—Shawnee Mission Central Office
Christy Ziegler—Shawnee Mission Central Office

Brent Yeager—Olathe Central Office

Lanie Fasulo—Olathe Central Office

Vickie Vosseler
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Judy Martin

Ruth Waggoner

Cindy Barta—Bonner Springs Teacher

Brett Potts

Jessica Dain—Olathe Central Office

John Ernst--Principal

Angela Currey—north of Liberty

Jennifer Spencer

Britton Hart

Joshua Robinson—SPED Director Ottawa, current Baker Student
Tyler Shannon—Principal and Baker Graduate

Ann Matthews-Topeka

Deanna Gooch—W.ichita

Karen Duling-Wichita

Julie Cannizzio-Wichita

Question from Sharon—do we include some faculty from USOE since GSOE faculty helped with

their review?

Tasks were defined as follows:

1. Get forms on the matrix—Completed

2. Each program coordinator go through to be sure all rubrics are included

3. Get copies of all forms to the committee—Susan sent these to everyone

4. Determine what rubrics need to be updated before sending to the expert panel (editorial
comment from Sharon—should we send as they are now and then fix when they are returned
rather than make changes that may need to be changed again??

5. Need to review MSSE rubrics for dispositions.

Next meeting—February 13" at 9:00 a.m.
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8.4 Knowledge application

4.1 Central concepts, structures
of content

7.1 Instruction planning to meet

Iearning goals

8.3 Understanding content

2.5 Instruction designed to meet
learner needs

3.2 Behavior management

7.2 Differentiation in instruction

3.1 Individual & collaborative
learning

3.3 Active engagement in

Iearning

8.1 Instructional strategies

8.2 Assessment & monitoring

4.2 Evaluation of content

7.3 Learning experiences that are
cross-curricular

4.3 Inquiry

6.2 Learner self-assessment

6.3 Learner awareness

7.4 Learning motivation

4.4 Differentiation for accessible

learning

10.1 Leadership & student
learning

10.3 Collaboration

10.2 Learning community

10.4 Context of learners

2.4 Collaboration w/others to
meet learner needs

5.2 Lesson plans integrating CCRS

9.4 Ethical practice

1.3 Assess learning needs &
performance

6.1 Multiple measures to
monitor & assess

1.1 Learner growth &
development

7.5 Use of technology-candidate
and student

5.4 Use of technology-candidate
& student

10.5 Technology-candidate &
student use

3.4 Teacher & student use of
technology

2.3 Differentiation in instruction

6.5 Data driven decisions

1.2 Individual differences in
readiness instruction

1.4 Cultural context

5.1 Interdisciplinary instruction
w/effective communication,
collaboration & critical thinking






6.4 Feedback to students & use
of data

5.3 Concept based instruction
w/authentic learning experiences

9.1 Professional learning

2.1 Understanding learner
differences

3.5 Positive social interaction

9.3 Differentiation of instruction

9.2 Use of data to evaluate
practice






Final Scores Only (238) - varimax

0.646 0.172 0.067 0.196 0.275 0.123 0.093
0.623 0.376 0.199 0.174 0.119 0.154 0.269
0.621 0.193 0.332 -0.064 0.276 0.261 0.147
0.601 0.273 0.372 0.157 0.175 0.106 0.255
0.583 0.206 0.168 0.322 0.255 0.217 0.213
0.58 0.189 0.127 0.299 0.251 0.163 0.266
0.55 0.231 0.306 0.354 0.205 0.221 -0.03
0.545 -0.003 0.253 0.385 0.159 0.339 0.149
0.527 0.413 0.206 0.371 0.225 0.062 0.015
0.518 0.264 0.327 0.138 0.291 0.27 0.184
0.514 0.356 0.215 0.287 0.212 0.129 0.231
0.513 0.216 0.284 0.325 0.105 0.167 0.482
0.358 0.671 0.202 0.147 0.16 0.162 0.149
0.374 0.633 0.115 0.165 0.157 0.187 0.142
0.174 0.543 0.12 0.292 0.203 0.284 0.269
0.122 0.542 0.112 0.396 0.151 0.346 0.17

0.417 0.522 0.223 0.239 0.214 0.178 0.199
0.31 0.502 0.09 0.095 0.053 0.564 -0.01
0.28 0.112 0.676 0.25 0.209 -0.029 0.236
0.133 0.14 0.667 0.224 0.175 0.147 0.338
0.288 0.262 0.644 0.121 0.268 0.122 -0.173
0.258 0.083 0.608 -0.004 0.275 0.316 0.175
0.313 0.204 0.585 0.187 0.085 0.299 0.217
0.322 0.198 0.13 0.636 0.173 0.28 0.055
0.091 0.278 0.181 0.613 0.289 0.084 -0.019
0.263 0.198 -0.038 0.566 0.093 0.301 0.338
0.383 0.295 0.194 0.551 0.215 0.156 0.15

0.459 0.162 0.294 0.535 0.081 0.181 0.185
0.242 0.176 0.135 0.148 0.816 0.063 0.126
0.278 0.205 0.189 0.188 0.765 0.081 0.101
0.156 0.114 0.384 0.047 0.753 -0.003 0.188
0.25 0.118 0.1 0.327 0.734 0.183 0.134
0.243 0.097 0.055 0.269 0.086 0.697 0.215
0.044 0.271 0.209 0.236 0.089 0.592 0.286
0.229 0.262 0.289 0.162 0.051 0.585 -0.059
0.215 0.142 0.171 0.005 0.268 0.343 0.622
0.368 0.284 0.25 0.173 0.266 -0.009 0.602






0.271 0.199 0.328 0.442 0.106 0.107 0.492
0.296 0.395 0.258 0.144 0.333 0.134 0.443
0.081 0.483 0.477 0.228 0.159 0.096 0.369
0.347 0.089 0.303 0.437 0.049 0.209 0.355
0.442 0.22 0.328 0.368 0.246 0.047 0.165
0.272 0.445 0.328 0.356 0.29 0.189 0.128
0.129 0.481 0.421 0.444 0.185 0.186 0.096






Final Scores Only (238) - oblimin

8.4 Knowledge application 0.726 0.430 0.301 0.349 0.514 0.336 0.249

4.1 Central concepts, structures | 5 739 0.632 0.451 0.376 0.457 0.421 0.427

of content

7-1instruction planning to meet | = 299 0.467 0.531 0.132 0.542 0.455 0.306

Iearnmg goals

8.3 Understanding content 0.723 0.558 0.595 0.350 0.510 0.373 0.417

2.5 Instruction designed tomeet | - 25 0.508 0.428 0.492 0.557 0.464 0.386

learner needs

3.2 Behavior management 0.701 0.479 0.385 0.465 0.538 0.406 0.425

7.2 Differentiation in instruction |  0.687 0.514 0.514 0.504 0.511 0.462 0.156
. ivi | 1] i

fe;r':i‘:g'd”a & collaborative 0.681 0.328 0.465 0.518 0.457 0.542 0.324

3.3 Active engagement in 0.657 0.647 0.441 0.532 0.528 0.340 0.188

Iearnmg

8.1 Instructional strategies 0.660 0.547 0.552 0.328 0.585 0.497 0.352

8.2 Assessment & monitoring 0.650 0.613 0.464 0.467 0.526 0.396 0.391

4.2 Evaluation of content 0.661 0.524 0.538 0.509 0.464 0.441 0.633

73 Learning experiences thatarel ) /g, 0.821 0.430 0.348 0.462 0.419 0.288

CrOSS-CUrrICUIar

4.3 Inquiry 0.500 0.782 0.349 0.358 0.442 0.430 0.279

6.2 Learner self-assessment 0.345 0.707 0.353 0.460 0.469 0.504 0.393

6.3 Learner awareness 0.303 0.699 0.333 0.544 0.419 0.557 0.301

7.4 Learning motivation 0.568 0.736 0.469 0.433 0.528 0.444 0.354

It:j:fnfgere”“am” for accessible | 431 0.650 0.278 0.267 0.308 0.708 0.131

Ile‘l'rln;‘fzde“hip & student 0.444 0.379 0.799 0.377 0.497 0.211 0.366

103 Collaboration 0.322 0.394 0.787 0.357 0.460 0.355 0.456

10.2 Learning community 0.434 0.468 0.734 0.249 0.507 0.315 -0.021

10.4 Context of learners 0.414 0.341 0.721 0.145 0.510 0.466 0.306

2.4 Collaboration w/others to 0.480 0.471 0.729 0.347 0.410 0.509 0.365

meet learner needs

5.2 Lesson plans integrating CCRS| ~ 0.494 0.461 0.353 0.737 0.452 0.503 0.222

9.4 Ethical practice 0.269 0.459 0.355 0.681 0.489 0.292 0.112

1.3 Assess learning needs & 0.416 0.433 0.206 0.676 0.358 0.503 0.464

performance

6.1 Multiple measures to 0.554 0.561 0.436 0.685 0.520 0.422 0317

monitor & assess

1.1 Learner growth & 0.615 0.462 0.512 0.665 0.421 0.441 0.354

development

7:5 Use of technology-candidate | =, /5, 0.403 0.360 0.278 0.901 0.233 0.254

and student

5.4 Use of technology-candidate | = / /5 0.446 0.417 0.325 0.886 0.271 0.243

& student

10.5 Technology-candidate & 0.323 0.338 0.549 0.172 0.848 0.160 0.298

student use

3.4 Teacher & student use of 0.432 0.383 0.343 0.446 0.857 0.360 0.279

technology

2.3 Differentiation in instruction 0.390 0.338 0.247 0.395 0.315 0.795 0.348

6.5 Data driven decisions 0.222 0.460 0.376 0.371 0.326 0.713 0.397

1.2 Individual differences in 0.369 0.451 0.418 0.293 0.293 0.699 0.083

readiness instruction

1.4 Cultural context 0.355 0.371 0.380 0.174 0.476 0.485 0.707

5.1 Interdisciplinary instruction

w/effective communication, 0.510 0.530 0.495 0.355 0.548 0.251 0.710

collaboration & critical thinking






6.4 Feedback to students & use

0.445 0.468 0.544 0.582 0.429 0.364 0.616
of data

>-3 Concept based instruction 0.459 0.619 0.498 0.334 0.599 0.375 0.565
w/authentic learning experiences

9.1 Professional learning 0.270 0.657 0.646 0.391 0.454 0.342 0.475
2.1 Understanding learner 0.500 0.372 0.498 0.561 0.361 0.432 0.490
differences

3.5 Positive social interaction 0.587 0.488 0.536 0.509 0.535 0.304 0.320
9.3 Differentiation of instruction 0.459 0.669 0.545 0.518 0.580 0.443 0.286
9:2 Use of data to evaluate 0.334 0.677 0.602 0.584 0.489 0.439 0.244

practice
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Reliability

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded?
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.732 4

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

1.Learner growth & development 9.215
1.Individual differences in readiness instruction 9.421
1.Assess learning needs & performance 9.245
1.Cultural context 9.330

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded?
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.792 4






Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

2.Understanding learner differences 9.092
2.Differentiation in instruction 9.301
2.Collaboration w/others to meet learner needs 9.066
2.Instruction designed to meet learner needs 9.026

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded®
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of ltems

0.847 5

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

3.Individual & collaborative learning 12.594
3.Behavior management 12.716
3.Active engagement in learning 12.555
3.Teacher & student use of technology 12.834

