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California State University, Fresno (08-10)
Section A-1
Contextual Information
Agriculture Specialist
California State University, Fresno is one of 23 universities in the California State University
system. Fresno State began as a normal school in 1911 and has a strong history of service and
preparation of education professionals. Fresno State’s last joint visit (NCATE/CCTC) was in
March 2006. The Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development is the Unit
Head that oversees 16 programs.
The Agriculture Specialist Credential Program at California State University, Fresno is provided
in conjunction with the Single Subject in Agriculture Program through a cooperative
arrangement between the Kremen School of Education and Human Development and the College
of Agricultural Sciences and Technology (CAST). At California State University, Fresno, the
Agricultural Education Degree Program and the Agriculture Specialist Credential Program are
components of the Animal Sciences and Agricultural Education Department. This department is
part of the CAST.
The Agriculture Specialist Credential Program at California State University, Fresno is a fiveyear program. Students must first obtain the Bachelor of Science Degree with a major in
Agricultural Education. To complete the degree, students must complete 39 semester units of
agriculture core subject matter. In addition they must also complete a specialization area
comprised of 15 semester units from one of the following areas:
Agricultural Business
Agricultural Engineering Technology
Animal Sciences
Plant Science
In addition to the specialization area, candidates for admission to the credential program must
also complete 12 semester units of Agricultural Education courses and three units of early field
experience prior to admission to the Agriculture Specialist Credential Program. These courses
include an introductory course, organization, administration, and supervision of agricultural
education programs, education in agricultural mechanics, and agricultural resources and
computer applications.
The post-baccalaureate (fifth-year) program for agricultural education teacher preparation is
structured so candidates, with a combination of undergraduate and graduate professional
education coursework, will concurrently fulfill the requirements for the Single Subject in
Agriculture and Agriculture Specialist Credentials by taking a sequence of 39 semester units of
post-baccalaureate courses.
Subject matter competence and knowledge are documented through completion of the
undergraduate preparation program and verification of 3,000 clock hours of occupational

experience. Candidates complete a form, (T-14), listing their education and leadership records
along with their occupational experience. They also complete a personal interview with a
member of the California State Department of Education Agricultural Education Staff and
provide this individual with a copy of their completed form. The form and interview must be
completed prior to enrolling in the final field experience course.
At the post-baccalaureate level, candidates are enrolled in foundations, content instruction,
psychology, and methods and materials courses. In addition, candidates are enrolled in a field
experience course (EHD 155A, 4 units) during the first semester of their graduate program.
Second semester candidates are enrolled in an additional field experience course (EHD 155B, 10
units) and spend one high school semester student teaching at an approved site. Interns are
required to complete two semesters of EHD 155B (5 units each semester). During their final
semester candidates are also enrolled in two graduate courses that require them to research
and/or apply specific knowledge and skills to problems and issues arising during their final field
experience.
The teaching methods course (CI 161) is taught by an agricultural education faculty member and
is part of both the Single Subject in Agriculture and Agriculture Specialist Credential Programs.
The same is true of the field experience classes. The preferred sequence of courses and activities
in the Agriculture Specialist Credential Program are outlined on the “Agriculture Specialist
Checklist”. This sequence document outlines the design and content of the specialist program
and is provided to all students in the “Introduction to Agricultural Education” course.
From the fall 2008 semester through the spring 2010 semester 24 candidates were enrolled in the
Agriculture Specialist Credential Program and 22 completed the program during this time period.
One candidate received no credit for final student teaching and was offered an opportunity to
enroll again but the candidate chose not to complete the agriculture specialist credential program.
Table 1 below indicates the number of candidates by semester.
Table 1. Agriculture Specialist Enrollment and Completers by Semester 2008-2010
Semester

Initial Student Final Student Interns*
Teachers
Teachers
Fall 2008
7
2
0
Spring 2009
4
7
0
Fall 2009
10
4
0
Spring 2010
3
10
0
Totals
24
23
0
* Interns complete two semesters of final student teaching.

Completers
2
6
4
10
22

Changes since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
• An exit survey was adopted by the unit to be implemented for advanced
credential programs
• Employer survey was reviewed and a unit-wide survey recommended
• A proposal for an Agricultural Education early field experience course was
developed and submitted to college and university curriculum committees.

Date
2008
2008
2008

•
•

The Agricultural Education Early Field Experience Course was approved and
has been taught since the fall semester of 2009.
The Agricultural Education Student Outcomes Assessment Plan is currently
under revision. Following this revision the next graduate and employer survey
will be conducted during the 2011-2012 academic year.

2009
2012

California State University, Fresno (08-10)
Section A-2
Candidate Assessment/Performance & Program Effectiveness Information
Agriculture Specialist
A. Candidate Key Assessments:
1. Portfolio – During the final semester of the credential program each candidate prepares a
professional portfolio that includes a letter of introduction, philosophy statement, resume,
reference letters, sample lesson plan, PowerPoint handout, and photos documenting
candidate accomplishments. Portfolios are evaluated and scored by the Agriculture Specialist
program coordinator and if weaknesses are noted candidates are assisted in strengthening
their portfolio. Candidates are scored by the university supervisor and must score a two or
higher on a four point scale to document competency for the portfolio requirement.
2. Occupational Experience (T-14 Form) – During the semester the candidate is enrolled in the
initial field experience course they complete this form listing their education, leadership, and
occupational experience. Candidates self-rate their level of knowledge in various agricultural
areas on a three point scale and conduct a personal interview with the California Department
of Education Regional Supervisor. The regional supervisor verifies each candidate’s
occupational experience and signs the form which is placed in the candidate’s file.
Candidates are informed of this requirement when they first enroll in the undergraduate
program and those needing additional experience are advised about agricultural positions
available including those on the University Agricultural Laboratory. Candidates must meet
this requirement prior to enrolling in the final field experience course.
3. Agriculture Specialist Exit Evaluation of Objectives – At the completion of the final field
experience course candidates submit a document to the university supervisor that is verified
by the cooperating master teacher indicating the number of Agriculture Specialist
Professional Objectives met by the candidate. This document was developed by a panel of
experts consisting of university supervisors and cooperating master teachers. The panel
identified eleven areas in which candidates are to document professional competency.
Candidates indicate the date the activities for each competency are met and the cooperating
master teacher signs the document to verify the activities were completed. These eleven areas
are consolidated into six broad categories for data reporting purposes.
4. AGRI 281 Project – During the semester the candidate is enrolled in the final field
experience course they are required to identify and research and/or apply specific knowledge
and skills to an agricultural education problem or issue. This project is to be designed to
benefit the school and/or community in which they are student teaching. Candidates submit a
proposal to the university supervisor and cooperating master teacher for approval. Once
approval is received, the candidate conducts the project and submits a written report that
describes the project including objectives, methods and procedures, project requirements,
outcomes, and benefit to the school/community. Scores on the project are assigned by the
university supervisor and are documented on a database.

Summary of Data:
Table 2 provides information on candidates’ scores on the Portfolio requirement for the
Agriculture Specialist Program from fall 2008 through spring 2010. Portfolios are scored at the
completion of the candidates’ final semester in the credential program.
Table 2. Summary of Candidates’ Portfolio Mean Scores and Pass Rate by Semester
Semester
Number Candidates Mean Score*
Percent Passed
Fall 2008
2
4.00
100
Spring 2009
7
3.00
86
Fall 2009
4
3.75
100
Spring 2010
10
4.00
100
* Scores are based on a four point scale, with 2.0 or higher required for proficiency.
Table 3 contains information on the number of clock hours of occupational experience attained
by Agriculture Specialist Candidates. Occupational experience is verified by a State Department
of Education Regional Supervisor prior to admission to the final field experience.
Table 3. Summary of Candidates’ Hours of Occupational Experience by Semester
Semester
Number Candidates Clock Hours Range*
Fall 2008
2
4,800 – 7,056
Spring 2009
7
3,000 – 26,724
Fall 2009
4
3,000 – 32,000
Spring 2010
10
3,260 – 19,200
* A minimum of 3,000 clock hours required for proficiency.

Clock Hours Mean
5,928
8,544
13,943
8,702

Table 4 provides summary data on candidates’ professional competence as assessed on the
Agriculture Specialist Exit Evaluation of Objectives instrument. Professional competencies are
verified by the cooperating master teacher during the candidate’s final field experience. To
successfully complete all activities, the candidate would have completed 14 activities for
Curriculum, 8 for Management, 6 for Guidance, 4 for Public Relations, 3 for FFA, and 5 for
Coordination.
Table 4. Summary of Mean Number of Professional Objectives Completed by Semester
Semester
Fall 2008
Spring 2009
Fall 2009
Spring 2010

Curriculum/
Instruction
14.0
13.8
14.0
14.0

Management

Guidance

7.5
8.0
8.0
7.8

5.0
5.7
5.8
5.7

Public
Relations
4.0
3.2
4.0
3.8

FFA

Coordination

3.0
2.8
2.8
3.0

3.5
4.7
4.3
4.8

Table 5 lists mean scores by semester for student projects completed during the final semester of
the credential program. Projects are scored at the completion of the candidates’ final semester in
the credential program.
Table 5. Summary of Candidates’ AGRI 281 Mean Scores and Pass Rate by Semester
Semester
Number Candidates Mean Score*
Percent Passed
Fall 2008
2
3.00
100
Spring 2009
7
3.43
86
Fall 2009
4
3.50
100
Spring 2010
10
3.80
100
* Scores based on a four point scale, with 2.0 or higher required for proficiency.
B. Addition information collected on completer performance and program effectiveness:
1. Employer Survey – Every three to five years employers are surveyed to determine their
perceptions of the level of preparedness of new teachers from the Agriculture Teacher
Preparation Program. This data is summarized and presented to the Agricultural Education
Program Advisory Committee to assist the committee in making recommendations for
program improvement.
2. Graduate Survey – Every three to five years program completers are surveyed to determine
their perceptions of the level of preparedness for teaching agriculture. This data is also
summarized and presented to the Agricultural Education Program Advisory Committee to
assist the committee in making recommendations for program improvement.
3. Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST) – Information is also reviewed from the
FAST projects that Agriculture Specialist Candidates are also completing. For example, the
Holistic Proficiency Project, which assesses the candidate’s ability to perform, document,
and reflect upon teaching responsibilities over an entire semester, often indicates
performance in some of the areas unique to the agriculture specialist program. Examples
include making supervised agricultural experience visits and teaching leadership components
of the agricultural education program. These areas match up with student engagement,
learning about students (TPE 5 & 8), and specific pedagogical skills for teaching lessons that
meet the California Agriculture Standards (TPE 1). Scores on this assessment are assigned
using rubrics and are recorded electronically, currently on TaskStream by the university
supervisor. Additional documentation for the agriculture specialist program is provided by
weekly reports each candidate submits to the university supervisor.
Summary of Data:
Agriculture Specialist Graduate Employer Follow-up Survey Spring 2006:
Preparation Scale (Table 6)
The purpose of this scale was to measure administrators’ perceptions of the level of preparation
possessed by "New Teachers" from the Agriculture Teacher Preparation Program at California

State University, Fresno. Based on the administrators experience and evaluation of their recently
hired (1-5 years) teacher they were asked to indicate the level of preparation they possess in the
following categories by selecting the appropriate number using a 1 to 5 Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 = Not Prepared to 5 = Well Prepared.
Table 6. Summary of administrators’ perceptions of new teachers’ level of preparedness.
Agriculture Specialist Competency
n
Mean
SD
Teaching about FFA
Utilize technology as a resource/teaching aid
Working effectively with the local community
Planning the objectives and curriculum of the Ag. Education
program
Supervising students outside the classroom
Communicating and working effectively with school
administrators
Following established school policies and procedures
Supervising FFA activities

