Unit Assessment, Spring 2004
Explanation: This is the first year that multiple sources of data have been collected and analyzed as part of the total COE Unit Assessment System. In reviewing program-specific Program Improvement Plans, a number of program strengths have been identified. First, a few programs have made great strides in creating and/or strengthening their assessment systems. Programs in Counseling, History, Media and Instructional Technology, Business Education, and School Improvement are collecting multiple forms of data  (e.g., advising surveys, midpoint surveys, graduates and employer surveys, follow-up interviews/focus groups, etc.) at various checkpoints (admission, in-program, at graduation, after graduation), and are using these data for ongoing program evaluation and improvement. Second, feedback from the new unit assessments (ETEP, GTEP, GSSC, GSSM, TEFEE) reveal that students, graduates, and employers are pleased with the ways in which our programs prepare educators, and almost all graduates/program completers who provided us with feedback said that they would or had recommended our programs to friends and/or colleagues. 
Specific program weaknesses are described in the Program Improvement Plans completed by faculty for each program area:

Praxis II Scores.  Although our overall Praxis II pass rates are high, in some areas (Art Making, English, Health/PE (content knowledge), Interrelated Special Education (knowledge base), Mathematics, Middle Grades Science, Broadfield Social Science (interpretation of materials), Praxis II pass rates are below 80%. In other areas, such as Educational Leadership, Praxis II pass rates are above 80% but have been declining over the past years. Steps have been or are being taken, however, to respond to low and declining scores. For example, faculty in the Art Department analyzed their Praxis II scores, determined that too few candidates were passing the Art Making test, and talked to candidates to determine how they could be better prepared. Candidates indicated that the majority of the test required writing essays and that they were unable to complete the essays in the allotted time. Art faculty are now working with candidates on their writing skills and have made timed-writing activities part of the coursework. In the Department of Educational Leadership and Professional Studies, faculty are analyzing Praxis II pass rates, scores on test subcategories, and candidate admission records to determine whether a change in admission standards for the L-5 program has impacted Praxis II pass rates. 
One difficulty in using the Praxis II score reports sent by ETS is that scores reflect groups and subgroups rather than individual students. In some cases, individuals reflected in group and subgroup scores may not have completed a program related to the Praxis II test area. Also, some candidates take the Praxis II test early in their programs rather than at the end of their programs. It is imperative that we begin to look at individual candidate’s Praxis II test scores. One way that this might be accomplished is to insist that candidates take an official copy of their Praxis II scores to the Certification Officer prior to receiving recommendation for certification. These scores could be input into the student database, which would allow us to more effectively analyze scores. In addition, we would be able to provide score reports to programs that accurately reflect how well candidates prepared by that program perform on Praxis II after or at completion of the program. A number of programs (Biology, Early Childhood, Educational Leadership, History, Special Education) have requested this level of data, and it should be a top priority for us to supply it. 
Conceptual Framework Commitments/Descriptors: Analysis of the TEFEE, GTEP, and GSSC indicate that all programs need to consider the ways in which they prepare educators who are culturally sensitive, collaborative, and lifelong learners. We also need to clarify the ways in which we measure these commitments, particularly during field experiences/practica/internships. One issue to discuss is clearly defining these commitments in operational terms that can be measured. We also need to ensure that course content and experiences provide candidates with opportunities to demonstrate cultural sensitivity, collaboration, and lifelong learning.
Another area of focus must be on working with programs to ensure that activities and assignments in courses, particularly in field experiences/practica/internships are aligned with Conceptual Framework commitments and with NCATE Standard 1 Elements. Though this was discussed with faculty several times during the last and current academic years, we have still not made sufficient progress in this area. Faculty need support and assistance in designing these assignments and activities, and we should make available a number of professional development opportunities to support this work.