3.Positive social interaction 12.638






Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded®
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.823 4

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

4.Central concepts, structures of content 9.239
4.Evaluation of content 9.155
4.Inquiry 9.204
4 Differentiation for accessible learning 9.345

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded®
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.808 4

Item-Total Statistics





Scale Mean if Item Deleted

5.Interdisciplinary instruction w/effective communication, collaboration 9.243
& critical thinking

5.Lesson plans integrating CCRS 8.978
5.Concept based instruction w/authentic learning experiences 9.209
5.Use of technology-candidate & student 9.274

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded?
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of ltems

0.850 5

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

6.Multiple measures to monitor & assess 12.251
6.Learner self-assessment 12.207
6.Learner awareness 12.123
6.Feedback to students & use of data 12.101

6.Data driven decisions 12.392






Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded®
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.843

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

7.Instruction planning to meet learning goals

7.Differentiation in instruction

7.Learning experiences that are cross-curricular

7.Learning motivation

7.Use of technology-candidate and student

12.569

12.382

12.369

12.413
12.560

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded?
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics





Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.843 4

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

8.Instructional strategies 9.388
8.Assessment & monitoring 9.272
8.Understanding content 9.341
8.Knowledge application 9.228

Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded®
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items

0.823 4

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

9.Professional learning 9.743
9.Use of data to evaluate practice 9.774
9.Differentiation of instruction 9.752

9.Ethical practice 9.313






Case Processing Summary

Cases Valid

Excluded?
Total

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of ltems
0.841 5

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean if Item Deleted

10.Leadership & student learning 11.674
10.Learning community 11.752
10.Collaboration 11.748
10.Context of learners 11.957
10.Technology-candidate & student use 11.843

REL

CEHTRAL

Handout D

Reliability for Full Sample and Subsamples

This document includes results Fram preliminary analysis of Kansas Student Observation Assessment Recard [SOAR) data collected

preparation programs during the 200718 academic year.

Table X. Reliability [Cronbach’s Alpha) by standard

, Final
Final
Number SCOres
SCOres
of mems Al cases [CTs]
1. Learner Develapment 4 0.783 73z 706
Z. Learning Differences 4 0832 7EZ 377
3. Learning Environments 5 0821 847 856
4. Content Knowledge 4 0.83& 823 a7
5. Application of Content 4 0827 JB08 7oz






&. ASEESSMENT

) TR-1-% HsU g4y
7. Planning for Instruction 5 0870 843 823
E. Instructional Strategies 4 0.B5E 843 820
&. Professionzl Learning and Ethical Practice 4 0.B1E 823 .7E5
10. Leadership and Collaboration 5 0-B77 841 830
all rerformance Indicators 44 00978 875 .874






233 97.9
5 2.1
238 100.0

Corrected ltem-  Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation  if ltem Deleted

1.626 0.595 0.630
1.952 0.490 0.696
1.651 0.577 0.641
1.533 0.471 0.721
N %
229 96.2
9 3.8

238 100.0






Corrected ltem-  Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation if ltem Deleted

2.040 0.632 0.725
2.229 0.542 0.769
2.132 0.597 0.743
2.052 0.636 0.723
N %
229 96.2
9 3.8
238 100.0

Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation if Item Deleted

3.137 0.684 0.807
3.099 0.693 0.805
3.301 0.712 0.802
3.174 0.581 0.840

3.548 0.637 0.823






226 95.0
12 5.0
238 100.0

Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation  if Item Deleted

2.307 0.687 0.762
2.201 0.650 0.776
2.172 0.668 0.767
2.111 0.601 0.805
N %
230 96.6
8 3.4

238 100.0






Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation  if Item Deleted

2.395 0.665 0.739
2.598 0.541 0.798
2.498 0.710 0.722
2.436 0.594 0.775
N %
227 95.4
11 4.6
238 100.0

Corrected ltem- Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation  if ltem Deleted

3.384 0.679 0.815
3.245 0.724 0.802
3.516 0.681 0.814
3.463 0.649 0.823

3.823 0.573 0.841






225 94.5
13 55
238 100.0

Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation  if Item Deleted

3.452 0.633 0.815
3.434 0.684 0.801
3.520 0.678 0.804
3.369 0.712 0.794
3.435 0.555 0.840
N %
232 97.5
6 2.5

238 100.0






Scale Variance if Item Deleted

Corrected ltem- Cronbach's Alpha

Total Correlation

if Item Deleted

2.212 0.699 0.793
1.948 0.682 0.806
2.096 0.715 0.785
2.437 0.642 0.819
N %
230 96.6
8 3.4
238 100.0

Scale Variance if Item Deleted

Corrected ltem-  Cronbach's Alpha

Total Correlation

if Item Deleted

2.331
2.053

2.056

2.399

0.651
0.701

0.687

0.555

0.776
0.750

0.758

0.816






230 96.6
8 3.4
238 100.0

Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha
Scale Variance if Item Deleted Total Correlation  if Item Deleted

4.291 0.685 0.798
4.720 0.646 0.814
4.093 0.672 0.801
4.077 0.654 0.807
4.176 0.602 0.822

i at sight Kamsas educator

737

786

835

837

410
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Std 1.1,1.3,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, 5.5 2018-19 USOE Data Analysis Action Taken TABLE

SOE Undergraduate Assessment Data Analysis
Responses and Actions/Changes
2018-2019 Data
August 7, 2019

Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed by
FACULTY
ALL RUBRIC CRITERIA

Recommended Response

IAction Taken

Standardized Assessments

-Content area

about what content is missing. Baker does
not have geography. John Richards has
said he would take the test if we cover
cost. Dean is teaching a course to help
with some of the shortfalls. Dean
mentioned he would also take the test
(competition).

1. CC-Base Merrie questioned 100% in all Possibly taking remedial courses for Investigating feasibility of
-English areas. approval. utilizing ACT sub scores for
-Writing Taking courses more beneficial than taking [English, Math and Writing.
-Math an isolated test again. (Verneda and group
discussion). C-Base not officially approved [Pam contacting CAEP on ?s
either. ACT scores for transfer — need split |ACT sub scores for writing
out scores not just composite. Verneda is [piece required Spring 2021.
contacting CAEP. Need to have high bar |Could use ACT in place of C-
for pass rate in these courses. Verneda Base then.
proposing no CBASE testing.
2. Praxis Content Exams Merrie — hard to argue with 100%. |CAEP does not require 80% pass rate. Monitor data to determine if
-Levels History rates were brought up. Questions [Dean’s course helps fill

student learning gap for
history content test.

3. 5.4Praxis PLT Exams
-Levels
-Content area

Verneda questioned PE students
who did not take the exam.

4 PE candidates for year and 2 did not take
PLT at point of data pull. 173/179 for 97%
pass rate. Several students taking different
exams and not passing (taken out of the

final totals).

Monitor data. Determine
whether all PE candidates
take test as backup teaching
career pathway option.

Cum GPA Data






Std 1.1,1.3,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, 5.5 2018-19 USOE Data Analysis Action Taken TABLE

4, Cum GPA

-Levels

-Content area-

-Longitudinal review of content
data

Verneda questioned PE vs.
Recreation

Depends on what the student has declared
in the system. Education majors will be
based on applications beginning
November

2019. Kendall Stelting questioned about
Secondary vs. elementary. Students on list
were updated with NLA or major changes.

Monitor information
supplied by applications to
USOE (April/ Nov deadlines).
Renee using USOE Status
Spreadsheet for 19-20.
Application shows intent vs.
arbitrary intro course
enrollment.

Performance Assessments

5.ED 265 Electronic Portfolio
-Introduction

-Teaching

-Format & Organization
-Mechanics
-Acknowledgement of sources

Report is not complete. Not all
candidates on report.

Will look at next week. Jeanne explained
difficulties with Taskstream and getting
student rosters complete. With
applications, those will be only students
put into Taskstream.

Monitor data with new
process of entering only
students completing
applications.

6.ED 309 Authentic Assessment
-Objective

-Explanation of task
-Assignment guidelines
-Rubrics

-Point values-

-Quality of writing
-Acknowledgement of Sources

Jeanne explained needing 80%
importance.

Verneda mentioned needing
courses added for PE.

PE 309 will be added.

Elementary score is low basically due to 1
student not putting in effort (low
numbers).

PE Dept chair pulling out PE
students to talk about
specific test. Music also a
challenge — but Music Dept
chair willing to assist music
students.

7.ED 309 Unit Test Writing
-Quality of directions

-Quality of questions

-Quality of answers

-ldentify Bloom’s Taxonomy
Levels

-General Assignment Guidelines
-Acknowledgement of Sources

One student did not hand in Criterion 3 or
5 which lowered scores. Lack of response
responsible.

PE/Music students
challenged in making these
connections. Faculty
reviewing expectations.






Std 1.1,1.3,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, 5.5 2018-19 USOE Data Analysis Action Taken TABLE

8.ED 309 Parent Email
-Addresses issues

-Prof Organization and
mechanics

-Demo of courtesy and respect

Merrie happy about Criterion 9.
Praised instructors.

Scores high over 80%.

Effective communication
practice with randomly
sample parent emails.
Continue monitoring data.

9.ED 313 Case Studies
-Understanding of case study
facts
-Prog. Recommendations
-Classroom strategies
-Mechanics
-Acknowledgement of
Sources (Not on rubric)

Not all candidates on report.

Will be reported at a department
meeting.

IAlumni teacher has updated
syllabus by new field expert
with changes approved.
Online format is somewhat
different approach for USOE
students — but creates
flexible learning styles.

10.ED 343 Court Case Analysis E-
pres

-Elements to include

-Presentation

-E-pres design

-Notes strategy handout

-Acknowledgement of Sources

Interdisciplinary major had scores
pulled from averages. Course
moved for Ed Psych.

Changes to note-taking strategies.
Incorporates note taking during
presentations. Need to add notes to
directions at top of rubric(add to
evaluation method).

Monitor data to determine if
recommendation is
successful.

11.ED 343 Educational Mission
Statement

-Connections to personal

philosophy

-Definitions and goal setting

-Creativity/originality

-Acknowledgement of Sources

Verneda questioned doing mission
statement in intro courses. Dean
discussed leaning toward
philosophy statement.

Decided on philosophy statement for intro
courses. Decided not to test on
Conceptual Framework. Students need to
understand it, but not need to

memorize. It drives our Baker program —
how it works and why we have it.

Monitor data to see how
“philosophy statement”
brings desired outcome (will
check with Verneda and
Dean at next data analysis).

12.ED 343 Group Presentations
-Org/Presentation of Info
-Made Content Meaningful
-Active Participation of audience
-Estab. Collegial Relationships

Jeanne pointed out all high
Qverages.

Verneda asked Dean about how her
students could improve.

Students understand. One to two
sentences about who they are.
PE students could make their
presentations more interactive.

Currently this assignment
entered into TS after
students given clear
expectations.






Std 1.1,1.3,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, 5.5 2018-19 USOE Data Analysis Action Taken TABLE

-Assessment to evaluate learners
-Acknowledgement of
Sources (not on rubric, ck)

Check to see if rubric
contains Acknowledgement
of Sources.

Review rubric for
distinguishing descriptions
for categories, i.e.
distinguished, proficient,
basic and unsatisfactory.