18
18
17

4.06
4.00
4.00

.87
.97
1.06

18

3.89

1.08

18

3.83

.92

18

3.83

1.25

18
17

3.83
3.82

1.25
1.02

Teaching about supervised agricultural experience projects (SAE)
Participation in professional associations
Working effectively with other teachers
Working effectively with the agricultural education advisory
committee
Preparing lesson plans
Working with students of diverse cultures
Supervising SAE projects
Maintaining discipline in the classroom
Managing school farm facilities
Utilizing the school farm for instruction

17
16
18

3.82
3.81
3.78

.81
.91
1.35

17

3.76

1.20

18

3.72
3.72
3.71
3.61
3.60
3.56

1.18
1.13
.85
1.24
1.18
1.10

3.44

1.26

3.27

.96

18
17
18
15
18

Teaching agricultural mechanics
16
Completion of required reports, plans, budgets, etc. (i.e. incentive
15
grant, R-2 report)
Agriculture Specialist Graduate Follow-up Survey Spring 2006:
Technical Competency Scale (Table 7)

The purpose of this scale was to measure the effectiveness of the agricultural coursework in
preparing graduates to teach the core areas of agriculture. Based on the courses completed at
Fresno State, participants indicated their perceived level of preparation by selecting the
appropriate number using a 1 to 5 Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = Not Prepared to 5 = Well
Prepared. Respondents were also asked to indicate N/A if they completed coursework at another

institution or if their catalog did not require coursework in a given area, such as Natural
Resources which was not required until 2003-2004.
Table 7. Summary of participants preparedness level on the Technical Competency Scale
Core Agriculture Area
Animal Science
Agriculture Mechanics
Ornamental Horticulture
Plant Science
Agricultural Economics/Business
Natural Resources/Forestry

n
32
32
32
32
32
23

Mean

SD

4.09
3.66
3.47
3.31
2.97
1.83

1.03
.97
1.05
1.12
.97
.83

Professional Competency Scale (Table 8)
The purpose of this scale was to measure the effectiveness of the Agricultural Education
coursework in preparing graduates to teach and perform the responsibilities of an agriculture
teacher. Based on the Agricultural Education courses completed at Fresno State, participants
indicate their perceived level of preparation to perform or teach by selecting the appropriate
number using a 1 to 5 Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = Not Prepared to 5 = Well Prepared.
Table 8. Summary of participants preparedness level on the Professional Competency
Scale
Agriculture Specialist Competency
n
Mean
SD
32
4.44
.88
Utilize technology as a resource/teaching aid
32
4.25
.76
Teaching agriculture subjects
32
4.25
.88
Teaching about FFA
32
4.19
1.09
Participation in professional associations
Preparing lesson plans
Supervising FFA activities
Supervising students outside the classroom
Planning the objectives and curriculum of the Ag. Education program
Teaching about supervised agricultural experience programs (SAE)
Working effectively with other teachers
Following established school policies and procedures
Supervising SAE programs
Working effectively with the local community
Working with students of diverse cultures

32
31
32
32
32
32
31
32
32
32

4.09
4.03
3.97
3.91
3.84
3.78
3.74
3.72
3.63
3.59

1.06
1.02
1.03
1.03
.99
1.04
1.21
1.14
1.10
1.10

Utilizing the school farm for instruction
Teaching agricultural mechanics
Communicating and working effectively with school administrators
Maintaining discipline in the classroom
Managing school farm facilities
Completion of required reports, plans, budgets, etc. (i.e. incentive
grant, R-2 report)
Working effectively with the agricultural education advisory
committee

32
32
32
32
32
32

3.53
3.50
3.50
3.34
3.13
2.94

.95
1.19
1.16
1.23
1.04
1.19

32

2.88

1.18

California State University, Fresno (08-10)
Section A-3
Analysis of Candidate Assessment Data
Agriculture Specialist
ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION IN SECTION A-2
•

Ninety two percent of the candidates enrolled in the Agriculture Specialist Credential
Program from 2008 – 2010 successfully completed the program.

•

Ninety two percent of the enrolled candidates successfully completed the Portfolio Project.

•

All candidates met the occupational experience requirement of 3,000 clock hours of
occupational experience.

•

Ninety two percent of the enrolled candidates successfully met the Agriculture Specialist
Professional Competency Activities requirement during their final field experience.

•

Ninety two percent of the enrolled candidates successfully completed the AGRI 281 Project
requirement.

•

Employers rated candidates above average in all areas; however, the lowest ratings were for
completion of required reports (mean score 3.27) and teaching agricultural mechanics (mean
score 3.44). The highest ratings were for teaching FFA (mean score 4.06), using technology
(mean score 4.0), and working effectively with the local community (mean score 4.0).

•

Program completers rated their technical competence above average for all areas except
Agricultural Business (mean score 2.97) and Forestry and Natural Resources (mean score
1.83). While these data are most important for the subject matter competence, implications
exist for the field experience components of the program.

•

Program completers rated their professional competence above average except for working
with advisory committees (mean score 2.88) and completion of required reports (mean score
2.94). Completers rated their competence highest in using technology (mean score 4.44),
teaching FFA (mean score 4.25) and teaching agriculture subjects (mean score 4.25).
Completers and employers agreed that completion of reports was an area of weakness for
new teachers. Employers rated new teachers above average in working with advisory
committees, while the new teachers viewed this as an area of weakness. Both employers and
completers rated teaching FFA and using technology as strength areas of new teachers.

California State University, Fresno (08-10)
Section A-4
Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate & Program Performance

Data Source

Data Focus

Completer
survey

Forestry/Natural
Resources

Employer &
completer
surveys,

Advisory
committees

Exit evaluation
of objectives for
Agriculture
Specialist
Candidates

Professional
Agricultural
Education
Competencies

Agriculture Specialist
Action(s)

Contact
Person
First Step:
Dr. Vaughn
Worked with instructor for the Dr. Roberts
Range Management course to
revise course syllabus.
The course syllabus was
revised to accommodate
agricultural education
students.
First Step:
Dr. Vaughn
Review course outcomes and Dr. Rocca
strengthen outcomes for
Cooperating
advisory committees in AG
Master
ED 135, AG ED 187, and
Teachers
EHD 155B.
Second Step:
Dr. Vaughn
Revise survey instrument to
Dr. Rocca
meet revised student
outcomes assessment plan.
First Step:
Dr. Parham
Review and revise the exit
Dr. Rocca
competency activities form to Dr. Vaughn
include a project similar to the Advisory
FAST Holistic Project.
Committee
Develop a rubric for scoring.
Second Step:
Dr. Vaughn
Implement the new
Agriculture Specialist
Proficiency Project.

Timeline
20072009

20072009

20102012

20082010

20112012
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California State University, Fresno (2010-2011)
Section A-1
Contextual Information
Advanced Programs – Deaf Education
California State University, Fresno (CSU Fresno), also known as Fresno State, is one of the 23
campuses of the California State University system. The university’s mission is to offer high
quality educational opportunities to qualified students at the bachelor’s and master’s levels, as
well as in joint doctoral programs in selected areas. Fresno State includes a total of eight
colleges and divisions which house 82 departments or programs and has a current enrollment of
approximately 21,000 culturally rich and diverse students. The university primarily serves the
San Joaquin valley while interacting with the state, nation, and the world. Through applied
research, technical assistance, training, and other related public service opportunities, the
university anticipates continuing and expanding partnerships and linkage with business,
education, industry, and government.
The Department of Communicative Disorders and Deaf Studies (CDDS), housed in the College
of Health and Human Services, offers undergraduate degrees in audiology, speech language
pathology, deaf education, and interpreting, in addition to graduate degrees in speech pathology
and deaf education. Deaf Studies encompass deaf education, American Sign Language (ASL),
Deaf culture and interpreting courses. CDDS faculty work closely with the Kremen School of
Education and Human Development faculty and staff to coordinate credential requirements for
the Education Specialist: Deaf and Hard of Hearing credential as well as the Speech-Language
Pathology Services credential.
The deaf education program began in the fall of 1969 and, by 1972, had a program director and
two additional full time tenure track faculty. Currently in Deaf Studies, deaf education and
interpreting combined, there are 4 full time faculty and 9 part time faculty members. There are
approximately 43 undergraduate, 16 graduate and 15 Level II credential students in deaf
education programs; and 58 undergraduate students in the interpreting program.
For most students, the deaf education program requires an average of four years of full time
study. Ideally, this begins when the student is a junior and concludes after two years of graduate
study. These four years prepare the candidates for the California Education Specialist: Deaf and
Hard of Hearing Level I teaching credential and Council on Education of the Deaf (CED)
certification. Depending on the student’s individual program of study, Master’s Degree
requirements typically require one additional semester to complete.
Deaf Education credential students take 46 undergraduate units in the CDDS department, 22
units of teacher preparation coursework from the Kremen School of Education, and 35 units of
CDDS graduate coursework for a total of 103 units. With one additional semester of coursework
and a culminating experience, students can satisfy the requirements for a Master’s Degree in
Deaf Education. Students who choose to complete the Phase III of the Multiple Subject
credential program are eligible for a Multiple Subject Preliminary credential.
Changes since Commission Approval of Current Program Document

Recognizing the need for attracting more students to the Deaf Education program, Dr. David
Smith applied for and received the United States Department of Education CFDA 84:325 K grant
(Training Personnel in Minority Institutions to Serve Infants, Toddlers, and Children with
Disabilities) to provide tuition and other financial support for 20 students per year for 4 years.
Grant funds have been dispersed to 25 students since 2008.
Nan Barker created one-unit courses for grant participants each semester with a goal of
increasing outreach recruiting and retention of students in the CDDS Deaf Education program.
Dr David Smith and Nan Barker are preparing a proposal for a WASC program change to begin
a hybrid 80/20, online MA degree program, to better serve students outside of our geographic
area.
Assessments of Candidates and Completers
Candidates for the DHH credential are assessed at various points in the program. In order to
apply for the graduate program, candidates must have passed all undergraduate coursework in
deaf education. CDDS 164 School Subjects for the Deaf, an undergraduate course, has a
practicum component where students work one on one with a DHH student, under the
supervision of university faculty. Candidates must demonstrate preliminary skills in writing
lesson plans and interacting with DHH students. In the 2009-2010 academic school year, all 16
students who took CDDS 164 successfully completed the course and seven students applied for
and were accepted into the deaf education graduate program for the Fall 2010 semester. Three
students are taking more undergraduate coursework for the BA degree in Deaf Education. In the
academic school year 2008-2009, all 14 students successfully completed the course and 8
students applied for the Deaf Education graduate program and were accepted for the Fall 2009
semester.
CDDS 164 Students Fall 2009
Applied and
Pursuing DHH
admitted to deaf
credential at
education grad
other university
program and
continuing in DE
program Fall 10

Pursuing
Multiple
Subject
Credential
only

Pursuing other
advanced degree
options. No
credentials

BA degree only.
Not pursuing
credential or
advanced degree
at this time

7

2

2

2

CDDS 164 Students Fall 2008
Applied and
Pursuing DHH
admitted to deaf
credential at
education grad
other university
program and
continuing in DE
program Fall 10