Validity, Reliability, and Credibility of Evaluation Instruments: Analysis of the TEFEE indicates that university and site supervisors had difficulty assessing candidates’ ability to collaborate, engage in lifelong learning, be adaptive, be proactive, demonstrate empathy, and plan, monitor, adapt, and evaluate instruction. On eight TEFEE items, between 6% and 20% of supervisors left the item blank or chose “not applicable.” This indicates a lack of understanding in how to appropriately and effectively use the TEFEE. Although the TEFEE is going through a second revision stage now with the Field Experience Advisory Committee, it is imperative that university and site supervisors are trained in using any and all instruments that are used to evaluate our candidates in the field. Faculty (particularly Maxine Newsome in C&I) are working to create rubrics that clarify ways to measure candidates’ performance. We also need to ensure that once these rubrics are developed and validated, all individuals who supervise field experiences/practica/internship will be trained to use them. 
Regarding other instruments, now that we have gone through several pilot-tests of the GSSC and GSSM, we need to consider ways to modify these instruments so that they more accurately assess program-specific goals and outcomes. Because each department and/or program defines the Conceptual Framework commitments to align with its particular mission, instruments need to be adapted to align with those missions. For example, the Media Specialist program and the Educational Leadership program have different goals for their candidates in terms of being a Leader. For that reason, these programs should be measuring their particular definition of Leader, rather than a generic, one-size-fits-all definition of Leader. In the coming year, each Department will discuss the ways in which it defines the Conceptual Framework commitments, existing evaluation instruments should be reviewed to determine their alignment with these definitions, and evaluation instruments should be adapted accordingly. This work will need to be supported by the Assessment Coordinator and/or other individuals with assessment and evaluation experience. 
The direction that the College of Education has taken in the area of Unit Assessment indicates a strong commitment to ongoing program and unit evaluation. Though we are approximately a year behind schedule in our assessment system, we made great strides in the past two years that have led to the development of new evaluation instruments and assessment strategies. The Assessment Chair met with faculty in various programs a number of times in the last year to provide assistance and guidance in data collection and analysis. This level of support needs to continue and needs to be enhanced. Department Chairs, faculty, and staff from all programs related to education (including colleagues in Business and Arts & Sciences) need to be provided with ongoing professional development activities related to data collection, analysis, and program improvement. We need to continue to work on our efforts to centralize and standardize data collection, which will require working with ITS, the Graduate School, the Office of Institutional Research, and the COE Dean’s office staff. Currently, the means by which we pull data for analysis, particularly through ITS, makes aggregated data analysis an extremely time-consuming process. Also, a database from which to pull admission data on graduate students must be made available through the Graduate School, and we must ensure that the data accurately portray the GPAs and GRE scores that are used to admit students.
Unit assessment is a continuous, dynamic process that works best when stakeholders contribute to its ongoing development. It is clear that faculty and administrative stakeholders at UWG desire to contribute in this way, but they need support to do so, and we must make a commitment to provide that support to them. 

Comments from individual Program Improvement Plans are listed here, and 
provide program-level information that is relevant to Unit Assessment:
Art Education: The Art Department is currently engaged in a self-study regarding collection/analysis of data as a part of NASAD accreditation.

Biology: Faculty have requested training in assessment strategies.

Business Education: Faculty utilize a program-specific employer survey, and faculty have used feedback from the survey to increase candidates’ community involvement, incorporate additional school law training in coursework, and enhance training in classroom management skills. The faculty request assistance in the assessment of candidate content knowledge and candidates’ impact on student performance. 

Counseling: The program has used assessment results to formulate a plan for integrating more practical courses into the curriculum.

Early Childhood Education: A significant problem noted by faculty is the organization of the initial preparation program related to the way in which field experiences are infused into methods courses. Faculty are unable to provide the level of supervision needed during field experiences due to workload structures. A major concern is that with the number of candidates faculty members must supervise—in addition to their other teaching and professional responsibilities—faculty cannot provide feedback, instruction, and support for our initial candidates. A Plan is in place to change structure of the program, but additional support may be necessary to ensure that initial preparation candidates receive adequate supervision.

Earth Science: Faculty feel that data sharing across colleges needs to be improved. In addition, Arts & Science faculty need assistance in understanding the accreditation process and how to write accreditation reports.
Educational Leadership: Data from a variety of sources indicated problems with the internship course that M.Ed. and L-5 candidates complete. ELPS faculty have worked over the past several months to restructure the internship. 

History: Faculty members have developed an assessment system that involves surveying graduates and following graduates’ employment history. Past departmental assessment led the History program to revise its advisement system.
Media & Instructional Technology: Assessment reports would be more helpful if provided each semester. Department needs assistance in transferring its assessment system to an online format. MIT needs help with data collection and analysis for various selected sites where large groups of graduates are employed.

Reading: Graduates identified weak areas of preparation—collaboration/shared-decision making; preparing, designing, and assessing effectiveness of culturally and ethnically diverse students; and taking responsibility for educational decisions. 

School Improvement: Weak areas (clarification of scope/sequence of program, advising, attrition) have been noted and the Ed.D. Committee and subcommittees have worked continuously to refine procedures, courses, and sequencing of courses. Assessment needs: must be continuous, centralized, and depends on faculty support and cooperation.

Spanish/French: major difficulty is finding appropriate field placements, due in part to statewide budget cuts that have resulted in cutting foreign language programs at the elementary and middle school levels. Assessment needs: faculty need training in assessment.

p. 1