13.ED 345 Dispositions-special
needs-FAT City

-Demonstrates process of

thoughtful engagement

-Addressed Assignments

-Requirements, interpretations of

frustrations; how to ameliorate;

intervening by you

-All people can learn

-Writing aptitude, conventions,

word choice

-Acknowledgement of

Sources (not on rubric)

Secondary high.

Elementary lowest in Criterion 1.

Be sure PE majors changing to Recreation
update with Renee and then Registrar.
Keep tabs on changes to Recreation to pull
before working on data.

Data not collected on Rec majors.

If below 8.0, study to see
\what is going on, i.e.
curriculum alignment,
unclear expectations.

14.ED 345 Differentiated
instruction ratings
-Summary of content
-Measurable learning objectives
-Measurable modified learning
objectives
-Differentiated instruction
-Relevant modification
/accommodations
-Acknowledgement of
Sources (not on rubric)

Student #5 scores discussed.

Male student not putting best
effort.

The student who withdrew really affected
our averages.

Group discussed student is more than able
to improve.

PE getting 3-4 courses on Taskstream for
evaluation.

What does faculty control?
What does student control?
Did PE get 3-4 courses on
[TaskStream for evaluation?






Std 1.1,1.3,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, 5.5 2018-19 USOE Data Analysis Action Taken TABLE

15.ED 366/368 Unit-Basic
Components

-Student demographics
-Topic, major goals with
integration
-Use of strategies,
comprehension
-Strategies, vocabulary
-Strategies, writing
-Strategies, visual literacy, graphic
organizers
-Study skills
-Acknowledgement of Sources

Discussed student who dropped out
without withdrawing.

Make sure all rubrics are up to date
and correct.

Will note withdrawl! below chart.
Discussed making sure rubrics are correct
and sent directly to Renee through
Taskstream.

Will try to have rubric framework copied
over next week.

Have changes been made by
[TaskStream person (RL)?
Withdrawal below
chart?

Rubric framework
copied over?

16.ED 366/368 Lesson Plan-
-Standards

-Objectives
-Materials/resources
-Copies/handouts
-Assessment

-Anticipatory Set
-Instructional components
-Differentiated instruction
-Independent practice
-Closure
-Acknowledgement of
Sources (not on rubric)

Again student number 1 brought
down averages.

Verneda questioned including these
students in numbers.

As long as they are noted, then can
refigure with these scores withdrawn.
Common lesson plans rubric needs to be
updated and submitted. Content at top of
rubric and then mechanics, etc. toward
bottom.

Considering multiple sample
lesson plans in handbook as
guide, i.e. 5 E’s for math,
science, social studies, etc.
Guiding format (baby lesson
plan) introduced in ED243
Intro to Ed.

17.ED 366/368 KPTP
Demographics Practice
Exercise Task #1
-Std 2-learner/learning
-Std 3-instructional practice
-Std 5-motivation & learning
environment

Charlsie discussed students are
confused on how to complete task.

Discussed music looking at things

differently.

Charlsie breaks them into common groups
to work on together. Decided to keep the
practice. Renaming to Demographics
Practice Modeling Practice Exercise Task
H1.

No longer graded. Has this
been removed from
TaskStream?






Std 1.1,1.3,5.1,5.2,5.3,5.4, 5.5 2018-19 USOE Data Analysis Action Taken TABLE

-Acknowledgement of Sources

KSDE will no longer support KPTP.

Giving pointers about other ways to
achieve success. Be sure to share lesson
plan format with Debbie Allen (elementary
ed only) and discuss this format

with Trilla.

There will be a transition time (hopefully
through this year). Is it possible to
evaluate and score ourselves — through
consortium?

KSDE says that KPTP can be
used through 2020-21 but
without KSDE coordinating
grading. Decide how scoring.
KTWS (consortium) in
process.

18.ED 366/368 Global flipped
classroom E-pres

-Global content relevance

-Quality/# of images

-Written text

-E-pres design

Charlsie will require technology on
rubric.

Charlsie is working to have this included.
Evaluators be sure to score all students.

Lots of standards, i.e. SEL, content, ISTE,
and global.

Need to change title to
“Electronic

Presentation”, 18-19 version
created on 7/25/2019 still
only shows E-pres.

19.ED 440 Developmental
Portfolio Elementary
-Reflective practitioner
-Planner of instruction
-Facilitator of learning
-Assessor of learning
-Technologically skilled
practitioner
-Portfolio org. & delivery of
presentation
-Acknowledgement of
Sources (not in rubric)

Is the Developmental Portfolio a
capstone?

Yes, they no longer take QS 411, so this is
the capstone course. Looks like rubric is
not correct — none of the rubrics are
correct. Be sure to have E (Google, docs,
slides) piece at the end of the rubric.

May need another option besides Google.
Need something for common usage.

Check to see that rubric
updated (Amy, Dean,
Renee).

Dean piloted rubric and
“notebook” removed.

ED 460 Developmental Portfolio
Secondary

-Reflective practitioner

-Planner of instruction

-Facilitator of learning

High scores

Peers & Instructors figured into
averages from presentation.

Check to see that rubric
updated (Amy, Dean,
Renee).

Dean piloted rubric and

“notebook” removed.
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-Assessor of learning
-Technologically skilled
practitioner

-Portfolio org. & delivery of
presentation
-Acknowledgement of
Sources (not in rubric)

20.ED 450/470/480 Analysis in department meeting. Using SOAR, now called K-CAT. Merrie has hard copy. Pam
Differentiated Instruction-Self- checking with Shane for
Evaluation Rubric Not in TaskStream electronic copy.
Accommodations / Modifications

ratings

Stud Tchr/Coop Tchr

21.ED 450/470/480 Lesson Plan  [Elementary has several scores in 7, [Scores are still high, so they understand  |Has rubric been revised?
Writing 0. the lesson plan.
-Standards Monitor data.
-Objectives Revise rubric.
-Materials/resources Secondary — made up plans.
-Copies/handouts
-Assessment
-Anticipatory Set
-Components of instructional
activities
-Differentiated instruction
-Independent practice
-Closure
-Acknowledgement of Sources

22.ED 450 KPTP Actual Task 1-4  High scores Has rubric been revised?
-Task 1-Contextual info
and learning environment Merrie questioned student #6 Will refigure with revised score. Monitor data.
factors

-Task 2-Designing
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Instruction

-Task 3-Teaching and
Learning

-Task 4-Reflection and
Professionalism

-Task 1
-Task 2
-Task 3
-Task 4

ED 470/480 KPTP Actual Task 1-4

InterTerm (Jr/Sr)

23.I1S 199 Whole Group lesson
plan

-Standards

-Objectives

-Materials/Resources

-Copies/Handouts

-Assessment

-Anticipatory set

-Components of instructional

activities

-Differentiated instruction

-Independent practice

-Closure

How much experience for these
Juniors with lesson plans?

*Merrie moved to make a motion
for change to the TEPPH for
licensure accom for student
teaching completion. All voted to
Qpprove.

Several courses. Dean goes to schools to
observe. No need to add since quality is
more important than quantity.

Monitor data.

Is the change to the TEPPH
for licensure reflecting
motion made by Merrie? Is
this TEPPH 2019-207

24.1S 199 Dispositions from
Journal
-Demonstrates belief all people
can learn
-Models ethical behavior
-Considers attitudes, feelings,
cultural contexts
-Process of thoughtful
engagement, critical

Scores are relevant.
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thinking

25.Prof ED Courses—Dispositions
-Demonstrates belief all people
can learn
-Models ethical behavior
-Considers attitudes, feelings,
cultural contexts
-Process of thoughtful
engagement, critical

Review at department meeting.

Possibly on Taskstream. Use new form for
both PPPS and dispositions. Need to move
form to rubric.

Monitor data shown in
revised rubrics (PPPS and
dispositions) entered
December 2019.

Once two semesters of data
collected, can share data
with research analyst for
reliability study.

thinking OR use daily journals in field.
Using 5 or 10-point scale?

26.

27.

28.K-CAT Candidate Perf ratings
by coop tchrs and supervisors

-Levels & longitudinal

-Content area & longitudinal

Collaboration with coop teacher
and student.
Whole scores only.

Understanding 3 is the acceptable level.
Good reliability because of the standards.
Eliminates default scoring.

New director of assessments
& accreditation needs to
locate the K-CAT data for
2019-20, etc.

29.K-CAT Candidate Perf ratings
by coop tchrs and supervisors

-Levels & longitudinal

-Content area & longitudinal

Standard 10 problem for student
teachers

Because lead teachers handle most
tasks.

Make students understand why lower
scores.
Anything close to 2 is probably too low.

New director of assessments
& accreditation needs to
locate the K-CAT data for
2019-20, etc.

30.Employer focus groups of
grads

-1t & 3 yr ratings & levels

-1st & 3 yr ratings by content

area

-1st & 3 together levels,

longitudinal, & content area

Review at a department meeting.

Need to work new plan for
2019-20 by getting direct
supervisor to 1st/3r¢-
erteachers for personalized
survey (Survey Monkey link).
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3 year surveys are from 11-
12 graduation year

Work with research analyst
on reliability with data
pulled.

31.Graduates focus groups
-1t & 3 yr ratings & levels
-1t & 3 yr ratings by content
area

-1+ & 3 together levels,
longitudinal, & content area
-Comments by employers

& graduates

Review at a department meeting.

Survey Monkey links not effective. Invite
graduates to reception, then focus group
for an hour afterwards.

Need to work new plan for
2019-20 by getting direct
supervisor to 1st/3r¢-
esrteachers for personalized
survey (Survey Monkey link).
Work with research analyst
on reliability with data
pulled.

Additional data to determine student candidacy

32.Prof/content GPAs 2.8
required

-Levels, content area longitudinal

-Content areas

Review at a department meeting.

Status spreadsheet
reviewed by licensure officer
— noting GPAs falling below
2.8. Noted for advising
purposes also.

33.Personal and Prof Skills Survey
3.5 required

-Levels, content area longitudinal

-Content areas

Review at a department meeting.

Status spreadsheet reviewed
by licensure officer — noting
PPSSs falling below

3.5. Noted for advising
purposes also.

34.PDS Practica Evals 3.5
required

-ED 244

-ED 320

Revise rubrics so data can be
collected.

We need to revise the PDS

evaluations. Review the scaffolding we set
up and align the evaluation to the work
required.

Have PDS evals been
revised?

Additional data collected for the EPP

35.Advising survey
-7 questions
-Overall rating for dept.

Review at a department meeting.

Department working on
clarifying advising process.

Additional data collected for Federal Reports
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-Admission data
-Exit data

36.Title Il GPA / ACT data ACT

Next year will need ACT broken out for
M,R & W, not just composite.

Is this breakdown showing
for 2019-207

Additional data collected for the EPP

37.EAC Surveys/Focus Group
Summary
-4 questions on focus groups

In process. When data are collected,
analyzed and summarized, then send to
EAC for their review and input and
questions.

Check with Sharon on this
process.

Additional data to determine student candidacy

38.Content Faculty Evaluation of
Content Standards

Cooperating Teacher Evaluation
of Content Standards
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GSOE Graduate Assessment Data Analysis

MSSL Program — December 12, 2019

Responses and Actions/Changes

2018-2019 Data Analysis/Recommended Responses

Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

1. Praxis Pass Rates

#6011 SLLA Praxis results

2016-17 N=50/52 96% pass rate
2017-18 N=60/63 97% pass rate
2018-19 N=52/53 95% pass rate

With 80% pass rate considered
acceptable level of performance,
candidates are being successful.