Pursuing
Multiple
Subject
Credential
only

Pursuing other
advanced degree
options. No
credentials

BA degree only.
Not pursuing
credential or
advanced degree
at this time

8

2

1

3

Graduate School Applications
Student applying for the graduate credential program in Deaf Education must have a 3.0 GPA in
the last 60 units and a 3.0 GPA in all CDDS coursework, provide three letters of
recommendation, submit a letter of intent, and GRE scores to the Communicative Disorders and
Deaf Studies Department. All complete applications are evaluated and reviewed by the CDDS
Department Graduate Committee and recommendations for acceptance must be approved by the
faculty.
In the Spring 2010 application period for the CDDS graduate programs, there were 8 applicants
to the deaf education graduate degree program. One students was accepted as a post bac student
to complete necessary prerequisite coursework. One student accepted for the deaf education
graduate program chose to postpone her deaf education graduate work while she completed
credential courses.
In the Spring 2009 application period, 8 students applied and were accepted into the deaf
education graduate program. One student did not continue in the DHH Credential program, but
did complete the Multiple Subject Credential program.
Graduate School Coursework
Student progress throughout the graduate program is measured by student writing samples in
CDDS 200 Graduate Studies and Research, cumulative projects in CDDS 263 Seminar in
Language for DHH Children and Youth, practicum evaluations in CDDS 262 Seminar in Speech
for DHH Children and Youth, and a comprehensive Theme Unit with differentiated instruction in
CDDS 264 Seminar in School Subjects for DHH Children and Youth. Candidates have one 30
hour practicum in a DHH classroom in the first year of graduate school where they receive
feedback from Master teachers in the field. All current graduate students have satisfied the
expectations for courses they have completed. There were no Deaf Education graduate students
during the 2008-2009 academic year. Students admitted for Fall 2010 have not completed any
graduate coursework yet.
CDDS 200 Graduate Studies and Research
The CDDS department designed Graduate Level Writing Skill assessment includes an in-class
spontaneous essay and a research proposal. Organization of written work, spelling, grammar,
and use of American Psychological Association guidelines are evaluated. Students who do not
pass the in-class essay are given a second opportunity to write a second spontaneous essay on a
new topic during the semester. Students who do not receive a grade of B or better on the
research proposal are allowed to make changes and resubmit the proposal.
Writing Proficiency
Student #1
Student #2
Student #3
Student #4
Student #5
Student #6

Fall 2008
First attempt
pass
fail
fail
pass
pass
pass

Second attempt
pass
pass

CDDS 262 Seminar in Speech for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Children and Youth
Practicum performance is evaluation the following areas: teaching effectiveness (including
perceptiveness and flexibility),ability to communicate with client, quality of lesson plans, quality
of clinical materials, implementation of professor’s suggestions and punctuality (of lesson plans
and practicum attendance) All students demonstrated acceptable teaching skills in speech
practicum
Speech Practicum Evaluation

Fall 2009

Student #1
Student #2
Student #3
Student #4
Student #5
Student #6

91/100
90/100
88/100
96/100
96/100
93/100

CDDS 263 Seminar in Language for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Children and Youth
In the Cummin's Model/Bloom's Taxonomy - Differentiated Instruction Assignment, students
draw, label, and explain the Cummin's Model, incorporating Bloom's Taxonomy. Students focus
on one content standard and create appropriate activities for each of the quadrants. Activities
must be context embedded/context reduced, cognitively undemanding/cognitively demanding as
appropriate based on specific quadrant of the model. Activities must also show appropriate level
thinking skills, based on Bloom's.
Students present his/her assignment to peers and they will work together as a group to refine the
activities.
Scores are based on assignment prior to students working with classmates and making revisions.
Students that receive a grade lower than a B- have the option of meeting with the instructor to go
over concepts, and then re-doing the assignment for a possible additional 10 points.
Cummins Model Project

Fall 2009

Student #1
Student #2

82%
79%

Student #3

74%

Student #4
Student #5
Student #6

95%
89%
94%

original score 69% + 10 points for meeting
with instructor and re-doing the assignment
original score 69% + 10 points for meeting
with instructor and re-doing the assignment

CDDS 264 Seminar in School Subjects for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Children and Youth
For the Theme Unit project, students design and write a thematic unit based on a California
Curriculum Framework that incorporates: differentiation, active learning strategies, adaptations

for DHH students, assessment including rubrics. Units are based on the Differentiation in
Practice unit frameworks from the Tomlinson & Eidsen text:
Tomlinson, C. & C. Eidson (2003). Differentiation in Practice: A Resource Guide for
Differentiating Curriculum (Grades K-5). Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development ISBN 0871207605. Students present this project to the whole class at
the end of the semester and are evaluated using weighted rubric for a possible total of 100 pts.
Theme Unit
Student #1
Student #2
Student #3
Student #4
Student #5
Student #6

Fall 2009
98/100
95.5/100
85.5/100
97/100
97.5/100
96/100

Final Student Teaching Evaluations
Final student teaching evaluations for Education Specialist: DHH candidates are completed by
their Master teachers midway through the final student teaching placement and again at the end
of the placement. Candidates are evaluated in multiple aspects of teaching and professional
attitudes. Evaluations were collected and evaluated after the first 8 week placement, CDDS 258.
Results indicate students were adequately prepared to begin their student teaching experience
with basic competence and demonstrated improvement during the 8 week placement. There
were no final student teachers in the 2008-2009 academic year.
Summary of Student Teaching Evaluations Spring 2010
Average rating by Master Teacher on a 4.0
scale
(1=does not meet standard 2=basic 3=proficient 4=exemplary)

Communication
Mid
Final
Planning
Mid
Final

Student

Student

Student

Student

#1

#2

#3

#4

Average- ALL
student
teachers

3
3.7

3
4

3
4

3
4

3.0
3.9

2.83
3

3.33
4

2.25
3

2.7
3.8

2.8
3.5

1.6
3.8

2.1
3

2.6
3.6

2.2
3.5

Assessment
Mid 2.6
Final 3.4
Environment

Mid 2.4
Final 3.4

3.2
4

2.2
4

3
4

2.7
3.9

2
3

2.8
4

2.4
4

3
4

2.6
3.8

3
3.8

4
4

3.25
4

4
4

3.6
4.0

Teaching
Mid
Final
Professionalism
Mid
Final

Comprehensive Exams
Five graduate students took deaf education comprehensive exams January 2010. Students
demonstrated content knowledge specific to deaf and hard of hearing students with written
exams, receptive and expressive sign language video, and oral exams as needed. There were not
students who took the Comprehensive Exams in the 2008-2009 academic school year. One
student did not pass the Comprehensive Exams and will retake the exam Jan 2011 after
completing more coursework and student teaching.
Deaf Ed Comprehensive Exams
January 2010
Written questions
Area I
Area II
Sign
Speech
Language

Area
III
Aural
Rehab

Student #1 Pass

Pass

Pass

Student #2 Not pass
Student #3 Pass
Student #4 Pass

Not pass
Pass
Pass

Student #5 Not pass

Not pass

Area IV Area V
Area VI
Action taken
School
Language Assessment
Subjects

Pass

Not Pass

Pass
Pass
Pass

Pass
Not
pass
Pass
Pass

Not pass
Pass
Not Pass

Not pass
Pass
Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Pass

Orals in Area
VI
Rewrite Entire
Exam
No orals needed
Orals in Area V
Orals in Area I
and II

Result

Passed
Retake
Passed
Passed
Passed

Exit Interviews
All credential candidates at Fresno State participate in the Kremen School of Education and
Human Development NCATE Unit – Program Evaluation upon Exit survey. Student responses
are included in the University NCATE report.
As a part of the Department of Communicative Disorders and Deaf Studies (CDDS) Student
Outcomes Assessment Plan, exit interviews are conducted each academic year with students who
are completing their graduate degree. Prior to graduation ceremonies, students are asked to
participate in exit interviews. Responses are collected in a group setting where participants are
given the opportunity to agree with responses provided by other group members. Exit interviews
are conducted by CDDS faculty and group members can be both speech language pathology

graduate students and deaf education graduate students. Responses from all sessions are
compiled and presented to the Department Chair annually.
A total of 6 students participated in the exit interview process in May 2010. Three of them were
SLP students, and three of them were Deaf Education students. Possible strategies for increasing
student participation in the interviews were discussed as a faculty but no conclusion was reached.
There were no Deaf Education students who completed their graduate program in May 2009.
Question
1. Which
undergraduate
experiences most
prepared you for
graduate school?

Responses
• Two SLP students were not from our undergrad program
• 107/110: hands on experiences and observations; good
transition into clinical work
• Undergrad. classes related directly to our grad. classes –
we were well prepared compared to students from other
programs. Well prepared.
• CDDS 164: direct interaction with students at Norseman
• CDDS 163: the 1 hour presentations
• 128/131: understanding different types of hearing loss &
the anatomy of the ear
2. Which graduate
• Aphasia, motor speech & 220 – lots of swallowing at
area of study
our externships
• Having fluency before going into the schools was very
prepared you most
helpful
for your student
teaching?
• Aphasia Group helped a lot
• Review of phonologic processes & treatment procedures
was very helpful
• Speech Practicum: Never had a chance to observe SLP
working with D/HOH students & providing Tx – did see
some dated videos
• 263: taking previous knowledge and applying it to
developing lessons
• Speech class helped with Birney placement
• Making the unit for 264 helped link different subject
matters
3. For which areas of • assessment and treatment in the schools & treatment of
your field do you
kids in the schools: fluency, phono, lang)
feel most prepared? • medical takes more experience before you can feel
prepared
• professionalism, time management, organizational
skills. Lesson plans. General content knowledge of the
field.
• Developing lesson plans to accommodate all students
• I feel prepared to work with diverse groups of
individuals
• I feel prepared to work in a range of different
classrooms

# of students
2
1

5
1
1
1
3
3
2
3

2
1
1
1
3
3
2
3
1
1

4. In what areas do
you feel you are
lacking skills?

•
•
•
•
•
•

5. What was your
most valuable
learning experience
overall (undergrad
and grad)?

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6. Which areas of
study best prepared
you to communicate
with parents,
professionals and
pupils?

•
•
•
•
•
•

7. What setting do
you plan to work in?

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8. Which
culminating
experience did you
select? Why? Would
you do the same
again?

•
•
•
•

Birth – to - three
Pediatric medical & medical settings, in general
Need to improve sign skills
Time management skills in the classroom
Learn how to ask questions so the students think more
for themselves
No placement in oral SDC – not familiar with working
there
No placement in itinerant – not familiar with that
Externships were great – having both medical and
schools is very important. We are more well-rounded.
Student teaching
Substitute teaching
Any class that allowed us to work with students was
beneficial: 164, 260, 258, 268, 262, speech practicum
Comps helped us bring back all the information before
going into student teaching
202 really beneficial to see and use equipment.
Realized more in grad school that it was important info
to know
A little in every class – how to deal with parents
regarding a specific topic
counseling class – CDDS 201- helped deal with parents
and family
Tim Conway (201) shared many experiences that I
have already come across
medical externships helped with talking to families
because they are right there
student teaching class
216, aphasia & motor speech classes really focus on
communicating with clients & family
On campus clinic – explaining things to parents
Student teaching – IEP participation
260 & 204 helped with student communication
Educational classroom (DE)
Prefer a sign program – middle school or high school
age
Early intervention or schools
medical setting: outpatient, rehab., or acute care - adult
I don’t know – I like it all
All 6 students took comprehensive exams and all said
they would do it again. Reasons given were:
I thought it would be a good overall review
I did not have a specific interest or thesis topic
I did not want to write a thesis
I did not have time for a thesis

3
3
1
1
1
1
1
3
6
1
1
1
1

3
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
1
2
1
1
1
1

3
3
1
2

•
•

•
•
•
•
9. Are you planning
to pursue a doctoral
degree? If so, what
emphasis?
10. Other comments:

•
•
•
•

I was encouraged to do it
2
Comps really helped pull everything together – it was
culminating. Studying brought back old information
and solidified both undergrad and grad coursework.
When asked: “What would have been helpful for you to 6
have known prior to the experience?”, comments
included:
6
comps socials were really helpful
3
an example of a passing answer vs. a failing answer
6
we felt well-prepared and knew what to expect
1
maybe an outline of comps early in the program
I’ve thought about it. I will definitely consider it in the
future. Something in the neuro/medical area.
2
1
Probably – I have no idea what area yet
No
3
Areas not passed in Comps should be re-written to show competency

Employer Surveys
Also as a part of the Student Outcomes Assessment Plan, employer surveys are sent out once
during each five year cycle of the assessment plan. Surveys were distributed and responses
compiled. A total of 19 employer responses were received. The average employers rating was
3.98 (range 3.3 - 4.0). Employers indicated that alumni were well prepared in all areas surveyed.
This is indicated by all areas being rated as “good” or “excellent”, as seen in the table below.
Area Being Assessed
1.

