Program Improvement Plan  

Department:  Special Education & Speech-Language Pathology      Academic Year: 2003-2004
Program:  Special Education Programs: B.S.Ed. program in Special Education-Mental Retardation, Nondegree Initial Certification program in Mental Retardation, Nondegree Initial Certification program in Learning Disabilities/Behavior Disorders, M.Ed. program in Interrelated Special Education, Add-On Certification program in Interrelated Special Education, Add-On Certification program in Learning Disabilities/Behavior Disorders, Ed.S. program in Special Education (Administration and Curriculum Specialist tracks)

	1.
Did the summary report and/or other sources of information indicate any particularly 
strong areas in the program? If so, list these areas and cite the data sources that 
indicated these strong areas.


	Areas of Strength
	Data Sources

	Quality of Faculty: e.g., accessible, quality teaching, helpful, knowledgeable, committed, positive influence
	· Program Completers Survey (current version and previous version)

· Midpoint Survey for graduate students

· Recruitment Questionnaire

· Office of Public Relations letters/forms completed by graduating students

· Course/Instructor evaluations

· Awards earned by faculty (e.g., Paul Harris Fellow Award, UWG nominee for Regents’ Teaching Excellence award, UWG Teacher of the Year from SGA)

	Value of Field Experiences
	· Program Completers Survey (current version and previous version)

· Midpoint Survey for graduate students

· Course/Instructor evaluations

· Student Field Experience Logs/Weekly Reports

	General Program Quality: e.g., reputation in region’s schools, quality of preparation, responsiveness to needs of region
	· Program Completers Survey (current version and previous version)

· Midpoint Survey for graduate students

· Course/Instructor evaluations

· Communications from former students, school personnel, and Community Advisory Board members

· Comprehensive collaborative review of programs and change to meet pedagogical and regional needs

· Increasing enrollment (based on departmental analyses; subsequent to drop apparently influenced by semester conversion and drastic changes in programs)

	Praxis II Scores (also reflecting general program quality)


	Although indications are that students in SED programs have done well on Praxis II tests, faculty in this department believe that these data should be used only with extreme caution; without names of test takers, data cannot be examined for accuracy, completeness, or factors potentially influencing results.

	Quality of Students: 
	· Average GPA at the time of admission to Teacher Education for B.S.Ed. SED students is 3.20

· Average GPAs in Area F courses indicate students in SED do as well or better than students in other programs at UWG

· Data from various forms used to evaluate performance in field experiences, including the TEFEE

· Communication from school personnel and Community Advisory Board members

· Departmental estimate that 80-85% of graduating students (SED & SLP combined) go on to graduate or professional schools 

	Collaborative Work by Faculty
	· Departmental faculty meeting minutes/records

· Departmental committee structure

· State Improvement Grant (with Reading faculty and Haralson Co. Schools) funded and in operation

· Comprehensive collaborative review of programs and change to meet pedagogical and regional needs

· Scheduling of classes – Department developed and responded to Summer School (Scheduling) Questionnaire; increased satisfaction was noted on the subsequent year’s Questionnaire

	Child Change Data (demonstration of ability to bring pupils from diverse groups to high levels of achievement)
	· Requirement for child change projects in all certification programs is reflected in field experience course syllabi and instructor grading

· Two selected child change projects are presented in portfolios (programs in Mental Retardation; NDIC program in LD/BD)

· Analysis of projects for graduates of the B.S.Ed. program in SED-MR showed that skills in 13 different areas were taught to pupils at all 4 levels of MR. Program graduates in 2002 achieved skill targets for approximately 80% of their projects; program graduates in 2003 achieved skill targets for approximately 96% of their projects.


	2.
Did the summary report and/or other sources of information indicate any weak areas 
in the program? If so, list these areas and cite the data sources that indicated these 
weak areas.


	Areas of Weakness
	Data Sources

	Low Faculty Numbers, Instability within Department have impacted programs
	· Department and faculty annual reports

· Departmental faculty meeting minutes/records

· Departmental committee structure

· Midpoint survey for graduate students

· Communications from students, school personnel, and Community Advisory Board members

	Course Offerings: There were desires expressed for classes to be offered more often, for courses to be provided simultaneously at multiple sites throughout UWG’s service area, for courses to be offered during the same term at 2+ different times, and for more courses to be available through distance learning.
	· Midpoint Survey for graduate students

· Communications from students, school personnel, and Community Advisory Board members

· Note that some of these data conflict with results of the Summer School (Scheduling) Questionnaire which was administered to a large number of students from various programs

	Course Requirements: There were desires expressed for less work to be expected in coursework.
	· Midpoint Survey for graduate students

· Course/Instructor evaluations

· Comments from students

	Planning/Coordination Between Departments: need for more coordination between departments regarding course offerings (scheduling)
	· Departmental faculty meeting minutes/records

· Midpoint Survey for graduate students


	3. What specific plan do you have for addressing weak areas in the program?




A new department chairperson is scheduled to start his duties in the Summer, 2004 term and we hope to be more completely staffed by the Fall, 2004 term. We also hope to be able to obtain more complete and varied assessment data by the Fall term. At that point we should be in a better position to ascertain and examine needs in individual programs and to develop priorities and a timeline for actions to be taken. The department will continue to work cooperatively with other stakeholders in program examination and revision, especially through our interactions with public school personnel.

	4.
What changes were made in your program based on last year’s program improvement 
plan and what were the effects of these changes?


No program improvement plan using this format was requested previously. Department personnel have continued to update and revise the department’s Strategic Plan on a regular basis. (See department annual reports.)

	5.
Do you have any recommendations for the Assessment Coordinator and/or the 
Assessment Advisory Committee regarding the assessment system or unit evaluation? 
Are additional data sources needed? Do faculty need training in assessment strategies? 
Have any problems with data collection instruments been noted?


Special education program personnel plan to address this item more extensively at another opportunity. However, some of the points discussed recently include the following:

*We are concerned that repeated requests for data that we feel could be helpful to us, has been made available in the past, and we are told is currently available within the COE is still not being provided to departments/programs. We are thinking specifically of information related to Praxis II scores.

*We are concerned that the emphasis appears to be on sources of data that are considered useful because they reflect the COE Conceptual Framework are being analyzed and supported by the College, rather than sources of data that are particularly useful to us in evaluating performance of our students in critical areas. We are thinking specifically about evaluation of field experiences.

*We are concerned that the Assessment Committee does not seem to actually function as a committee and that input into assessments and data analysis may be unduly restricted. (We realize that one cause of this issue could be the nature of the committee members, as opposed to an administrative intent.) As part of this, we are concerned that the people making decisions may not have insight into the full range of types and levels of programs in the COE, particularly in initial preparation.

*We are concerned that assessment instruments are being used substantially differently by various programs, departments, and individuals. We are also concerned that efforts have not been made to rectify problems with instrumentation and implementation when such efforts have been planned and the existence of problems is known.

*We noted a few specific issues with certain instruments and these issues could use further discussion. For example, the Midpoint Survey of Graduate Students appears to be highly influenced by where students are in their program. Is the “Not Sure” response to some items because students haven’t experienced them or because they’re not sure if they agree or not with a statement about that experience?