Concern about new SLLA Praxis #6990
which implemented Sept 1, 2019.
Faculty to align program courses with
new #6990 test and content
categories.

2. MSL 5010

Foundations of Educational
Administration--

Ldrship paper:

-Demonstrates effective
writing skills

-Format of the article, content
& application
-Reference/credit authors
-Critical analysis & application

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Monitor scores from writing rubric for
course assessments.

3. MSL 5010 Mission &
Beliefs Statement:
-Belief statements
-Administrative behaviors
-Mission statement

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

4. MSL 5020
Organizational Health and
Performance—

School

Culture Survey:

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.
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Performance Assessment Analysis of the Data Reviewed Recommended Response ACTION TAKEN

Reviewed Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria December 12, 2019

-Demonstrates effective Monitor scores from writing rubric for
writing skills course assessments.

-Application of school culture
findings to bldg.
administration
-Commendations &
recommendations based on
school culture survey data

5. MSL 5030 School Awaiting new approved building
Personnel— leadership standards to be approved
Final Exam: approximately April 2020. Will review
-Human resources tasks & curriculum alignment for course and
questions, priorities & program.

timelines Monitor scores from writing rubric for
-Additional HR tasks course assessments.

-Additional HR questions
-Teacher selection
-Professional development

-Mechanics

6. MSL 5040 Curriculum & Awaiting new approved building
Instruction for leadership standards to be approved
Administrators— approximately April 2020. Will review

Curriculum for curriculum alignment for course and

administrators: program.

-Structural organization Monitor scores from writing rubric for

-Understanding of material course assessments.

-Focus

-Mechanics

-Understanding of ed.
Concepts & literature
-Critical analysis and
application






Std Adv 1.1, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5 2018-2019 MSSLAssmtDataAnalysisChgsTable

Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed

Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

7. MSL 5050

Student Services, Climate and
Programs—

Grant Proposal Project:
-Project description

-Project rationale

-Research & best practices
-Primary expenditure areas
-Revenue sources

-Alignment w/mission, vision,
& goals

-Communicating with
stakeholders

-Connection to KSDE standards

Change ISLLC standards to KSDE
standards.

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Monitor scores from writing rubric for
course assessments.

8. MSL 5060 Legal Issues of
School Leadership—

Legal & Ethical Issues of

School Leadership:

-Addresses legal issues

-Understands ethics, integrity

& fairness

-Applies laws fairly &

accurately

-Understands policies, laws, &

regulations

-Demonstrates effective

writing skills

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Monitor scores from writing rubric for
course assessments.

9. MSL 5070 School
Planning, Operations, &
Finances--

-Understands operational
procedures

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.
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Performance Assessment Analysis of the Data Reviewed Recommended Response ACTION TAKEN

Reviewed Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria December 12, 2019

-Understands safe, efficient, & Monitor scores from writing rubric for
effective operations course assessments.

-Demonstrates mgmt. of

resources

-Performs as a team
-Demonstrates effective

writing skills

10. MSL 5080 The Awaiting new approved building
Ethical Building Leader-- leadership standards to be approved
Ethics Summary Paper: approximately April 2020. Will review
-Introduction curriculum alignment for course and
-Guest Speakers program.

-Meaningful development of Monitor scores from writing rubric for
ideas course assessments.

-References

-Writing conventions

11. Presentation
-Introduction
-Organization

-Content

-Graphics, sound and/or

animation

-Time

12. MSL 5102 Assessment Awaiting new approved building
Strategies— leadership standards to be approved
17-18--Rubric changed for approximately April 2020. Will review
cohort 19 curriculum alignment for course and
Data Driven Action Plan: program.

-Data table school Monitor scores from writing rubric for
demographics course assessments.

-Bldg assessment data
-Areas of success
-Target Areas
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Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

-Action plan for target area
-Reflection

-Organization

-Writing conventions

EDU 5102 Assessment
Strategies, Article Review
This assessment has been
dropped in 17-18 data
collection.

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

13. MSL 5121 Inquiry and
Research—

Research Project:

-Abstract

-Intro, problem statement &
question

-Research-based support for
change

-Data collection plan

-Data analysis methods
-Discussion & analysis of
project outcomes/results
-Dissemination of results &
future directions

-Writing conventions

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Monitor scores from writing rubric for
course assessments.

14. EDU 5318 Educational
Leadership: Technology in
Support of Teaching and
Learning—

Technology Statement of
Beliefs:
-Beliefs/Philosophies
-Application

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Monitor scores from writing rubric for
course assessments.
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Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed

Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

-Writing Conventions

15. DFE Professional Skills
Survey

-Knowledge base

-Written communication
-Oral Communication

-Org skills

-Professional responsibility in
Problem Solving & Critical
Thinking skills

-Technology

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Utilizing new professional skills rubric
approved by Validity and Reliability
Committee (expert panel). Will collect
year of data and then conduct
reliability analysis.

16. MSL 5504 DFE
Dispositions Pre

-Belief all students/people are
capable of learning

-Model ethical behavior &
treat others w/fairness, dignity
and respect

-Demonstrate consider
attitudes, feelings, cultural
contests and contributions of
others when
communicating/interacting
-Demonstrate thoughtful
engagement, critical thinking,
& willingness to consider
alternative ideas / viewpoints

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

Utilizing new disposition rubric
approved by Validity and Reliability
Committee (expert panel). Will collect
year of data and then conduct
reliability analysis.

Dispositions Post

-Belief all students/people are
capable of learning

-Model ethical behavior &
treat others w/fairness, dignity
and respect

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.
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Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed

Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

-Demonstrate consider
attitudes, feelings, cultural
contests and contributions of
others when
communicating/interacting
-Demonstrate thoughtful
engagement, critical thinking,
& willingness to consider
alternative ideas / viewpoints

Utilizing new disposition rubric
approved by Validity and Reliability
Committee (expert panel). Will collect
year of data and then conduct
reliability analysis.

17. Portfolio and DFE
reflection
-Demonstrates learning &
growth in understanding the
MSSL program
-Diversity profile & summary
articulates mission & ed.
beliefs through leadership
practices and student success
-DFE activity reflections
interprets/applies acquire
knowledge to policy & practice
- Self-reflective essay of the
prof. skills criteria evaluates
growth & understanding
-Disposition rubric evaluates
growth & understanding of 4
dispositions
-Portfolio demonstrates
effective writing skills
-Portfolio presentation
demonstrates effective use of
technology

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

18. DFE Reflection

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
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Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

-Interpret and apply acquired
knowledge to policy & practice
during DFE

approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

19. DFE Mentor
Evaluation, mid-term and
final

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

20. DFE Supervisor
Evaluation-final evaluation

Awaiting new approved building
leadership standards to be approved
approximately April 2020. Will review
curriculum alignment for course and
program.

21. EOC evaluations
-Instructor

No data collected.

22. EOC evaluation
-Content & Resources

No data collected

23. Follow-up Surveys
First year follow-up
-Graduate

-Employer

In progress. Discuss at GED

meetings.

Time survey % return group

SP19 2.17% 1yr grad
SP18 19.23%  1yr grad
SP15 14.95% 1yr grad

SP15 sent employer, poor return.

Concern at poor return of Survey
Monkey survey.

Brainstorming new approach for
feedback.

Data collected. Poor response.
Need to come up with another more
effective feedback retrieval method.

24. Follow-up Surveys
Third year follow-up
-Graduate

-Employer

In progress. Discuss at GED

meetings.
Time survey % return  group
SP19 8.57%  3yr grad

Concern at poor return of Survey
Monkey survey.

Brainstorming new approach for
feedback.

Data collected. Poor response.
Need to come up with another more
effective feedback retrieval method.
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Performance Assessment
Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 12, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

SP18 15.15%  3yr grad
SP15 4.82%  3yrgrad
SP15 sent employer, poor return.

25. Admissions Data

Summary Comments:
Writing / APA format

Transitioning from APA 6 to APA 7 in
August 2020.

Disaggregation of Data
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SOE Graduate Assessment Data Analysis

Ed. D. Program P-12—December 9, 2019 1:15 p.m.-3:15 p.m.

Responses and Actions/Changes
2018-2019 Data Analysis/Recommended Responses

Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

1. Praxis Pass Rates

The Superintendent PRAXIS data. State of KS is 160 passed
rate. 2018 data.

e National data (84.49% at 160)

e  State data (97.01% at 160)

e  Baker data (100.0% at 160)(N=5)

o  Ethnicity

L 3 white

" 1 black

. 1 Mexican
o Gender

= 2male

= 3 female
Sub-score data was provided. Q2, 3, 4 are acceptable.

° Educ. Ldsp.;
o TwoinQ4.Twoin Q2
o OneinQl

o  Baker lower than State/Natl

e Integr. Knowledge & understanding: Scored
better than national & state? Case study; written

response.
o TwoinQ4
o TwoinQ2
o OneinQl

o  Baker lower than State/Natl
° Admin. Ldsp.: Lower than national & state;
Q1=4 students. Personnel, finance, management.
Onein Q4
Onein Q3
Two in Q2
OneinQl
Baker lower than State, higher than
Natl
e Instr. Leadership (case study):
o Threein Q2

o TwoinQl

O O O O O

o Review the SSA test as a P-12 team
again; Determine areas to
strengthen; Specific categories

o s contentin courses for
administrative leadership courses
appropriate? Adjunct faculty.
Sharon will review the content w/
adjunct professors.

o Should we consider a test-prep
class for the SSA?

o Other potential data:

v" Why are students not taking
the SSA exam?
= We could encourage more
students to take the exam?
» Impt. to get the license
NOW; current reality
might change; get
prepared now
= How many are taking MO
exams?

Aligning categories of new SSA test
(#6991) implemented 9/1/2020 with
courses in District Leadership program
(sample questions and content
categories from study plan)

Once Kansas State Board of Education
approves new district leadership
standards, faculty work on aligning with
courses in program.
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Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

o  Baker lower than State/Natl

A5 yr. comparison for state and Baker was provided.

Avg. score went down at Baker (Median 169 to
162); # of students taking the exam decreased at
Baker (11 to 5)

Reminder you cannot take the SSA until you
complete DFEs and portfolio.

2. DED 9000,
Foundations of Ed
Leadership--
Mission/Vision
Interview
Assessment:
-Persons interviewed
-Interview questions
-Comparing m/v to
interviewee
comments

-Org support for m/v

Providing overview of leadership

Do not believe deep enough or rigorous

Prefer Case Study, but not an individual
project to measure. Evaluate
integrating Case Study (though
presented in groups).

Possibly pair up

Are 2 assignments needed?

o No action taken at this time
o Monitor data.

3. DED 9000
Leadership Styles:
-ldentify leadership
styles & critical
attributes
-Discussion Idrship
style & application
-Making connections

Get into it more. Is appropriate for
TASKstream assignment.