Skill in treatment; the ability to develop
treatment plans appropriate to a client’s or
student’s needs
2. Skill in management of behavior
3. Overall skill in assessment of communicative
disorders
4. Knowledge and implementation of diagnostic
tools available
5. Adequate knowledge of specific characteristics
of the population served
6. Skill in reporting (report writing)
7. Organizational Skills.
8. Ability to communicate with families
9. Ability to communicate with colleagues and
other professionals
10. Ability to communicate with clients or students
11. Overall, how would you rate your education in
the department?

Excellent Good Fair
4
3
2
95%
5%
0

Poor
1
0

Average
Points
3.95

79%
79%

21%
21%

0
0

0
0

3.78
3.78

74%

26%

0

0

3.73

85%

15%

0

0

3.84

69%
79%
74%
79%

31%
21%
26%
21%

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

3.68
3.78
3.73
3.78

85%
95%

15%
5%

0
0

0
0

3.84
3.95

Analysis of Candidate Data
Review of candidate data indicates students are progressing through the program of study.
Students who do not maintain the necessary 3.0 GPA for graduate program entrance, but meet
the GPA requirements for other credentials have the option of completing a Multiple Subject
credential only. Students who do apply are progressing through graduate level courses and
practicum successfully and have demonstrated proficient to exemplary skills on final student
teaching evaluations. Exit interviews indicate students feel adequately prepared in many areas,
but recognize the great diversity of professional teaching environments where they may be
working. Employer surveys indicate our graduates are well prepared with good to excellent
skills in all areas surveyed.
Proposed Program Changes
The advisory board established to provide input regarding the United States Department of
Education CFDA 84:325 K grant (Training Personnel in Minority Institutions to Serve Infants,
Toddlers, and Children with Disabilities) began in Fall 2009 and will meet annually to gather
input from alumni currently working in the field, parents of deaf and hard of hearing children,
administrators, and local DHH teachers.
Greater emphasis on Early Intervention for Deaf and hard of hearing children and their families
will be incorporated into graduate level courses, CDDS 201 Counseling in Communication
Sciences and Disorders and CDDS 262 Seminar in Speech for Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Children and Youth.
Through the Deaf Education Professional Preparation grant, Deaf Education credential
candidates will meet with Deaf Studies faculty to review their sign language skills and receive
suggestion for improvement. All DEPP students will participate in the ASL Proficiency
Interview, a holistic language evaluation used to determine global ASL proficiency. This
national assessment provides a rating score of 0-5.
Access to Deaf Education teacher training programs in California is more difficult for students in
Northern California with the closing of the San Jose State University Deaf Education program.
Fresno State Deaf Education faculty members are working with university personnel to design a
transition from the current face to face graduate program to a hybrid online Master’s Degree
program that would allow students from a larger geographic area to have access to our Deaf
Education graduate program. Campus proposals and WASC proposals will be completed during
the Fall 2010 semester. Program revisions will also be submitted to the California Commission
on Teacher Credentialing program Spring 2011.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Biennial Report
Academic Years 2008-09 and 2009-10
Institution
Date report is submitted
Program documented in this report
Name of Program
Credential awarded

California State University, Fresno
October 15, 2010
ECE Specialist Credential
ECE Graduate Program
ECE Specialist Credential

Is this program offered at more than one site?
If yes, list all sites at which
the program is offered
No

Program Contact
Phone #
E-Mail

Susan R. Macy, Ed.D.
559.278.0267
smacy@csufresno.edu

If the preparer of this report is different than the Program Contact, please note contact
information for that person below:
Name:
Phone #
E-mail

SECTION A – CREDENTIAL PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION
I.
Contextual Information
The Graduate Program in the Kremen School of Education and Human Development at
California State University, Fresno offers one Doctoral degree, six Masters’ degrees, six
advanced credentials, and three advanced certificates. The Early Childhood Education Program
is one of four options in the Masters in Education program and the Early Childhood Education
Specialist Credential is one of the six advanced credentials offered by the Kremen School. Our
last joint CCTC/NCATE accreditation visit was in March 2006. As a result, the Advanced
Program in ECE was once again awarded National Recognition by the National Association of
Education for Young Children (NAEYC).
While not required, virtually all ECE Specialist Credential candidates also complete their
Masters’ in Education degree during the program, whereas only a very small percentage of
Masters’ candidates meet the stringent criteria for the ECE Specialist Credential.
Comparison of ECE MA Candidates and ECE Specialist Candidates
2008-2009
MA Candidates Admitted / Completers
8/3
ECE Specialist Credential Candidates Admitted / Completers 1 / 1

2009-2010
10 / 13
2/1

The small number of candidates earning their ECE Specialist Credential may be attributed to the
requirements of both the State and the Program. Beyond the State requirement of holding a valid
California elementary teaching credential, ECE Specialist Credential candidates must complete
the ECE Specialist Credential Program — the “ECE Teacher Leader Specialization” — which
calls for the completion of thirty units of advanced ECE course work and two years of successful
teaching experience at two ECE levels. While some of our Advanced Program candidates do
come from the ranks of credentialed K-6 teachers, the current majority are preschools teachers,
Head Start teachers/supervisors, family ECE providers, center and program administrators,
educators in human service agencies, infant/toddler caregivers, child life specialists, resource
teachers, migrant program educators and others. Of those credentialed, the Program requirement
of successful teaching experience at two ECE levels further reduces the number of candidates
who qualify for the Specialist Credential.
Change Based on Recommendation of Biennial Report Response, Fall, 2008
Based on the recommendation made in response to the ECE Program’s Biennial Report in 2008,
program faculty have reviewed assessment rubrics and have made significant revisions to each
rubric. Each three-level rubric provides a discreet score for each NAEYC Standard and each
NAEYC Essential Tool evaluated by the particular assessment tool. Faculty have used those
analytic rubrics to better inform their evaluation of student performance, but the practice of
awarding a holistic score for each candidate has still persisted. Future reporting will be changed
to address each Standards and Essential Tool specifically (See sections III and IV).
Changes Based on Self-Identified Needs in 2008 Biennial Report

The chart below identifies action items identified by the ECE Advanced Program for
improvement and reported in the 2008 Biennial Report and the status of the efforts taken to date
to remedy programmatic deficiencies.
2008-Identified Need
Design a shared data base for faculty to share
responsibility for collecting and recording
assessment data

Action Taken
Spring, 2010. This project is underway.
Faculty is working with digital campus
personnel to design a system compatible with
the university-wide Blackboard system.
Recruitment of more graduate students to
Spring, 2010. Marketing has been
complete the Specialist Credential
significantly expanded. Letters from the
Program Coordinator with program brochures
were sent to all K-3 teachers in the three
largest local school districts. Increased
marketing efforts with graduates of the ECE
Multiple Subject Program Option. As a result,
13 new students were admitted in fall 2010.
Sharing of employers’ and graduates’
Fall, 2009. We have designed a checklist of
evaluations of the program need to be regularly necessary requirements for graduation,
discussed at ECE meetings
including the completion of a school-wide
graduate survey. Along with other graduate
programs, we will continue to seek ways of
soliciting evaluative information from
employers.
Actively recruit under-represented
Fall, 2009. We are re-examining the feasibility
professionals (males, especially) for the
of a district-based cohort in the future. The
Advanced Program.
ECE faculty is small and off-campus cohorts
have not been a practical option in the past.

II. Candidate Competence and Program Effectiveness Data
Key Assessments
Five of the key program assessments used to evaluate candidate effectiveness and subsequently
provide feedback for data-driven program improvement efforts are described in this section. All
candidates in the ECE Advanced Program complete all assessments although a research paper in
lieu of a thesis or project is required of ECE Specialist Credential candidates who are not also
earning their Master’s in Education through the ECE Option.

Assessment

Content Evaluated

Research Paper
(In lieu of thesis or project
completed by MA
candidates at the end of
their program)

This assessment evaluates
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, & 5 and
Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8 & 9

Implementation:
Where & When
With the student’s ECE
Academic Advisor in the last
semester of coursework.

ECE Leader Portfolio

Developmentally
Appropriate Practice: The
Charter School

The ECE Leadership
Activity
Action Research Project
/Paper / Presentation

This assessment evaluates
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5
and Essential Tools 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7, 8, & 9.
This assessment evaluates
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, & 3 and
Essential Tools 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, & 8.

This assessment evaluates
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, & 5 and
Essential Tools 2, 3, 5, 7, 8 & 9.
This assessment evaluates
NAEYC Standards 1, 3, & 4 and
Essential Tools 3, 4, 5 & 6

LEE241 – Field Work in Early
Childhood Education in the
last or next-to-last semester of
the Program.
Each of the four ECE elective
courses — LEE171, 232, 233,
& 271 — adapt the Charter
School Project for their course
focus. Toward the end of the
Program, students enrolled in
LEE241 synthesize the
individual assignments as part
of their Leadership Portfolio.
LEE241 ECE Fieldwork

CI285, Advanced Educational
Psychology

Additional Information Gathered
Assessment

Content Evaluated

Graduate Program Exit Survey Graduates evaluate program
effectiveness, faculty, and
program content.

Implementation:
Where & When
Required of all graduates upon
filing for graduation.

Summary of Data
The data reported here will include scores for Master’s students as well as for Specialist
Credential candidates enrolled in the Advanced ECE Program. Note that aggregated holistic
scores are being reported for each assessment and that in future reports, more discreet data will
be reported to coincide with the very detailed rubrics currently being used to score each
candidate’s performance.
Assessment 1 - Thesis, Project or Research Paper
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, 5; Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9
Reporting Year
n
Does Not Yet
MA / Sp. Cred
Meet
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred
2008-09
4/2
0/0
2009-10
12
0/0

Meets
Exceeds
Expectations
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred. MA / Spec. Cred
2/1
3/1

2/1
9/3

Assessment 2 - ECE Leader Portfolio: Documentation of Essential ECE Professional Tools
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5; Essential Tools 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9

Reporting Year

n
MA / Sp. Cred

2008-09
2009-10

7/1
8/4

Does Not Yet
Meet
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred
0/0
2* / 0

Meets
Exceeds
Expectations
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred. MA / Spec. Cred
2/0
0/0

Assessment 3 - Developmentally Appropriate Practice: The Charter School
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, 5; Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9
Reporting Year
n
Does Not Yet
Meets
MA / Sp. Cred
Meet
Expectations
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred.
MA / Spec. Cred
2008-09
7/1
0/0
2/0
2009-10
8/4
2* / 0
0/0
Assessment 4 - The ECE Leadership Activity
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, 5; Essential Tools 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9
Reporting Year
n
Does Not Yet
MA / Sp. Cred
Meet
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred
2008-09
7/1
0/0
2009-10
8/4
2* / 0

Assessment 5: Action Research Paper
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, 5; Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9
Reporting Year
n
Does Not Yet
MS / Sp. Cred
Meet
Expectations
MS / Spec. Cred
2008-09
ECE section not offered 2008-09
2009-10
3/1
0/0

5/1
6/4

Exceeds
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred
5/1
6/4

Meets
Exceeds
Expectations
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred. MA / Spec. Cred
2/0
0/0

5/1
6/4

Meets
Expectations
MS / Spec. Cred.

