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

      Yes.  Our candidates did well on the PRAXIS II Reading Specialist Exam.  The results of this exam would indicate that current and relevant information is being presented in our courses and is being applied by our candidates.  In all four sub-categories included on the exam, our candidates scored approximately 10 percentile points better than the national average. These categories include: theoretical and knowledge bases of reading, application of theoretical and knowledge bases of reading instruction, application of theoretical and knowledge bases in diagnosis and assessment, and reading leadership.   In three of the four sub-categories, our candidates scored higher than the state average.  

Midpoint and program completer surveys, which were designed to provide candidate input, were analyzed.   The data (N=20) from the midpoint surveys revealed that candidates “agreed” and “strongly agreed” that information learned in courses was useful to their jobs and that faculty members were committed to their success.   While only a few candidates (N=3) took the completers survey, the data was still informative.  Candidates “agreed” or “strongly agreed” to the following propositions:  they were prepared to increase student learning, they were prepared to become leaders, they were prepared to continually seek improvement, they were prepared to adapt curriculum, they were prepared to collaborate with colleagues, they were prepared to be sensitive to students and families while making decisions, they were prepared to teach content, and they were prepared to reflect on practice.  Program completers also noted that the requirement of developing a portfolio was “somewhat useful” or “very useful” to them.
2.  Did the summary report indicate any weak areas in the program?  If so, list these areas and cite the data sources that indicate these weak areas.
      No weak areas were indicated.  However, two areas of concern were noted. (1.) Of the ten candidates who took the PRAXIS II Reading Specialist Exam last year, 2 (20%) did not meet the state passing score of 580.  However, 8 (80%) of our candidates did meet or surpass the state passing score.   While it is a strong desire of our faculty to see all of our candidates meet or surpass the state criteria, the fact that 2 did not pass on their first attempt does not necessarily indicate a weakness.  The national average score on this exam was a 560 while the average score for our candidates was a 645. (2.)  In one sub-category of the exam, our candidates did not perform as well as the average for the state.  In the sub-category Application of Theoretical and Knowledge Bases of Reading Instruction, our candidates’ average fell at the 74th percentile while the state average fell at the 75th percentile. 
      Midpoint and program completer surveys were analyzed for weaknesses.  Negative responses to some of the propositions, though not a large percentage, did indicate a possible need for improvement.  The data (N=20) from the midpoint surveys revealed that a few candidates “disagreed” or were “not sure” with the following propositions: that program requirements are clearly communicated,  that program requirements are reasonable, that faculty are accessible, that sufficient feedback on academic progress is given, that the program is responsive to their input, that advisement is helpful, that the internship/practicum experiences are meaningful, that distance classes provide meaningful learning experiences,  and that courses are available when and where they need them.  Program completer surveys indicated that attention might be warranted in the following areas: collaboration with parents and community members in shared decision-making; preparing, designing, and assessing the effectiveness of instructional strategies that meet the needs of culturally and ethnically diverse students;  and preparing to take responsibility for educational decisions. 
3.  What specific plan do you have for addressing weak areas in the program?  List the steps the program/department will take to strengthen the weak areas:

      A matrix was developed for candidates to complete at the end of each course.  The matrix cross-lists course goals with degrees of proficiency.  Candidates complete the matrix by identifying their perceived levels of proficiency on each course goal.  Candidates are further asked to provide evidence and artifacts from their coursework and from the classes they teach to support their perceptions. The data collected from these on-going course matrices provide valuable information for planning course content and informing instruction.  Further, a block of time in future reading faculty meetings will be given to examining the data from the matrices as well as PRAXIS II scores as they relate to instructional/content coverage in our courses. Faculty will identify and focus on areas of weakness (i.e., application of theory) and determine what course adjustments are warranted.  
What timeline is proposed for these changes?  

These changes are will be enacted immediately.
How will you solicit input on changes form other stakeholders (e.g., faculty from the 
Colleges of Arts and Sciences and/or Business, community stakeholders, etc.)? 
      Surveys will be developed to gather input/perceptions from employers concerning how our graduates are performing in their schools.

4.  What changes were made in your program based on last year’s improvement plan and what were the effects of these changes?  
While our faculty looked at data and considered programmatic changes last year, a program improvement plan was not filed.  However, the need to revise our comprehensive final was noted and revisions are currently being made. 
5.  What is your overall evaluation of your program (include strengths and weaknesses)?

      We have a strong program maintained by well-qualified faculty and appropriate course work.  Data suggest our program is producing reading specialists who possess greater knowledge when compared to candidates from other programs in the state and nation.  The faculty of our program is dedicated to the success of all candidates and will strive for a 100% passing rate on the PRAXIS II exam.

Midpoint and program completer surveys indicated a need to examine some finer point of the program such as advising, providing a rationale for some of the course requirements, and exploring the nature and use of distance learning courses (WebCT).  

6.  Do you have recommendations for the assessment coordinator and/or the Assessment    Advisory Committee regarding the assessment system or unit of evaluation?

The narrative responses provided on the midpoint and program completer surveys were informative, but in one instance identified a professor and discussed a textbook used in class.  I not sure comments of this type should be included on the summary data that would be shared with all faculty of a program.  This type of input would be warranted on a course evaluation, but not program evaluations.   While the comment about the professor was a nice comment, there is a possibility that someone might take the opportunity to say something negative (to vent) about a professor in the future. 