Need to identify leadership styles that
you feel are yours — add belief
statements supporting your style
Through case study having
mission/vision, work with current
through process to change, how sell ide

o Prefer one TS based on case study,
basic to APA (VE comments to help
guide candidates. They are hungry
to know, overwhelmed, VE knows
when to interject.

o Negative to ZOOM, no networking
or interaction.

o Canredo paper, allowed to do

-References for new strategic plan? Work with narrative again, analyze results &
-Writing skills different communities, personneL how talk about differences
frame proposal?
Analysiis Recommended response Action Taken
4. DED 9001, e Consistent performance year over year. e Move Resources List o Writing components added to

Communication &
Collaboration in
Leadership--

Addition of writing conventions in the
rubric opened up the discussion about
the writing component of leadership.

assessment to W6 of the
course to improve student

rubric for AY19
o
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Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

Community Resource
List

-Business description
-Civic Org descript
-Assets to
partnership

-Key individ/positions
-Writing conventions

Course syllabi includes all necessary
components

organization of completing
course requirements.

5. DED 9001 e Consistent performance year over year. | o Continue with current assessment | o  Writing components added to
School Community e Addition of writing conventions in the as is. rubric for AY19
Partner Pl"f‘": . rubric opened up the discussion about © o
-Partnership descript the writing component of leadership.
-Resources needed
-Key positions e Course syllabiincludes all necessary
-Plan evaluation

. . components
-Writing conventions

[ ]

6. DED 9002, e Good differentiation among candidate o Current instructor has set o This assignment does a good job of
Leading Special & scores. standards for differentiation. demonstrating the skills.
Diverse Populations-- e Thisis improved from 2018. A different o Check with KSDE New Standards
Considerations for instructor was in place for 2018 o

Leaders:

-Family relationship
-Challenges for
leaders

-Advocacy for
children
-References

7. DED 9002
Conventions & APA:
-Conventions

-APA format-citations
-APA format-body of

paper

Follow up on getting this updated

o Get this imported into TaskStream.

o It has been updated in course
rubric and Moodle

o Fix title in TaskStream—remove the
date 11-18

Check to be sure APA is merged as
writing conventions in each rubric.

Who are these people with the
separate data in Cohort 227
Remove from TaskStream
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Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

Could be deleted from our data
spreadsheet.

8. DED 9002
Report to Bd of Ed:
-Introduction
-Eligibility & parental
rights, IDEA, Section
504

-Services & discipline,
IDEA, Section 504

e Good differentiation among candidate
scores.

e Thisis improved from 2018. A different
instructor was in place for 2018

o Check with KSDE New Standards

9. DED 9004,
Curriculum, Learning,
& Instruction--
Curriculum Revision
Development Action
Plan: NEW RUBRIC
-Rationale & Policy
-Revision &
developmt

process
-Post-revision/
development process
components
-General process
components

-Writing conventions

e Cohort 20 and 22 have used new rubric.

e Some differentiation in scores.
Consistent between 2018 and 2019.

e 2 rubrics and Moodle assignment
related to readings (curriculum
assignment)

o Pre-work to align with upcoming
new district leadership standards
for Kansas (also Missouri)

10. DED 9004,
Textbook or
Instructional
Resource Selection
Process New Rubric
-Rationale/policy
-Selection process

e Choosing resource

e Challenge: voice projection when
seated.

e Board presentation (score ea other
through Google Docs, is more like
feedback)

Writing conventions cranked up here —
due to nature of writing assignment —
so scores begin to fall out

Alison outline handout created

o Not all assignments lend
themselves to APA writing
conventions (paper)






Std Adv 1.1, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5 2018-2019 Ed.D. PK-12 AssmtDataAnalysisChgsTable

Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

-Post/revision
Developmt process

Allison grade based on her comment,
takes 1.5 hours on two dif nights, only

components 5” present

-General process e ZOOM - seated while presenting

components e TaskStream supposed to be original

-Writing conventions work, Moodle can tweak for grade
DED 9004,

Final Exam Case
Study: : DROPPED
from 9004

11. DED 9005,
Legal, Policy, and
Advocacy Issues in
Leadership--

Case studies in
fairness, equity &
advocacy:
-Analysis
-Recommendations
-Course content &
legal cases
-Writing conventions

2019 Data was missing initially and
entered from Moodle assignments.

Ensure data is entered in TS for each
assignment.

Review why there is no differentiation
in writing conventions for this
assignment in light of changes on
standards.

Ensure data is entered in TS for each
assignment.

Rubrics need to be in the syllabus

Provide more training for
adjunct professors—Program
Coordinator will visit prior to
the course being taught winter
2020.

12. DED 9005,
Education Advocacy
Orgs:

-Research
-Comprehension
-Relevance/
Implication
-Conventions

More differentiation in writing was
apparent. Content differentiation was
limited

o Ensure data is entered in TS for
each assignment.

o Rubrics need to be in the
syllabus

o New Standards for advocacy.
Will this overlap with
Community relation course?

New standard 6 talks about

applying law.

o Provide more training for
adjunct professors—Program
Coordinator will visit prior to
the course being taught Spring
2020.






Std Adv 1.1, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5 2018-2019 Ed.D. PK-12 AssmtDataAnalysisChgsTable

Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

-Funding sources
-Outline of cuts
-Writing conventions

STATE STANDARDS>

13. DED 9006, o Differentiation has increased in this area o Check the new standards to see Provide more training for
Human Resources if there is overlap or other adjunct professors—Program
Management-- places where these items Coordinator will visit prior to
Class Size Board should be included. the course being taught spring
Report: o Standard 7 includes portions of 2020.
-Purpose this course.
-Research Driven o Update ALL Syllabi with zoom
-Length & format etiquette and information
-Writing Conventions

DED 9007, o Data numbers seem to be Provide more training for
Management of reversed for writing adjunct professors—Program
Finances, Facilities, & conventions Coordinator will visit prior to
Resources-- o See new standards for this the course being taught winter
Safe Schools course. See Standard 6 2020.
Periodical Review: Operations and Management
Assessment dropped in new set up
from course
14. DED 9007, Differentiation is apparent o See new standards for this Provide more training for
Budget Reduction course. See Standard 6 adjunct professors—Program
Report: Operations and Management Coordinator will visit prior to
-Purpose in new set up the course being taught winter
-Budget specifics o REVIEW CROSSWALK FOR KSDE 2020.

15. DED 9009,
Systemic School
Improvement &
Evaluation--
Program logic & Eval
Proposal:

-Intro and need
-Implementation

o Average is consistent year to year
despite change in faculty

o Dennis King taught prog eval when
about 2013-2014 Ethics added.

o Used LOGIC model (very Basic). Itis a
process.

o Schedules found it helpful if their
district had no process.

More focus on comprehensive
program evaluation processes
in addition to the Program
Logic Model process.
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representation
-Writing Conventions

Performance Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019 Recommended Response Action taken and when
Assessment Reviewed | Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

-Monitoring o Use district process if they have one.

outcomes

-Graphic

16. DED 9009,
Perceptual Survey
Analysis:

-Surveys investigated
-Depth of analysis
-Data summaries/
survey results
-Writing Conventions

e Need three consecutive years of data
before tweaking.
e Editing.

Consider new school
improvement perceptual staff
survey to replace current PLC
survey.

17. DED 9010,
Statistical Analysis
Statistics Project
Report:
-Introduction
-Analysis

-Results

-Conclusion
-Conventions

-APA format citations
-APA—Body of paper

e Good Differentiation
e APA writing conventions was fixed.

o Data Use in New Standard 1

o Adjusted assighnment
description to be more
applicable to other courses

o New Standard 4 is about data
collection, analysis and use.
Overview of how to select a
system

Candidates collect and ensure
the quality of the data.
Candidates identify the level of
measurement and use the
analysis of the data to describe
samples and make inferences
about populations.

In the report assignment of the
data analysis project, the
introduction and conclusion
sections were extended to
include the applicability of the
results to organizational
effectiveness or student
learning. Based on the
conclusions, new goals are
identified.

For standard 4, appropriate

and ethical use of data to
monitor and improve district
practice is covered.
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Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response
December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

18. DED 9013,
Ethics of District
Leadership--
-Personal & prof
ethics

-Key issues
-Analysis

-Plan of action
-Conventions
-APA format

Cohort 18 completed the budget
reduction assessment, while cohort 20
completed a new assessment (Program
Proposal for football)

Cohort 20 scores decreased somewhat
(.09) and a greater range of scores.
The new assessment added experience
in original research and decision-
making. Required students to develop a
press release (media skills).

Writing scores decreases somewhat,
which was expected, since the writing
required is more complex and requires
rational.

o Continue with new assessment
with modification to include
broadening to more than one
sport to include all contact
sports.

o Consideration to update

articles to more timely topics

o Consideration to update
syllabus to include Zoom
expectations and practices, and
time on task.

o Rubric revised to a new
assessment and modified
writing conventions to block to
parallel other rubrics for AY19

o Increased use of a flipped
classroom format to increase
class discussion time

o Use of a computer application
e.g. Nearpod to solicit greater
student feedback

19. DED 9030 and
DED 9031 DFE
Reflections and
waiver reflections
-Entry assignments
-Reflections #s 1-4
-Writing Mechanics

Consistency in data year over year
(cohorts 18, 20, and 22 reviewed)
All Zoom candidates have the same field

supervisor (DFE Coordinator)

o V&R Committee completed a
revised rubric for DFE
reflections. Waiting on
department approval.

o Diversity requirement had
students going outside of their
own district. As of AY20, the
definition of diversity was
broadened and students are
allowed to remain in their
district.

20. DED 9030 and
DED 9031
Dispositions
-All students/people
are capable of learning
-Model ethical
behavior, treat others

Consistency in data year over year
(cohorts 18, 20, and 22 reviewed)
All Zoom candidates have the same field

supervisor (DFE Coordinator)

o V&R Committee completed a
revised rubric for DFE
disposition for employer and
employee. Waiting on
department approval.
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Performance
Assessment Reviewed

Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019
Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria

Recommended Response

December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

Action taken and when

w/fairness, dignity and
respect

-Consider attitudes,
feelings, cultural
contexts and
contributions of
others when
communicating/intera
cting

-Process of thoughtful
engagement, critical
thinking, & willingness
to consider alternative
ideas

21. DED 9032
Portfolio (revised
rubric):

-Paper content-
critical reflection
-Paper content-
synthesis & analysis
-Paper content-
growth as ed. leader
-Writing conventions
Presentation:
-Content-application
of knowledge/skills
-Link to KSDE stds &
leadership
-Reference support
-Organization & prof
performance
-Audience
engagement
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Performance Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019 Recommended Response Action taken and when
Assessment Reviewed | Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria December 9, 2019 Data Retreat

-Response to
committee questions

22. Prof Skills o What do we look at for each cohort? o Collect the data for cohort 20 o Rubric was updated and
Survey: Need to look at Professional Skills 1,2, and by each cohort moving reviewed for validity through
-Knowledge base and 3 drafts to check for growth el the CAEP Sub committee

-Written
communication
-Oral communication
-Prof responsibility &
org skills

-Problem solving &
critical thinking skills
-Technology

23. DFE Mentor o o) o)
Evaluation

6 KSDE Stds and
Functions

24. DFE Supervisor o o
Evaluation

6 KSDE Stds and
Functions

25. EOC evaluations: o) o
-Instructor

26. EOC evaluation: o o
-Content & Resources
-Self-survey

27. Follow-up o o) o)
Surveys
First Year
-Graduate
-Employer
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Performance Analysis of the Data Reviewed 2018-2019 Recommended Response Action taken and when
Assessment Reviewed | Review/Analyze ALL Rubric Criteria December 9, 2019 Data Retreat
28. Follow-up o) o)
Surveys
Third Year
-Graduate
-Employer
29. DFE Candidate o o
Surveys
30. DFE Mentor o o)
Surveys
31. Admissions o o o)
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Std 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 5.2 Graduate questions and Employer questions for_focus group

QUESTIONS FOR GRADUATES FOR STANDARD 4 FOCUS GROUP

1. Tell us about your impact on your students’ learning (Std 4.1)
e How do you measure their learning?
e Are students in your class or classes meeting the learning and development
objectives?
e How did your class or classes perform on classroom, district, state or other
standardized assessments?