Exceeds
Expectations
MA / Spec. Cred

1/1

2/0

* Did not complete assignment; earned a course grade of “incomplete.”
III. Analysis and Discussion of Candidate and Program Data
The numeric data generated by each of the five key assessments listed above provides only very
general information regarding student performance. In this section, however, those ratings will
be analyzed and discussed along with anecdotal evidence of strengths and weaknesses with
reference to each assessment’s rubric, supplied by program faculty responsible for administering
and scoring the assessment. As noted earlier, we will be utilizing our revised rubrics to report
numeric data at a much more discreet level in the future.

Assessment 1 - Thesis, Project or Research Paper
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, 5; Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9
2008-09 and 2009-10 data indicate that the vast majority of students are, in general, meeting the
expectations as described on the assessment’s rubric. Of the sixteen Masters’ candidates who
completed a thesis or project, six of those candidates were also earning their ECE Specialist
Credential. (All six ECE Specialist Credential students completed a project as all were
concurrently earning a Master’s Degree.) Of those six, two “met expectations” while four
“exceeded expectations.”
Anecdotally faculty supervising this assessment report that of the Standards and Essential Tools
evaluated by this instrument, Standard 4 would be considered a strength while Essential Tools 3,
4 and 6 would be considered relative weaknesses.
Strength: Standard 4, Teaching and Learning
The fact that all but one of the candidates who completed Assessment 1 in 2008-09 and 2009-10
competed a Project and not a thesis may indicate a preference for the development of a product
or the application of knowledge over the thesis’ theoretical study orientation, a reflection of
Standard 4. Candidate’s projects were topical, practical, creative, developmentally appropriate,
based on sound research and theory, and reflective of an newly expanded understanding of
teaching and learning.
Weakness: Essential Tools 3, 4, & 6
Although the development of a Project does not necessitate the research methodology of a thesis,
candidates are still held responsible for high standards in their review of the literature. Seen as a
relative weakness for some candidates, interpreting and summarizing data is aligned with
Essential Tools 4 and 6. Finally, Essential Tool 3, Communication Skills, is an area of concern.
As called for on the rubric, some students have difficulty writing a “thoughtful, well-organized
and systematical” review of the literature and “clearly explaining” the findings from studies
included in the review, or as one faculty noted, finding a “professional voice.”
Assessment 2 - ECE Leader Portfolio: Documentation of Essential ECE Professional Tools
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5; Essential Tools 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9
This assessment provides candidates with the opportunity to synthesize their learning and to selfassess and document their mastery of the knowledge and skills related to all of the NAEYC
Standards and Essential Tools in the last semester of coursework in the program. In 2008-09 and
2009-10 fifteen ECE Graduate students completed Assessment 2. Of those fifteen, five were
earning their ECE Specialist Credential. Of the five credential candidates, all exceeded
expectations as measured on the instrument’s rubric.
Strength: Standard 5
Faculty report Standard 5 to be an area of strength. Students are showing excellent reflective
skills and the ability to make connections between theory and practice. This in depth selfassessment forms the basis for both a formal leadership activity and the development of a
professional growth plan.
Weakness: Essential Tools 3 & 5
Essential Tool 3, Communication Skills, is a weakness for some candidates in this assignment.
The Portfolio assessment requires clarity of thought in making succinct connections between

Standards and Essential Tools, one’s own knowledge and skills, and specific documentation.
Some candidate’s writing abilities may prevent them from representing their true mastery.
Another weakness in documenting Standards and Essential Tools may be access to professional
resources based on students’ professional environments. Virtually all of our candidates work
full-time in an ECE-related field. This provides an immediate and authentic resource, providing
students with access to real-life experiences and mentors, but it can also limit students’ access to
a broader scope of experiences and stakeholders beyond their immediate personal or work
environment. Students’ self-assessments and quality of documentation seem to reflect for
specific groups seem to reflect accessibility. For example, candidates who are teaching have
much more access to families than candidates who are administering programs; the quality of
documentation of infant assessment is higher for candidates working in infant programs than for
those working with five-year-olds.
Assessment 3 - Developmentally Appropriate Practice: The Charter School
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, 5; Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9
The Charter School Assessment is a synthesis of three of four course-based Charter School
assignments. They are synthesized in the last semester of coursework to reflect an idealized ECE
setting based on relevant theory and research. In 2008-09 and 2009-10 fifteen ECE Graduate
students completed Assessment 2. Of those fifteen, five were earning their ECE Specialist
Credential. Of the five credential candidates, all exceeded expectations as measured on the
instrument’s rubric.
Strength: Standards 1 & 4 and Essential Tools 8 & 9
Faculty report that candidates’ understanding of the elements needed to create environments that
are healthy, respectful, supportive and challenging for all children can be identified as a definite
strength through this assessment. They point out candidates’ skills in designing implementing
and evaluating experiences that promote positive development and learning. They note the wide
range of research-supported strategies and activities described by candidates in this assessment
and the candidates’ high level of informed advocacy for quality programs. Faculty also are
pleased with how some candidates use this assessment as background to advocate for
improvement in the workplace that benefit the needs of specific groups. In such instances,
candidates may even take roles of leadership in implementation.
Weakness: Standard 4 & Essential Tool 3
Again, clarity of writing is a weakness for a good many candidates in this assessment. At the
summary level, candidates are expected to synthesize work done in other coursework to create a
cohesive delivery system plan for children and families. This is not an easy task and students
who score lower on this assessment are most often those with less skilled writing ability. This
identification of Tool 3 as a weakness is reinforced by faculty at the course-level who report
classroom verbal presentations and video presentations of their course-based Charter School
assignment as being of higher quality than the written presentation.
One element of Standard 4 was identified by faculty as a weakness and is worthy of action.
Some candidates, perhaps based on a lack of experience is certain areas of the ECE area, may not
consider the practical repercussions of Charter School planning. Although this assessment is

written to encourage candidates to identify what “should be,” candidates must balance idealism
with practical application to identify best practice.
Assessment 4 - The ECE Leadership Activity
NAEYC Standards 1, 2, 5; Essential Tools 2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9
This assessment calls on candidates to design or participate in a leadership activity related to an
ECE specialization that enhances ECE quality. This assessment is a critical demonstration of the
candidate’s ability to provide effective professional leadership grounded in research and best
practice and to be an advocate for children and families. In 2008-09 and 2009-10 fifteen ECE
Graduate students completed Assessment 2. Of those fifteen, five were earning their ECE
Specialist Credential. Of the five credential candidates, all exceeded expectations as measured
on the instrument’s rubric.
Strength: Standard 5 & Essential Tool 5
Faculty report that this assessment provides candidates with the opportunity to not only identify
as members of the early childhood profession, but to take a role of leadership within that
profession. For some candidates it is the first time they have taken on that role within their
workplace. In that role, candidates are demonstrating their knowledge, accessing resources, and
acting as advocates for sound educational practices and policies.
Weaknesses: Standard 2 & Essential Tool 7
According to faculty, students would score higher on Standard 2 were they to base their
leadership action on actual needs identified by the prospective audience through a needs
assessment as opposed to an assumed need identified by the candidate. There are instances
where candidates take action on an issue they personally deem to be of great importance as
opposed to identifying priorities among their constituents.
Performance relative to Essential Tool 7 would be enhanced were students to extend their
leadership role beyond a one-time event. As called for in the rubric, ideally candidates would
plan for a continuation of their objective through committee work, political action, and setting a
long term agenda. That future planning – an element identified as “exceeding expectations” - is
most often not addressed in this assignment.
Assessment 5: Action Research Paper
NAEYC Standards 1, 4, 5; Essential Tools 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9
In the 2008-09 and 2009-10, only three ECE Masters Degree candidates completed the course
that administers the Action Research Assessment. Of those three candidates, one was also
preparing for an ECE Specialist Credential. That Specialist Credential candidate “met
expectations” l while the other two “exceeded expectations.”
Strength: Essential Tools 4
Faculty administering and scoring this assessment report that candidates are particularly good at
connecting theoretical knowledge to practice. Their developmental knowledge of theory and
theorist is evident in their selection of problems and frameworks from which to view them.

Weaknesses: Essential Tools 3 & 6
As is the case with other assessments, candidates scoring lower on this assessment appear to be
less capable writers than those who score at a higher level. Clarity of thought and the ability to
provide detail and to make connections between practice and theory are essential in this
assessment and both highly vulnerable to poor writing.
Essential Tool 6 necessitates candidates’ knowledge of inquiry skills and research methods.
Although most candidates acquire these skills, some candidates may need more mentoring in this
area. Faculty pointed out that at least one candidate – a practitioner of long standing - was
especially challenged with the use of standardized assessment, and data quantification and
interpretation. Although the candidate ultimately “met expectations” holistically, this Essential
Tool remained weak.
IV. Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performances
Assessment
Thesis, Project
or Research
Paper