2. Is your administration satisfied with your teaching effectiveness? (Std 4.2)
e Are parents satisfied with your teaching effectiveness?
e Are students satisfied with your teaching effectiveness?

3. How did you perform on your district evaluation? (Std 4.2)

4. Do you plan to continue teaching next year? (Std 4.3)
e Share an example of what caused you to make your decision.

5. How satisfied are you that Baker prepared you to be an effective teacher? (Std 4.4)
e If you wish to do so, share an example of something you learned in your Baker
program that proved to be effective in your teaching.

Employer Survey Questions for Focus Groups

1. Based on multiple measures (including classroom, district, state or other standardized
assessments, observations, and student learning and development objectives), do Baker
graduates positively impact student learning? (Std 4.1)

2. Based on structured and validated observation instruments, do Baker graduates
effectively apply the professional knowledge, skills and dispositions with which their
preparation program equipped them? (Std 4.2)

3. Which observation instrument does your building/district utilize to evaluate teachers?
(Std 4.2)

4. As an employer or evaluator, please share your thoughts about the quality of
preparation of Baker graduates? (Std 4.3)
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5. Will Baker graduates be retained to teach in your district. (Std 4.3)
e If you are willing to share, please tell us why you made that decision.

6. If promotion is possible in your school and/or district, have any Baker graduates been
promoted? (Std 4.3)

Revised 10-4-17
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Any change that means the EPP no longer satisfies accreditation standards or requirements:
3.6 Change in regional accreditation status

3.7 Change in state program approval

Section 4. Display of Annual Reporting Measures.
Annual Reporting Measures (CAEP Component 5.4 | A.5.4)
Impact Measures (CAEP Standard 4) Outcome Measures

1. Impact on P-12 learning and development
(Component 4.1)

5. Graduation Rates (initial & advanced levels)

6. Ability of completers to meet licensing

2. Indicators of teaching effectiveness (certification) and any additional state

(Component 4.2) requirements; Title II (initial & advanced
levels)

3. Satisfaction of employers and employment | 7. Ability of completers to be hired in

milestones education positions for which they have

(Component 4.3 | A.4.1) prepared (initial & advanced levels)

8. Student loan default rates and other
consumer information (initial & advanced
levels)

4.1 Provide a link or links that demonstrate data relevant to each of the Annual Reporting Measures are public-friendly
and prominently displayed on the educator preparation provider's website.

1

4, Satisfaction of completers
(Component 4.4 | A.4.2)

Link: https://www.bakeru.edu/caep/

Description of data — : ; ; -
accessible via link: This link provides tables and evidence of addressing the annual Reporting Measures 1-8
Tag the Annual Reporting Measure(s) represented in the link above to the appropriate preparation level(s) (initial
and/or advanced, as offered by the EPP) and corresponding measure number.

Level \ Annual Reporting Measure 1. | 2. |3. | 4. |5.|6.| 7. | 8.
Initial-Licensure Programs OO0 0O
Advanced-Level Programs - OO

4.2 Summarize data and trends from the data linked above, reflecting on the prompts below.

What has the provider learned from reviewing its Annual Reporting Measures over the past
three years?
Discuss any emerging, long-term, expected, or unexpected trends? Discuss any
programmatic/provider-wide changes being planned as a result of these data?
Are benchmarks available for comparison?
Are measures widely shared? How? With whom?

Outcome Measures 1-4: Beginning in 2017-18 USOE faculty decided to pursue focus groups through a video conferencing
platform. After conducting validity on the focus group questions, USOE held a spring 2019 reception for first-year teachers who
were available to attend. After the reception, an hour was spent with six first-year teachers as a focus group (proceedings recorded
on ZOOM). Afterwards two additional first-year teachers living in Arizona answered the same questions (recorded by ZOOM) with
both the dept chair and the supervisor from Baker. During recorded sessions, graduates indicated they believed that Baker could
help future students in the following areas: social/emotional/trauma issues, standards-based instruction, safe and civilized schools
via CHAMPS (conversation-help-assignment-movement-participation-success), digital citizenship, Google products, i.e. Forms,
etc. These recordings were sent to a GSOE research analyst for interpretation. During focus groups, it was learned that the head
administrator isn’t the individual working directly with first-year teachers (explaining prior very poor results via Survey Monkey).
These employers were uncomfortable being part of a focus group discussing sensitive personnel information. Consequently, the
plan for spring 2019 has been adjusted to find out who the direct supervisor is from members of the first-year teacher group. From
there the first-year teachers will explain the future electronic survey that will be sent to their direct supervisor and the importance to
respond to gather program feedback. Hopefully direct contacts will yield helpful feedback to better search for areas of
improvement. A minimum sample size of 30 participants will be needed in order to test the reliability level with a quantitative
analysis. At that stage, our research analyst will need student scores on every item of the survey to conduct a reliability analysis.



Outcome Measure 5: Graduation Rates

Baker assesses the Graduate School of Education (GSOE) programs’ graduation rate by cohorts which is straight forward using
specific students starting with both cohort and graduation dates.

USOE program graduation cohorts are more complex. To improve the collection process a new process has been created. For
purposes of this annual report, we will be using initial enrollment in ED 100 for Academic Years 2011-12 through 2015-16.
Students who indicated an interest orally in being part of the School of Education while in ED 100 will be counted in the cohort
start. Students completing the program and graduating within the 3-, 4- and 5+-year period will be counted as graduates. We
believe that this allows for a clear measure instead of who is eligible to graduate a year prior to graduation. ED 100, Intro to
Education, is the first course candidates take and we expect some withdrawals at the end of the course. Being an educator is not
for everyone and ED 100 helps students understand whether this is the career path for them. USOE data shows graduation rates
of 72% and 70% respectively for Academic years 2011-12 and 2012-13 with 28-30% for withdrawal rates. Academic years for
2013-14, 2014-15, and 2015-16 have 0% withdrawal rates and 100% graduation rates. Moving forward in the spirit of continuous
improvement, we will be requiring students to declare their intent by completing a formal application to the School of Education
after completing ED 100.

The GSOE rates of graduation for the Masters’ programs are high and very acceptable. The cohort model supports the candidates
as they progress through the program to completion. Typically, a masters’ program candidate will complete the program in two
years to two and a half years. The MSSL program graduation rates are 100% for cohorts 21, 24, 28, and 29 with cohort 23 at 92%,
cohort 27 at 80%, and cohort 30 at 87%. Cohorts 27, 30 and 31 still have active enroliment. The MSSE program graduation rates
are 55% for cohort 8, 90% for cohort 9, and 85% for cohort 10. Cohorts 11, 12 and 13 still have active enroliment.

The Ed.D. Program has a time frame for graduation based on the six years to complete coursework and dissertation. The program
requires the candidate maintains continuous enrollment until the dissertation process is completed and graduation is achieved.
Cohort twelve will complete the six-year time frame by August 2020. Some candidates are still actively enrolled and have
requested an extension. Continuous enroliment helps support the candidates through the dissertation process. Graduation rates
are shared with stakeholders annually through electronic means. Data from cohorts 12 through 18 indicate healthy graduation
rates combined with active enrollment — measuring from 84.38% to 100%. For example, cohort 12 shows a completion rate of
71.88% and active enrollment of 12.5% (equaling 84.38%). Cohort 20 had a concerning dropout rate of 25.93%, however, Cohort
22 shows a low dropout rate of 3.7% and Cohort 24 shows 0%.

Outcome Measure 6: Pass Rates to meet Licensure

The pass rates on Principles of Learning & Teaching (PLT) and content tests for USOE remain high and above the 80% pass rate
that the Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE) requires. Pass rates for elementary PLT (Praxis #5622) ranged from a
high of 100% to a low of 92% from 2013 through 2019. Pass rates for grades 5-9 (Praxis #5623) were 100% for 2015-2017. Pass
rates for grades 7-12 (Praxis #5624 ) ranged from a high of 100% to a low of 83% during 2013-2019. The summary PLT Pass Rate
has ranged overall from a high of 100% to a low of 88%. The overall pass rate on Content Area tests has been 100% in 2014-15,
2015-16, 2018-19 and 80% in 2017-18. We encourage completers to retake the test and we offer support to assist them in
preparation.

The 18-19 pass rates for Master of Science in Special Education (MSSE) indicate candidates understand their content. The pass
rate was 100% for 6 examinees. Pass rates for Special Ed (Praxis #5543) ranged from 100% from 2013-2019 with the exception of
87.5% in 2017-18. The 17-18 pass rate was 87.5% for 8 examinees with one person not passing. This one person retook the test
two more times and passed during 2018-19. Passing the exam allows each candidate to meet licensing requirements. Baker
reviews these pass rates during the annual data retreat.

The Master of Science in School Leadership (MSSL) pass rate for 2018-19 was 95%. The state pass mean was 175.79 and the
national pass mean was 174.43. Baker’s pass mean is 176.85 which is higher than the state or national pass mean. Pass rates for
the School Leaders Licensure Assessment (Praxis #6011) ranged from a high of 99% to a low of 89% from 2013-2019. The
program believes that the pass rate for MSSL is an indicator of high performance of knowledge and content because it is higher
than the 80% level required by CAEP. Due to a new SLLA assessment being implemented September 1, 2019 and anticipated
building leadership standards in Spring 2020, faculty will be re-aligning the program objectives, assessments and assignments.

In 2018-19, the pass rate for the School Superintendent Assessment (Praxis #6021) was 100% for the five candidates taking the
test. Pass rates have ranged from a high of 100% to a low of 86% from 2013 to 2019. This is evidence demonstrating knowledge
of content. At the time of the fall data retreat, while the data did not indicate the need for any data-driven decisions about any
program-wide changes, there is concern about the SSA test changing as of September 1, 2019 to SSA Praxis #6991 prior to
Kansas State district leadership standards being approved by the Kansas Board of Education later in Spring 2020. Pass rates are
shared annually with stakeholders through electronic means.

Outcome Measure 7: Employment Rate

The USOE 2018-19 employment rate was 94% and the 2017-18 rate was 100%. The longitudinal data indicate a range from a high
of 100% to a low of 93% from 2010 to 2019. We believe that this speaks to school districts perceiving our graduates as competent
educators.

Our GSOE graduates are already employed during the program and at the time of graduation. We are in the process of developing
a different process to collect the promotion information that is needed. The Ed.D. Program graduates usually inform our faculty
and administration when they receive a promotion. The MSSE graduates are classroom teachers and their promotion would be
applying for a High Incidence endorsement and accepting a position in special education. MSSL program graduates usually apply
for the building leadership license but do not always move to a leadership position. Many candidates enter the program prior to
having five years of experience so they cannot apply for a building leadership license till they have five years of teaching
experience. This illustrates our need for a different process to track their retention and promotions. The GSOE information will be
added to the Baker University School of Education web page as it is finalized. This year we are adding the Ed.D. District
Leadership and Masters’ promotion information to the website.