Action

Applicable Standard
or Essential Tool
Essential Tools 4 & 6

N Project/Thesis Advisor will work more closely
with the candidate in Methods and Research course
taken the semester before the culminating project to
assure ability to interpreting and summarizing data
Essential Tool 3
N

develop writing skills (see #4 below)
ECE Leader
N
Essential Tool 3
Portfolio
to develop writing skills (see #1 below)
N
 Essential Tool 5
worksites. Explore the use of simulations. Identify
and update library resources and websites.
Developmentally N
Essential Tool 3
Appropriate
to develop writing skills (see #1 below). In
Practice: The
additionally may consider students submitting a draft
Charter School
with peer revision opportunities.
N
Cand Standard 4
someone outside their setting to discuss practical
considerations for Charter School planning.
The ECE
N
 Standard 2 &
Leadership
enhanced simultaneously by providing more direct
Essential Tool 7
Activity
instruction on the development of needs-assessment
tools to plan outreach activities and the process of
future planning beyond an isolated activity in order
to enact real change. This content may be
appropriate for several courses and reinforced
throughout the program.
Action Research N
eto
candidates
Have specif Essential Tool 3
Project /Paper /
to develop writing skills (see #1 below).
Presentation
N
Essential Tool 6

after or concurrently with candidates’ first research
course to better assure a basic knowledge of
assessment and interpretation of data. In addition,
faculty may want to explore small study teams
working to assist candidates in developing their
action research methodology or providing a peerreview system at a critical step in the project.
In addition to the plans for action described above to address specific NAEYC Standards and
Essential Tools, the necessity to include the following programmatic action items were also
identified by faculty in the course of analyzing programmatic data.
1. Provide writing resources. The ECE Program will work with the University Dean of
Graduate Studies and the Dean of the School of Education to provide expanded opportunities to
develop graduate-level writing skills. Intersession writing classes, writing clinics, drop-in
tutoring and other resources may be investigated. Written communication is a weakness in a
sizable number of our candidates. Other graduate programs report the same weakness. We will
also look at both the University writing requirement and the Program requirement to determine if
they are identifying students not yet ready for graduate work or students in need of remediation
before attempting graduate-level scholarly writing.
2. Change in reporting method. The ECE Program believes that if our data reporting method by
assessment reflected discrete scores for the Standards and Essential Tools evaluated by that
assessment, we would be in a much better position to evaluate individual candidate’s
performance on each Standard and each Essential Tool; have more critical evidence with regard
to specific coursework and fieldwork effectiveness; and finally, by aggregating Standard and
Essential Tool data across assessments, be able to discern overall program strengths and
weaknesses. This task will be undertaken immediately in order to evaluate fall, 2010 candidates
in such a manner. The rubrics currently provide a detailed qualitative description of the
Standards and Tools evaluated by the instrument, but those descriptions have been used to
identify a holistic score for the assessment.
3. Establishment of a permanent database. A database is being designed to coincide with the
University’s BlackBoard system that allows faculty to enter student assessment data. This
permanent database will allow faculty to look at the performance of individual candidates across
assessments, to recognize trends over time, and make more informed and timely program
decisions.
4. Recruit more ECE Specialist Credential candidates. Continued effort needs to be made
through school districts and from ECE credential program graduates to recruit students into the
ECE Graduate Program. There needs to be a special emphasis on recruiting more experienced
Multiple Subject Credentialed students whose experience may allow them to meet the Program
requirement of two years of successful teaching at two levels of ECE. Program faculty will also
investigate the genesis of this Program requirement to determine if such a requirement is
necessary to assure high quality ECE Specialist Credential graduates.
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Section A. Part I
Contextual Information/Changes
Education Administration
California State University, Fresno is one of twenty-three universities in the California State
University system. Fresno State is celebrating its centennial this year with a strong history of
service and preparation of education professionals. The Dean of the Kremen School of Education
and Human Development is the Unit Head that oversees 16 programs. Our last joint
accreditation (NCATE/CCTC) visit was in March 2006.
The Education Administration Program prepares candidates for the Preliminary Administrative
Services Credential. All candidates are expected to complete a Master’s Degree in Education
(unless they already have a degree), which is integrated into the credential program. The
coursework required for the credential consists of 18 units of coursework and six units of
administrative fieldwork. The additional requirements for the Master’s Degree consist of three
units of research (ERA 220) and four units of the Master’s Degree Project/Thesis (EAD
298/299).
The Professional Administrative Services Credential program was suspended two years ago due
to a sharp decrease in demand for the program because of funding made available for Tier 2
programs from alternative providers. Recently, the program has been moved into the Doctoral
Program in Educational Leadership at Fresno State (DPELFS) and several candidates are
currently completing credential requirements.
All coursework and fieldwork experiences are based on standards required by the CCTC. These
CCTC standards are based on the California Professional Standards for Educational Leaders
(CPSELs), which in turn have been adapted from the Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC), which are recognized nationally.
Candidates are expected to apply theoretical and scholarly concepts, knowledge, and leadership
skills in leading schools and school districts. The mission of the Education Administration
Program, “Our mission is to prepare credible and relevant leaders in education”, guides all
program activities in the preparation of high quality educational leaders with a thorough
knowledge and understanding of the issues currently facing our schools.
Candidates take coursework in a cohort in a predetermined sequence of courses with an emphasis
on Instructional Leadership. Presently, there are five cohorts in the program, down from nine
cohorts a few years ago and this number will remain essentially the same due to budget
constraints. Three local school districts, Fresno Unified, Clovis Unified, and Sanger Unified
have entered into partnerships with the Education Administration Program to provide on-site
preparation programs for future administrators in these districts. The partnership with Sanger is
new this year. The renowned Chancellor’s Fellows program, with support from the Chancellor’s
Office, will begin its 8th cohort of candidates in Spring 2011 selected exclusively by local school

superintendents. The program also has a strong relationship with the Central Valley Educational
Leadership Institute (CVELI) which provides support and collaboration to local school districts.
Virtually all faculty members are engaged in some type of collaboration with local districts
through CVELI. Some faculty members work as leadership coaches while others provide
professional development to leaders and staff.
Many changes began for the Education Administration Program last spring. A program retreat
was held to review data and determine how well the program has been meeting the needs of
school districts in the Central Valley. Meetings have been held with faculty members who teach
each course. CTC and NCATE guidelines and criteria have been reviewed. Course syllabi are
being revised to include signature assignments. Fieldwork will no longer be a separate course,
but will be embedded into key courses. A new course is being developed (Instructional Systems
for Leadership and Equity) to further incorporate issues of equity into the curriculum. A recent
faculty retreat refined the changes and contributed to overall alignment of the program. These
changes will be submitted to the CCTC in the near future.
Table 1
Information on Total Number of Candidates in the Program
Education Administration Program Candidate Information
Site/Cohort
Candidates
Candidates
Fall 20101
Spring 2010
Fresno campus2
Visalia Unified and COS3
Fresno Unified3
Clovis Unified3
Sanger Unified4
Chancellor’s Fellows 7
Total
•
•
•
•

36
8
29
24
16
NA
113

18
14
20
24
NA
23
99

Current candidates as of Fall 2010.
Three cohorts (2 current cohorts, and one finished Spring 2010)
Two cohorts (one cohort finished Spring 2010, another began Fall 2010)
New cohort Fall 2010

Number of
Completers/
Graduates Spring
2010
18
13
18
23
NA
23
95

Section A. Part II
Candidate Assessment/Program Effectiveness
Education Administration
Candidate Assessment
In the past year, candidate assessment has been revamped and a new systematic method of
gathering candidate and program data has been developed and will be piloted beginning in Fall
2010. Candidate outcomes are a major component of the program review process and are
included in assessing the success of the program. Activities and signature assignments in
courses are used to emphasize the candidate outcomes and specific measures of these outcomes
take place on an annual basis. Table 2 below specifies the Candidate Outcomes, the Measures
and the Collection Frequency.
Table 2
Candidate Outcome Assessment Questions, Measures and Collection Frequency
Candidate Outcome Assessment Question
1. Do candidates have the knowledge and skills to
facilitate and monitor the development,
articulation, and implementation of a shared
vision of learning to ensure the achievement of
every child?
2.

3.

Do candidates have the knowledge and skills to
effectively marshal sufficient resources to
implement and attain the vision for all students
and subgroups of students?
Are candidates able to identify and address
barriers to accomplishing the vision?

4.

Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
create an accountability system of teaching and
learning based on student learning standards?

5.

Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
design, implement, and monitor a high quality
instructional standards-based program where
there is tight alignment of essential standards,
high-probability instructional strategies,
purposeful assessment, curricular resources, and
professional development?
Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
use multiple assessment measures to evaluate
student learning and drive an ongoing process of
inquiry focused on improving the learning of all

6.

Measurement
Signature Assignment
Embedded Fieldwork
Evaluations
360 Dispositions Survey
Culminating Research
Project
Signature Assignment
360 Dispositions Survey

Frequency
Semester
Semester
Beg/End
Prog.
Last
Semester
Semester
Beg/End
Prog.

Signature Assignment
Culminating Research
Project
Signature Assignment
Embedded Fieldwork
Evaluations
Culminating Research
Project
Signature Assignment
Embedded Fieldwork
Evaluations
Culminating Research
Project

Semester
Last
Semester
Semester
Semester
Last
Semester

Signature Assignment
Embedded Fieldwork
Evaluations
Culminating Research

Semester
Semester
Last
Semester

Semester
Semester
Last
Semester

7.

8.

9.

students and all subgroups of students?
Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
develop results-oriented professional learning
communities and supervise and support the ongoing professional growth and development of
all staff to improve the learning of all students?
Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
implement equitable practices to ensure the
achievement of every child and promote equity,
fairness and respect among all members of the
school community?
Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
effectively and efficiently manage the
organization, operations, and its resources?

Project
Signature Assignment
Embedded Fieldwork
Evaluations
Culminating Research
Project
Signature Assignment
Culminating Research
Project

Semester
Semester
Last
Semester
Semester
Last
Semester

Signature Assignment
Embedded Fieldwork
Evaluations
360 Degree Dispositions
Survey
Culminating Research
Project
Signature Assignment
360 Degree Dispositions
Survey

Semester
Semester
Beg/End
Prog
Last
Semester

360 Degree Dispositions
Survey
12. Are candidates able to skillfully develop and
Signature Assignment
enhance the leadership capacity of self and
Embedded Fieldwork
others?
Evaluations
Culminating Research
Project
13. Do candidates have the knowledge and skill to
Signature Assignment
accurately assess and appropriately and
Embedded Fieldwork
effectively respond to, influence and leverage the Evaluations
political, legal, economic, and cultural contexts?
360 Degree
Dispositions Survey
Culminating Research
Project
14. Are candidates able to skillfully access and
Signature Assignment
understand educational literature and research
Culminating Research
and write about educational issues and
Project
problems?

Beg/End
Prog
Semester
Semester
Last
Semester

10. Are candidates able to skillfully collaborate with
families and community members, respond to
diverse community interests and needs, and
mobilize and leverage community services to
support the equitable success of all students and
all subgroups of students?
11. Do candidates model a personal code of ethics?

Annual
Beg/End
Prog

Semester
Semester
Beg/End
Prog.
Last
Semester
Semester
Last
Semester

Sample data for Candidate Assessment
Candidates took part in a 360-degree pre-post dispositions survey. Candidates responded to
questions on a survey instrument at the beginning of their program and then selected six
colleagues, including peers and at least one supervisor (and subordinates if that were the case) to
respond. The same procedures took place, with the candidate and six colleagues at the end of the
program. All data were collected anonymously.
The seven data points for each item for each candidate for the pre and the post-surveys were
entered into a spreadsheet and then into SPSS. Data analysis was to have taken place during the
summer and fall. Unfortunately, there were many difficulties with the analysis in linking each
pre- and post-data set to each candidate and the analysis has not yet been completed. This
analysis is considered as a key assessment for our candidates and the data analysis should take
place within the next several weeks, once software issues are resolved. Therefore, no results are
presented at this time. A copy of the questions for the dispositions survey may be found in
Appendix A.
In another assessment, candidates in four separate cohorts (n=173) were asked to write the most
important skills and knowledge developed in the program. There were over 200 separate items
noted and items were grouped utilizing content analysis. Table 3 lists those items with 3% or
more of the candidates responding. See Appendix B for the survey.
Table 3
Candidate Responses to Important Skills and Knowledge Developed in the Program
% of
Skill/Knowledge/Ability
Total
Effective Feedback to Teachers (Walkthroughs)
9.3
Ability to Collaborate
8.7
Developing as a Leader
7.0
Ability to Align Curriculum and Standards
6.0
Knowledge about Self and Core Values
5.7
Building and Communicating a Strong Vision
5.7
Ability to Self-reflect on Leadership Skills
5.2
Ability to Deal with Difficult Staff
5.2
Ability to Develop Effective Teams (PLCs)
5.2
Ability to Use Data Effectively
4.6
Ability to Evaluate Teachers/Teaching
4.0
Ability to Coach Teachers to Improve Their Practice
3.5
Note: Only items with more than 3% of all respondents are included. Respondents could
indicate more than one response.
Program Effectiveness
Assessment of program outcomes for the purpose of ongoing program improvement is conducted
annually. Program assessment questions that drive the annual review process, the measurement
process and the frequency of the data collection are outlined in Table 4 below.

Table 4
Program Outcome Assessment Questions, Measures and Collection Frequency
Program Outcome Assessment Questions Measurement
1. Is the program providing a practice- based Embedded Fieldwork Evaluations
curriculum that ties theory to practice?
Superintendent’s Advisory
Program Survey
Culminating Research Project
2. Are courses sequenced and coupled in a
Embedded Fieldwork Evaluations
way that facilitate candidate learning and
Superintendent’s Advisory
prepare appropriately for a leadership
Program Survey
position?
Culminating Research Project
3. Has the program produced professionals
Embedded Fieldwork Evaluations
and instructional leaders who are able to
Superintendent’s Advisory
skillfully lead a school site system to high Program Survey
performance and continuous
Culminating Research Project
improvement?
360 Degree Disposition Survey

Frequency
Semester
Twice Year
End Program
Last Semester
Semester
Twice Year
End Program
Last Semester
Semester
Twice Year
End Program
Last Semester
Beg/End Prog

Sample Data for Program Effectiveness
Candidates were asked to respond to survey questions regarding their experience in the program.
This same survey was also used in previous years. With one exception, data are from the 2008
and 2010 academic years. Table 5 shows the results of the graduating candidates’ survey by
cohort and the overall for 2008, 2010, and overall differences.
Table 5
Means of Responses to the Graduating Candidates’ Program Survey
Fresno

Fresno

COS

COS

CF5

Question 2008 2010 2008 2010 2007
3.9
4.9
3.8
4.9
5
5
3.6
4.7
3.3
4.6
3.9
6
3.9
4.7
4.4
4.9
4.6
7a
3.9
4.5
4.1
4.6
4.2
7b
4.1
4.6
4.3
4.9
4.3
7c
3.8
4.8
4.6
4.5
4.4
7d
3.7
4.8
4.1
4.5
4.7
7e
4.1
4.8
4.4
4.9
4.4
7f
4
4.9
4.6
4.8
4.6
7g
4
4.8
4.1
5
4.4
8a
4.1
4.7
4.1
5
4.3
8b
4
4.6
3.9
4.9
4.3
8c
3.7
4.8
4.4
4.6
4.2
8d
3.7
4.8
4
4.5
4.4
8e
4
4.8
4.4
4.8
4.6
8f
4.1
4.8
4.5
4.7
4.7
8g
4.1
4.9
4.5
5
4.6
8h
18
17
9
14
9
N
Note: 1-5 scale *including CF5 2007 data

CF8

Clovis

Clovis

Overall

Overall

Difference

2010
4.5
4.4
4.3
4.1
4.3
4.2
4.4
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.6
4.4
4.6
4.5
4.6
4.5
4.6
20

2008
4.3
3.7
3.9
3.9
3.7
4
4.3
3.9
4
4.2
4.1
3.9
4
3.8
4.2
4
4.4
11

2010
4.5
4.2
4.2
4.1
4.2
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.5
4.4
4.1
4.2
4.1
4.6
4.5
4.6
18

2008*
4.3
3.6
4.2
4.0
4.1
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.3
4.2
4.2
4.0
4.1
4.0
4.3
4.3
4.4
47

2010
4.7
4.5
4.5
4.3
4.5
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.7
4.7
4.5
4.6
4.5
4.7
4.6
4.8
69

0.5
0.9
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.4
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.4
0.4

Key to questions:
1. The cohort experience is an essential element of the education administration program.
2. The sequence of courses in the program was appropriate in preparing me for a leadership position.
3. The Education Administration Program has helped me to:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

Develop a clear personal vision
develop a clear school/site vision
be able to clearly articulate my vision effectively
use data to inform instruction
align curriculum to standards
use effective supervision strategies
be an instructional leader

4. The Education Administration Program has:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

provided opportunities for me to regularly reflect upon my learning
provided opportunities for me to regularly reflect upon my practice
provided opportunities for me to analyze interpersonal issues in education settings
fostered my understanding of the importance of reflecting on ethical decision making
helped me to recognize more fully the importance of valuing cultural, linguistic,
cognitive, and physiological diversity
f) provided opportunities to learn the skills of collaboration:
g) provided opportunities to practice the skills of collaboration:
h) demonstrated the value of continuous professional growth and life-long learning

Candidates in different cohorts (n=173) were asked what they believed to be the strongest
elements of the program. The responses are found below in Table 6.
Table 6
Candidates Indications of the Strongest Elements of the Program
Program Elements
% of Total
Professional Instructors
44.0
Cohort Environment
18.6
Use of Case Studies
11.8
Use of Guest Speakers
6.8
Curriculum Course
5.0
Site-based Leadership Course
3.3
Focus on Instructional Leadership
3.3
Reading Materials
3.3
Program Coordinators
3.3
Note: Only items with more than one response were included on Table 2. Respondents could
indicate more than one response.
Candidates were also asked to write their recommendations for strengthening the program. The
results are found in Table 7. See Appendix B for the survey.
Table 7
Candidate Recommendations for Strengthening the Program
Program Elements
Research Course Needs Consistency and Focus on Project

% of Total
35.7

Eliminate Fieldwork Courses
28.6
Master’s Project Guidelines Need to be More Consistent
25.0
Eliminate Repetitive Course Content
10.7
Note: Only items with more than one response were included. Respondents could indicate more
than one response.
Thirty-five area school administrators (superintendents, assistant superintendents, and principals)
spent the afternoon on campus conducting mock position interviews for 76 of our graduating
candidates. After the interviews were over, participating administrators were asked to discuss
the characteristics of our candidates. Table 8 below shows the consensus of the responses of the
interviewers. (Note, responses were written on a whiteboard and the group was asked which
items they agreed with. Items that attained consensus are shown in the table.)
Table 8
Employer Interview Assessment of Graduating Candidates’ Characteristics
________________________________________________________________________
Graduating Candidate Characteristics
________________________________________________________________________
Graduating candidates were aware of social justice issues
Graduating candidates understood instruction
Graduating candidates were current in their knowledge
Graduating candidates were passionate
Graduating candidates would be good for kids
Graduating candidates understood the mastery paradigm of learning over teaching
Graduating candidates held high expectations for themselves and others
Graduating candidates were prepared to serve the diversity of the Valley
Graduating candidates were well-spoken
Graduating candidates had a good understanding of what leaders do
Graduating candidates understood the importance of relationships
Graduating candidates understood data and that data informed instruction
Graduation candidates knew how to coach teachers up
________________________________________________________________________

Section A. Part III
Analysis of Data
Education Administration
1. Is the program providing a practice-based curriculum that ties theory to practice?

From the responses in Table 3, 5 and 6, it appears our graduating candidates believe the program
has been practice-based. There is some indication (from Table 7) that they would like to see the
Fieldwork component integrated more into coursework and eliminated as a stand-alone course.
In addition, candidates have indicated the need for more consistency in the Research course
(ERA 220) and also consistency in what is to be required in the EAD 298 Project. The Project
component in this program is the culminating research project that is supposed to tie together
what was learned in the program, research and to best practices.
2. Has the program produced professionals and instructional leaders who are able to skillfully
lead a school site system to high performance and continuous improvement?
According to the focus group discussion of area site leaders about our graduates that are outlined
in comments in Table 8 above, our graduating candidates appear to be well-prepared and
knowledgeable about what they will need to do as education leaders in the Central Valley to
close the achievement gap. When the candidate pre- and post-disposition results are complete,
these will be very helpful in providing information regarding how well our candidates are
prepared in terms of necessary dispositions for educational leadership.
Section A. Part IV
Use of Assessment Results for Program Improvement
Education Administration
Actions Taken as a Result of the Assessments Completed:
1. Meetings were held during the spring 2010 semester with all faculty teaching each course.
The purpose of those meetings was to build agreement about the purpose of each course and
to create signature assignments for each course, thereby addressing consistency issues
brought up during the assessments.
2. Courses were re-sequenced to allow ERA 220 to be taught earlier in the semester so that
project advisors could be assigned earlier as well as to have project topics identified earlier.
A signature assignment for one of the courses taught during the first semester of the program
is that candidates will identify a topic for their Project. This change addressed the issue of
Research course consistency and some of the Project issues identified by graduating
candidates.
3. The stand-alone Fieldwork courses will be eliminated and 3 courses will be changed through
the university process to be 4-unit rather than 3-unit courses. The new 4-unit courses will
contain embedded fieldwork components that were agreed upon by the faculty teaching those
courses, creating consistency in course requirements and fieldwork expectations.

4. The department believes that a new course emphasizing leadership for equity must be
integrated into the program. Faculty members have almost completed work designing a new
syllabus for this course and will present this to the CTC with other program changes once
completed.
5. At the May 2010 department retreat, the faculty decided that the following statement
accurately describes the purpose of the EAD 298 Project component:
“Education Administration Projects are research-oriented, scholarly contributions to the field
of Education Administration.”
With this definition in mind, a subcommittee of Education Administration and Research
faculty are meeting to develop guidelines and rubrics for future projects. This action is being
taken in response to the observation that there are inconsistencies in the project expectations
by various faculty.
6. A subcommittee of the Department met to investigate offering the Professional Credential
through CVELI. It was determined that State funding is still being made available to school
districts to offer the credential through the district to their employees at no cost to the
employees. It was decided that we cannot compete with that pricing structure at this time,
and when the state funds are no longer available to districts, the department will revisit the
issue. In the meantime, this credential program is available to candidates who enter the
Doctoral Program in Educational Leadership.
7. All program modifications will be submitted to the Division of Graduate Studies of the
university and to the CCTC for approval during the Fall 2010 semester.
New Program Goals
1. Finalize the curriculum changes, signature assignments and embedded fieldwork.
2. Assess candidate and program outcomes that are selected for data collection and review.
3. Study the possibility of adding a “teacher-leader” focus to the program.

Appendix A
Dispositions Survey (Self)
Student Name:
Instructions: You will be completing a survey of administrator dispositions during the same time
period that seven members within your organization will rate their perception of you relative to
these same items. This questionnaire is designed to help assess how others perceive you in the
work environment right now and to what extent others’ perception of you match your own selfassessment. This information will be an important and useful data set regarding your rated
administrator dispositions.
Using the scale below, indicate your perception of yourself by circling or marking a number
from 1 to 10 next to the item. Circle or mark only one response for each item on the form.
Please respond to all items. Once you have completed the Self-Rating Questionnaire, seal it in
the self-addressed stamped envelope and place it in the mail. Please mail the completed
questionnaire no later than Friday, February 12, 2010.
SCALE
10-Definitely like me
9
8-Like me
7
6-Somewhat like me

Part 1
1 Expresses verbal and/or non-verbal
recognition of feelings, needs, and
concerns of others.
2 Collaborates and communicates with
families.
3 Communicates necessary information to
the appropriate persons in a timely
manner.
4 Deals appropriately and tactfully with
people from different backgrounds.
5 Generates enthusiasm and works to
influence others to accomplish common
goals.
6 Involves stakeholders in management
processes.
7 Motivates others to change behaviors that
inhibit professional and organizational
growth.
8 Acknowledges achievements and
accomplishments of others.
9 Does the work required for high levels of
organizational performance.