Outcome Measure 8: Student Loan Default Rates

BU’s current student loan default rate as reported to Baker Financial Aid Office is 5.9% for FY 2016. For profit colleges had highest
rate of default at 15.2% compared to 9.6% at public and 6.6% at private colleges (September 26, 2019 www.insidehighered.com
quick takes by Andrew Kreighbaum). BU FY 2016 rate was 5.9, FY 2015 was 4.8, and FY 2014 was 5.6. Baker's rate is fairly



stable over last three years of data as presented by NSLDS and below current 6.6% average at private colleges.

Section 5. Areas for Improvement, Weaknesses, and/or Stipulations

Summarize EPP activities and the outcomes of those activities as they relate to correcting the areas cited in the last
Accreditation Action/Decision Report.

[IY32: Areas for Improvement (ITP) 3 Candidate Quality, Recruitment, And Selectivity

There is no formal plan to recruit high-quality candidates from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse
populations.

Diversity Plans and Partnerships

» Ongoing Partnerships

- School of Education Ambassadors (SEA) will arrange ongoing contact with students by assigning mentors, community
involvement projects, school visits, Future Teachers of America Clubs, etc.

[0 SEA members emailed each student for follow up to the visit and to maintain ongoing relationships if they decide to attend
Baker University

[J During the 2019 Diversity Practicum a new partnership was formed with the Kansas City International Academy (KCIA), which
is a K-8 charter school in Kansas City, Mo serving only immigrants and refugees. The partnership was formed from the contact of
Janice Jackson, a Baker Alumni, who in the past was both an educator and principal and worked for BU SOE as a Directed Field
Experience Supervisor. She is currently a school board member for KCIA. There are many opportunities for our students to
volunteer at this school and in their community. For the 2019 practicum we had six students placed at KCIA. We have already
had a couple School of Education Ambassadors return during spring break to continue building relationships with both students
and staff. Also Dr. Prosser and two students (Hannah Greer-English Education major and Margaret Hempleman-Music Education
major) presented about this experience while focusing on Personalized Learning with Social & Emotional standards at a state
conference in April 2019.

[ Dr. Richards has taken Elementary Education majors in his 2018-19 Science Methods course twice to lead science lessons in
a KCMO elementary school. He plans on continuing this involvement.

[ Dr. Prosser and Dr. Richards are collaborating on visiting high schools in diverse communities along with SEA members.

* Who

0 KCK School District: Washington High School

[J On April 9, 2019 a field trip plan similar to the original visit took place. On April 26, 2019 students had a field trip experience at
the Baker Wetlands where in collaboration with the staff there had information on aquatic invertebrates along with a seining
activity. Lunch and small hikes took place with Baker Education majors helping during the entire trip. We believe showing the
unique education value the Wetlands provide for Baker students is a good resource to share.

o Charter School/KCMO-The Ewing Marion Kauffman School:

[1 Contact Person: Candace Potter placed students for the Diversity Interterm and student teaching.

[J During the 2019 Diversity Practicum, four Baker students were placed here and are in contact with Candace about checking in
with student tours on campus and community involvement. The Kauffman School is constantly sending information relevant to
Baker students and Faculty for professional development opportunities; which are shared with all USOE students.

* Why:

o The Kauffman School is a new partnership for Baker. Four secondary students recently completed their Diversity Interterm and
one is looking forward to student teaching there. The one student (Andrew Long) who planned on completing student teaching
here, decided on a different placement. However, due to his diversity practicum experience he chose to accept a teaching
position in KCK. We now have had a total of 8 students placed at the Kauffman School for the diversity practicum. This charter
school began with a fifth grade class and now are up to a tenth grade class. The mission of this charter school is to have 100% of
their graduates go to college and it would be an excellent opportunity to have students from the first graduating class in two years
to attend Baker.

m: Areas for Improvement (ITP) 5 Provider Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement

The EPP lacks relevant, representative, cumulative and actionable measures to make decisions about
candidate performance.

Baker’s Undergraduate SOE (USOE) held its annual data retreat on August 7, 2019. The data review and analysis covered the
academic year 2018-2019 data collected from EPP assessments, program assessments, program outcomes, and course
assessments. The program assessments, specifically for professional skills survey and dispositions were validated by the Validity
and Reliability Committee (VRC) by fall 2019. Reviewing and analyzing data is a programmatic process that has been in place for
years at Baker University. Faculty thoroughly analyzes data to make decisions about assessments, rubrics, outcomes, and
curriculum. If the data indicate that changes should be made for program improvement and for candidate learning and growth,
then those changes are instituted in the program. Changes progress through the governance process appropriately. The data
considered during the retreat also impacts the state required program review process as designated by our state/CAEP
partnership. The discussions faculty have during the data retreat are integral to the process of program improvement. These
discussions are not recorded but the consensus of the faculty for changes/revisions, no changes, and monitoring are recorded in
the data retreat table.

The USOE EPP assessments have completed the validity component of the validity and reliability process using an expert panel
process. The assessments will be utilized during the 2019-20 academic year and the data will be analyzed by our research



statistician for reliability. The USOE faculty and staff will review the 19-20 data and discussions will be held with the VRC for any
necessary revisions. The data collected will undergo a reliability analysis by the research statistician. The data on reliability will
be reviewed by the USOE faculty and the VRC. Prior information and minutes on the VRC will be uploaded in Section 6 of the
annual report. GSOE EPP assessments are still in process with the VRC.

The Graduate SOE (GSOE) held its annual data retreat on December 11, 2019. The data review and analysis covered the
academic year 2018-19 data collected from EPP assessments, program assessments and outcomes, and course assessments.
None of the program assessments had completed the VRC process yet. Reviewing data and the analysis are a programmatic
process that has been in place since the programs began and data were collected in TaskStream. Data Analysis Tables for both
USOE and GSOE are uploaded into Section 6. If data do not indicate revisions or trend data do not indicate changes needed,
then the program will continue to monitor data and review at the annual data retreat. After 19-20, reliability data collected will be
available to VRC and research statistician. To date, VRC members have reviewed:

Document Ed.D. MSSE MSSL

Dispositions Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020

Professional Skills Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020 Final 3-2-2020

Data are shared with USOE’s Council of Undergraduate Teacher Education (CUTE), Education Advisory Council (EAC), and with
GSOE'’s Graduate Education Department (GED) and Graduate Education Council (GEC). Both councils have stakeholders in
membership. Data have been shared electronically in the past with a request for input and questions. In GSOE, the adjunct
faculty are active practitioners in PK-12 educational settings. The adjunct faculty have input on curriculum, assessments, and
rubrics.

On January 26, 2017 School of Education (SOE) Dean, Dr. Marcus Childress established a Validity and Reliability Committee.
The committee was directed to begin the process and procedures to determine validity and reliability for USOE and GSOE
assessments and rubrics. He requested that they review the CAEP assessment rubric to guide the process. Content validity was
established for USOE assessments and rubrics and were included in 2019-2020 handbooks. They were implemented during that
academic year. The committee recorded minutes during 2016-2017, 2017-2018 and 2018-19 and will be uploaded as evidence in
Section 6.

From 2016-2017 to October 1, 2019, Baker’s former Director of Assessment and Accreditation has developed with two other
private college EPP heads a clinical observation tool that is aligned to the INTASC standards. In conjunction with REL Central
and Marzano Associates, Baker and seven other private colleges established validity and reliability for this tool, Kansas Clinical
Assessment Tool (K-CAT, previously called SOAR) which will be utilized by USOE for student teaching. Validity and reliability
data have been collected and analyzed by REL Central and Marzano. The factor analysis and reliability data from the REL
Central study will be uploaded into Section 6. The instrument has high reliability. The factor analysis indicated that the
performance indicators are highly related across the standards which is how the INTASC standards were developed so that did
not seem surprising. REL Central developed a comprehensive Excel tool to assist collecting individual IHE data and then
compiling automatically the state wide data. All participating institutions collected data through 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2019-20.

m: Areas for Improvement (ITP) 5 Provider Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement

The EPP's Quality Assurance System does not ensure that alumni and employers are involved in program
evaluation, improvement, and identification of models of excellence.

The Undergraduate School of Education (USOE) experienced a gradual decline in employer response rates to surveys. Based
on this trend, the department decided to develop focus groups meeting on the Zoom videoconferencing platform. Baker is aware
that school districts are inundated with surveys from all EPPs in the state and we felt that the Zoom focus groups would assist in
obtaining employer feedback on our graduates as first through third year teachers. We believe that Zoom-based focus groups
will enable us to gather rich data from our alumni and their employers as well as provide them with opportunities to share their
stories/data with us at time and place more convenient for their busy schedules. Recordings of the 2018 USOE graduate focus
groups were shared with our research analyst. As our research analyst observed the past Zoom focus groups, she had some
recommendations to help us refine the interview process more scientifically to enable it to be more objective along with
consistent follow up questions to insure validity. Our plan to accomplish this is to have a single interviewer trained (for one year's
time minimum) to dig deeper to gather more details with each of our graduate volunteers in the focus group. Focus groups will
consist of smaller groupings of 2-3 persons. Ideally, the goal after program completion will be 10 graduates and 5 employers to
be scheduled in smaller groupings. To match CAEP goals for gathering program impact data in an initial program, our research
analyst will work on refining our focus questions with consistent follow up questions to target strengths and weaknesses to
promote continuous improvement thereby addressing CAEP's goals. Invitations for focus group volunteers will come from
advisors to take advantage of the strong (persuasive) relationships.

We plan to use MAXQDA to analyze our qualitative data for the following reasons: 1) coding is made easy with drag, drop, color
assignments, and good coding visualization; 2) can analyze audio and video without transcript; 3) can generate professional
report; 4) works well with textual data; 5) easy to learn and all relevant pieces of a project can be seen on one screen. When
Baker reaches a critical mass of 30 on focus groups of the new-improved instruments, data will be collected so the research
statistician will conduct reliability studies on the focus group responses. The results of the data collected will be shared with the
USOE’s CUTE and EAC.

EPP-wide dispositions and professional skills instruments have been validated during 2018-20 and will be added to TaskStream



and administered beginning fall 2020. Data collected using the new rubrics for a year on all programs (USOE, MSSE, MSSL,
Ed.D.) will then be studied for reliability by our research analysts.

All EPP data are reviewed, analyzed and recommendations are made during the annual data retreat. This is a programmatic
process that has been a part of the evaluation plan and process for many years. In past years our survey data informed our
program improvement. A few changes were made in response to the data. USOE developed a specific course on classroom
management in response to graduates’ and employers’ responses. USOE also added some technology due to data responses.
We added 20 Chromebooks, 20 iPads, Promethean Boards in two classrooms and adjusted curriculum in our educational
technology course. The department added a Swivl camera for use in Baker classrooms, candidate use in PK-12 classrooms, and
clinical observations. An eyeball camera and speaker/microphone was purchased for internal use for Zoom meetings with faculty
and candidates. USOE has revised their technology plan and is still continuing that process.

The data retreat analysis and recommendations institute changes in programs. Rubrics are revised as are assessments based
on data. These changes are seen in the Data Analysis Tables that are uploaded in Section 6.

Baker monitors candidate progress through semester updates on program requirements for USOE and program requirements for
GSOE. Candidates are informed if progress is not made. Consultations with advisor and/or department chair and/or dean are
conducted as necessary for program update for candidate progress or develop a plan to meet program requirements. Program
requirements are clearly defined in each program handbook. USOE candidates are oriented to the handbook in ED 243. GSOE
candidates are informed about program requirements during program orientation about the electronic handbook which can be
located in their cohort Moodle shell. Their progress is also monitored by academic advisors who have been strategically assigned
to the MSSE, MSSL and Ed.D. cohorts.

Section 6. Continuous Improvement
CAEP Standard 5

The provider maintains a quality assurance system comprised of valid data from multiple measures, including evidence of
candidates' and completers' positive impact on P-12 student learning and development. The provider supports continuous
improvement that is sustained and evidence-based, and that evaluates the effectiveness of its completers. The provider
uses the results of inquiry and data collection to establish priorities, enhance program elements and capacity, and test
innovations to improve completers' impact on P-12 student learning and development.

CAEP Standard 5, Component 5.3
The provider regularly and systematically assesses performance against its goals and relevant standards, tracks results
over time, tests innovations and the effects of selection criteria on subsequent progress and completion, and uses results
to improve program elements and processes.

6.1 Summarize any data-driven EPP-wide or programmatic modifications, innovations, or changes planned,
worked on, or completed in the last academic year. This is an opportunity to share targeted continuous
improvement efforts your EPP is proud of. Focus on one to three major efforts the EPP made and the
relationship among data examined, changes, and studying the results of those changes.

¢ Describe how the EPP regularly and systematically assessed its performance against its goals or the CAEP standards.
e What innovations or changes did the EPP implement as a result of that review?
e How are progress and results tracked? How will the EPP know the degree to which changes are improvements?

The following questions were created from the March 2016 handbook for initial-level programs sufficiency criteria for
standard 5, component 5.3 and may be helpful in cataloguing continuous improvement.

e What quality assurance system data did the provider review?

e What patterns across preparation programs (both strengths and weaknesses) did the provider identify?

e How did the provider use data/evidence for continuous improvement?

e How did the provider test innovations?

* What specific examples show that changes and program modifications can be linked back to evidence/data?

* How did the provider document explicit investigation of selection criteria used for Standard 3 in relation to
candidate progress and completion?

e How did the provider document that data-driven changes are ongoing and based on systematic assessment of
performance, and/or that innovations result in overall positive trends of improvement for EPPs, their candidates,
and P-12 students?

The following thoughts are derived from the September 2017 handbook for advanced-level programs
How was stakeholders' feedback and input sought and incorporated into the evaluation, research, and decision-making
activities?

Each year, Baker University schedules separate annual data retreats for both the Undergraduate School of Education (USOE) and
the Graduate School of Education (GSOE). USOE and GSOE faculty review the data, analyze, and make recommendations based
upon the data during each data retreat. Each department examines EPP-wide assessments/rubrics/data and program
assessments/rubrics/data during the meetings. As a follow-up, we track the changes made during the academic year. Each



department in the School of Education reviews longitudinal data to identify trends. (5.4)

The GSOE made several recommendations after analyzing the data.

» Faculty recommended a more-thorough orientation for new faculty and adjuncts. Although all new faculty/adjuncts are
oriented/informed of policies and procedures for each program, a need to better-orient new faculty/adjuncts to work with
TaskStream is critical. TaskStream (Watermark) is an integral piece of our data collection process, so new faculty/adjuncts must be
more-thoroughly instructed on how to utilize more of its features, enter data and monitor their classes. (5.4)

» The Ed.D. PK-12 faculty in Educational Leadership previously expressed an interest to examine Praxis data by individual
candidates (test scores and category scores for last 3 years), because test samples are below 5 and no aggregate data are
available. While the question was posed to track data by previous experiences and licensure (teacher, building administrator,
central office, administrator) to determine impact Praxis scores, the new tests implemented by ETS PRAXIS present a challenge.
The “N” needs to be larger to make any analysis or program changes to respond to Praxis data. (A.1.1, A.5.4)

The Master of Science in School Leadership (MSSL) program team made the recommendation to continue to monitor candidates’
writing ability that is tracked through TaskStream. Changes to the writing rubric were made at the 2016-2017 data retreat and
continues to be analyzed at retreats annually. (A.5.3, A.5.4) During the 17-18 data retreat, the recommendation was made to add a
sample piece of data to instructor orientation in order to discuss Baker’s expectation of rigor. Also a discussion of rubric scoring
with adjunct faculty will take place during orientation. A few rubrics are being revised with practitioner adjunct instructors and the
director of the MSSL program. This process requires P-12 practitioner input. Data indicated a need to re-evaluate a summative
assessment/rubric and then upload to TaskStream for the next cohort possible. (A.5.3, A.5.5).

The Master of Science in Special Education (MSSE) program team made the decision to review all curricula to realign to new state
standards for special education standards for licensure. This cumbersome endeavor has taken most of 2017-2019, involving
stakeholders in this process. Faculty met via Zoom and followed-up with email discussion. This process also involved revising
some assessments and rubrics to align them to the new standards. This will impact the program’s data collection on TaskStream.
The program coordinator completed a new Curriculum Guide for MSSE. (A.5.3, A.5.4)

The USOE analysis and recommendations addressed the following areas. USOE students will take remedial courses (more
beneficial) instead of retaking the isolated C-Base test again to improve missing skills. Students will complete an official application
to the School of Education at the end of the ED 100 Introduction to Education course thus producing more accurate data such as
Cum GPA, graduation rates, etc. Redesigned online format of ED 313 will prepare students with a different format thereby creating
flexible learning styles. New rubrics in TaskStream will be updated by licensure officer. Faculty working on multiple sample lesson
plans in handbook as a guide. KSDE will be permitting the Kansas Performance Teaching Portfolio (KPTP) to be used through
2020-21 but with local scoring. ED 366-368 Global Flipped Classroom E-pres course title changed to ED 366-368 Global Flipped
Classroom - Electronic Presentation. ED 440 Developmental Portfolio Elementary/ED 460 Developmental Portfolio Secondary
rubric updated (removed “notebook” and now being completed electronically, i.e. Google Doc). ED 450/470/480 Lesson Plan
Writing — Department will revise the rubric so it will be adaptable for any content area. Department will work on clarifying advising
process to promote USOE student success. (1.3) (5.4)

All programs made several recommendations for change based upon data. The Data Analysis Tables are uploaded in section 6.
Each year during the data retreat, many recommendations are made for program improvement and although not all are substantive
in nature, they are still data-driven. The data and recommendations are shared with stakeholders through USOE, CUTE, and EAC
and for GSOE with GED and GEC (all described in AFI 5.1)(5.5). The academic year 16-17 focused on preparation for our April
2017 accreditation visit. During the 2017-2019, Baker’'s major focus has been organizing and conducting a validity and reliability
process (facilitated by the Reliability and Validity Committee) with both undergraduate and graduate EPP-wide assessments
(professional skills and disposition). This process involved many of our resources and stakeholders to begin the validity work.
Members of our Educator Advisory Council serve as expert panel members. Next, we will follow-through for determining reliability
as we collect data in 2018-2020. Additionally, state standards for many of our EPP programs are being updated this year so faculty
will be reviewing curriculum, projects and assessments to make sure students and candidates are being prepared for their
responsibilities appropriately. All handbooks are updated each year and syllabi are reviewed annually. The new assessments and
rubrics will be included in the 2019-2020 handbooks and uploaded to TaskStream.

Tag the standard(s) or component(s) to which the data or changes apply.

3.1 Recruits and supports high-quality and diverse candidate pool

4.1 Completer impact on student growth and learning

4.2 Completer effectiveness via observations and/or student surveys

4.3 Employer satisfaction

5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and actionable data.

Upload data results or documentation of data-driven changes.



.@ Std_5.1_CAEP_USOE_VRC_minutes.pdf

.@ Std_5.1_322020_GSOE_VRC_minutes.docx.pdf

.@ Std_1.1_5.1_5.2_factor_analysis_on_KCAT_(SOAR).pdf
.@ Std_1.1_5.1_5.2_reliabilty_from_REL_Central_Study.pdf

]

Std_1.1_1.3_5.1_5.2_5.3_5.4_5.5_201819_USOE_Assessment_Data_Analysis_Action_Taken_TAlI
E.pdf

.@ Std_Adv_1.1_5.1_5.2 5.3_5.4_5.5_20182019_MSSLAssmtDataAnalysisChgsTable.pdf

.@ Std_Adv_1.1_5.1_5.2 5.3_5.4_5.5_20182019_Ed.D_PK12_AssmtDataAnalysisChgsTable.pdf
c@Jﬂ Std_4.1_4.2_4.3_5.2_Graduate_questions_and_Employer_questions_for_focus_group.docx.pdf
.@ Std_3.1_Washington_HS_field_trips_1819.pdf

6.2 Would the provider be willing to share highlights, new initiatives, assessments, research, scholarship, or s
activities during a CAEP Conference or in other CAEP Communications?

O Yes ©No
6.3 Optional Comments

Baker's website department spokesperson indicates that updates to www.bakeru.edu/caep will be completed by the end of April
2020.

Section 8: Preparer's Authorization

Preparer's authorization. By checking the box below, | indicate that | am authorized by the EPP to complete the 2020
EPP Annual Report.

I am authorized to complete this report.

Report Preparer's Information

Name: |Dr. Pam Best
Position: |Director of Assessment and Accreditation
Phone: 913.344.1249

E-mail: |pbest@bakeru.edu

I understand that all the information that is provided to CAEP from EPPs seeking initial accreditation, continuing accreditation
or having completed the accreditation process is considered the property of CAEP and may be used for training, research and
data review. CAEP reserves the right to compile and issue data derived from accreditation documents.

CAEP Accreditation Policy
Policy 6.01 Annual Report

An EPP must submit an Annual Report to maintain accreditation or accreditation-eligibility. The report is opened for data
entry each year in January. EPPs are given 90 days from the date of system availability to complete the report.

CAEP is required to collect and apply the data from the Annual Report to:

Monitor whether the EPP continues to meet the CAEP Standards between site visits.

Review and analyze stipulations and any AFIs submitted with evidence that they were addressed.

Monitor reports of substantive changes.

Collect headcount completer data, including for distance learning programs.

Monitor how the EPP publicly reports candidate performance data and other consumer information on its website.

AN

CAEP accreditation staff conduct annual analysis of AFIs and/or stipulations and the decisions of the Accreditation Council to
assess consistency.



Failure to submit an Annual Report will result in referral to the Accreditation Council for review. Adverse action may result.
Policy 8.05 Misleading or Incorrect Statements

The EPP is responsible for the adequacy and accuracy of all information submitted by the EPP for accreditation purposes,
including program reviews, self-study reports, formative feedback reports and addendums and site visit report responses,
and information made available to prospective candidates and the public. In particular, information displayed by the EPP
pertaining to its accreditation and Title II decision, term, consumer information, or candidate performance (e.g., standardized
test results, job placement rates, and licensing examination rates) must be accurate and current.

When CAEP becomes aware that an accredited EPP has misrepresented any action taken by CAEP with respect to the EPP
and/or its accreditation, or uses accreditation reports or materials in a false or misleading manner, the EPP will be contacted
and directed to issue a corrective communication. Failure to correct misleading or inaccurate statements can lead to adverse
action.

Acknowledge