5-Somewhat unlike me
4
3-Unlike me
2
1-Definitely unlike me
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10 Responds in a timely manner to others
who initiate contact.
11 Develops alliances and uses outside
resources that improve teaching and
learning.
12 Includes all members of the school
community.
13 Dialogues with other decision-makers
who impact education.
14 Takes action to keep the public informed.
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28 Takes risks to provide a safe learning
environment and to increase the efficiency 1
and effectiveness of school operations.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

15 Anticipates responses of others and acts to
reduce negative impact.
16 Includes families as partners in the
education of their children.
17 Behaves and acts in ways that
demonstrate the belief that diversity is a
strength and benefits the school
community.
18 Mobilizes community resources to benefit
children.
19 Takes risks and encourages others to take
risks to improve school.
Part 2
20 Actions demonstrate a belief in life-long
learning for self and others.
21 Behaves and acts in ways that
demonstrate the belief that all students are
entitled to access the knowledge, skills,
and values needed to become successful
adults.
22 Uses varied approaches to positively
impact student learning.
23 Communicates that a safe and supportive
learning environment is essential.
24 Behaviors and actions demonstrate the
belief that there are a variety of ways in
which students learn.
25 Takes actions to prepare students to be
contributing members of society.
26 Works with faculty, staff, and students to
develop a caring school community.
27 Provides every child a quality education.

29 Expects high standards of learning.
30 Behaviors and actions demonstrate the
belief that schools are an integral part of
the larger community.
31 Encourages others to use a variety of
approaches in teaching and learning.
32 Holds to high expectations, supports highquality instruction, and expects individual
and collective accountability.
33 Demonstrates ethical principles in the
decision-making process.
34 Committed to the principles stated in the
Bill of Rights.
35 Supports student learning as the
fundamental purpose of schooling.
36 Accepts the consequences for upholding
one’s principles and actions.
37 Demonstrates the belief that all people can
learn.
38 Believes education is the key to
opportunity and social mobility.
Part 3
39 Reflects on learning and professional
practice.
40 Analyzes situational (intra/inter personal
and contextual) contexts that result in
more informed decision-making.
41 Makes well-reasoned ethical judgments
that rely on reflection and result in
professional action.
42 Works effectively with diverse
populations.
43 Values diversity.
44 Collaborates professionally with others in
the field.
45 Demonstrates continuous learning about
the profession.
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THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS CONFIDENTIAL SURVEY.
PLEASE MAIL IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED STAMPED ENVELOPE NO LATER THAN
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 2010.
Based on the Administrator Dispositions Index (ADI) instrument that measures the dispositions
of effective school leaders.

Appendix A
Dispositions Survey (360-degree)
Student Name:
Instructions: The person that gave you this questionnaire is participating in a survey of
administrator dispositions. This questionnaire is designed to help assess how others perceive this
person in the work environment right now. The information will be useful to the person rated in
evaluating his or her administrator dispositions. Sometimes people within an organization tend
to protect each other by trying to go easy or be nice. You can be most helpful by giving your
candid assessment of this person. Your data will be anonymously collated with others and
presented in a confidential report. Do not put your name on this form. The name at the top
should identify the person you are rating. Please do not discuss this questionnaire with others,
for what is needed is your independent perception of this person.
Using the scale below, indicate your perception of this person by circling or marking a number
from 1 to 10 next to the item. Circle or mark only one response for each item on the form.
Please respond to all items. Once you have completed the Feedback Questionnaire, seal it in the
self-addressed stamped envelope and place it in the mail. Please mail the completed
questionnaire no later than Friday, February 12, 2010. Thank you for your participation and
valuable feedback.
SCALE
10-Definitely like this person
5-Somewhat unlike this person
9
4
8-Like this person
3-Unlike this person
7
2
6-Somewhat like this person
1-Definitely unlike this person
Part 1
1
Expresses verbal and/or non-verbal recognition of
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
feelings, needs, and concerns of others.
2
Collaborates and communicates with families.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3
Communicates necessary information to the
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
appropriate persons in a timely manner.
4
Deals appropriately and tactfully with people from
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
different backgrounds.
5
Generates enthusiasm and works to influence others
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
to accomplish common goals.
6
Involves stakeholders in management processes.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
7
8
9

Motivates others to change behaviors that inhibit
professional and organizational growth.
Acknowledges achievements and accomplishments
of others.
Does the work required for high levels of

10
10
10
10
10
10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

organizational performance.
10
11

Responds in a timely manner to others who initiate
contact.
Develops alliances and uses outside resources that
improve teaching and learning.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

12

Includes all members of the school community.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

13

Dialogues with other decision-makers who impact
education.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

14

Takes action to keep the public informed.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

15

Anticipates responses of others and acts to reduce
negative impact.
Includes families as partners in the education of
their children.
Behaves and acts in ways that demonstrate the
belief that diversity is a strength and benefits the
school community.

16
17

18

Mobilizes community resources to benefit children.

19

Takes risks and encourages others to take risks to
improve school.
Part 2
20
Actions demonstrate a belief in life-long learning
for self and others.
21
Behaves and acts in ways that demonstrate the
belief that all students are entitled to access the
knowledge, skills, and values needed to become
successful adults.
22
Uses varied approaches to positively impact student
learning.
23
Communicates that a safe and supportive learning
environment is essential.
24
Behaviors and actions demonstrate the belief that
there are a variety of ways in which students learn.
25
Takes actions to prepare students to be contributing
members of society.
26
Works with faculty, staff, and students to develop a
caring school community.
27
Provides every child a quality education.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

28

Expects high standards of learning.

29

Behaviors and actions demonstrate the belief that
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
schools are an integral part of the larger community.
Encourages others to use a variety of approaches in
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
teaching and learning.

30

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

31

32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Holds to high expectations, supports high-quality
instruction, and expects individual and collective
accountability.
Demonstrates ethical principles in the decisionmaking process.
Committed to the principles stated in the Bill of
Rights.
Supports student learning as the fundamental
purpose of schooling.
Accepts the consequences for upholding one’s
principles and actions.
Demonstrates the belief that all people can learn.
Believes education is the key to opportunity and
social mobility.
Takes risks to provide a safe learning environment
and to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
school operations.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Part 3
40

42

Analyzes situational (intra/interpersonal and
contextual) contexts that result in more informed
decision-making.
Makes well-reasoned ethical judgments that rely on
reflection and result in professional action.
Works effectively with diverse populations.

43

Values diversity.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

44

Collaborates professionally with others in the field.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

45

Committed to continuous learning about the
profession.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

41

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS CONFIDENTIAL SURVEY.
PLEASE MAIL IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED STAMPED ENVELOPE NO LATER THAN
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 12, 2010.

Appendix B
Graduating Candidate End-of-Program Survey
Education Administration

1. List three to five of the most important skills and/or knowledge areas that you developed as a
result of participation in the program.

2. What are the strongest elements of the program?

3. What elements in the program could be strengthened?

4. Additional Comments or suggestions to assist us in meeting the preparation needs of our
educational leaders.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Biennial Report
Academic Years 2008-09 and 2009-10
Institution
Date report is submitted
Program documented in this report
Name of Program
Credential awarded

California State University, Fresno
October 15, 2010
Multiple Subject
Multiple Subject
Preliminary Multiple Subject

Is this program offered at more than one site? Yes
If yes, list all sites at which California State University, Fresno campus
the program is offered
Partnership Schools
Early Childhood
College of the Sequoias
Program Contact
Phone #
E-Mail

Lisa M. Nyberg, Ph.D.
559.278.0236
lnyberg@csufresno.edu

If the preparer of this report is different than the Program Contact, please note contact
information for that person below:
Name:
Phone #
E-mail

SECTION A – CREDENTIAL PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION
II. Contextual Information
California State University, Fresno is one of twenty-three universities in the California State
University system. Fresno State began as a normal school in 1911 and has a strong history of
service and preparation of education professionals. This year we celebrate our centennial with
100 years of service. The Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development is
the Unit Head that oversees sixteen programs. The Multiple Subject Program prepares teacher
candidates for service as an elementary teacher (primarily grades K-6). Our last joint
accreditation (NCATE/CCTC) visit was in March 2006.
The Multiple Subject Credential Program consists of twenty-one units in teacher education
courses and thirteen units of fieldwork completed in three phases/semesters. The Multiple
Subject Credential Program is based on a clearly stated rationale that requires candidates to
complete foundation classes and content-specific methods coursework while concurrently
practicing the application of these concepts and teaching skills in field placement settings.
Candidates are expected to apply the theoretical and scholarly concepts, knowledge, and teaching
skills in planning and implementing effective and appropriate lessons and units of study. The
program provides extensive opportunities for candidates to learn to teach using the state adopted
K-12 academic content standards with all students. Fieldwork placements are made in diverse
settings including many high need, urban schools. Program cohort options include: university
site-based, partnership school site-based, early childhood emphasis, and College of the Sequoias.
We also offer a Dual program (earning both Multiple Subject and Education Specialist
credentials) and an internship program.
Program Specific Candidate Information
Academic Year
Admitted
2008-2009
204

Completers
192

2009-2010

187

203

Changes Since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
Strengthened Methods of Teaching English Learners Content Specialists Presented
Advanced English Learner Seminars to Faculty and Supervisors
Strengthened Methods of Teaching Students with Special Needs Revised SPED
179 Syllabus
Strengthened Methods of Teaching Social Studies (LEE 173) Revised LEE 173
Syllabus
Strengthened Classroom Management Content in SPED 179 and Added Fieldwork
Seminars (EHD 174/178)
Strengthened Applied Technology, Revised CI 175 Syllabus, Surveyed Use of
Technology Across Program
Added Health At-Risk Resources Seminar (EHD 170)
Enhanced university/school district partnerships:
Central Unified
Sanger Unified

Date
2007-2009
2009-2010
2009-2010
2007-2008
2008-2009
2008
2009
2010

Course Alike/ Phase Alike Analysis of Data / Revised Action Plan
II.

2009-2010

Candidate Competence and Program Effectiveness Data

Primary candidate assessments the program uses to and through recommending the
candidate for the credential:

Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST)
Instrument
Description
Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project This task assesses the candidate’s
(TPEs 1 [ELA], 6B, 7, 8, 9)
ability to analyze a lesson plan
designed for all students in a classroom
with a significant number of English
learners. This is an on-demand written
assessment.
This task assesses the candidate’s
Site Visitation Project
(TPEs 1 [ELA], 2, 4, 5, 11, 13)
ability to plan, implement, and reflect
upon instruction. This is a field-based
performance assessment.
This task assesses the candidate’s
Teaching Sample Project
(TPEs 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13) ability to plan and teach a one to four
week unit, and to document their
teaching and their students’ learning.
This is a field-based comprehensive,
written assessment.
This task assesses the candidate’s
Holistic Proficiency Project
(TPEs 1 [H-SS, Math, Science], 3,5,6, ability to perform, document, and
10, 12]
reflect upon teaching responsibilities
over an entire semester. This is a
comprehensive, field-based
performance assessment.

When Given
Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Phase 3

The Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST) is a TPA system approved by CCTC (2008)
and specifically designed for use by California State University, Fresno teacher candidates. The
Teacher Performance Expectations (TPEs) are taught in the coursework and applied and
practiced in the coursework and fieldwork. The FAST includes the four tasks listed above.
Additional information collected on completer performance and program effectiveness:
Instrument
CSU System-wide Evaluation:
Chancellor’s Survey:
Employer’s Assessment

Description
This survey is given to employers who
supervise the teaching graduates to
assess program effectiveness.

When Given
One year
after
graduation

Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST) Distribution Tables:
Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project
TPE
n

Scoring

Median
1s (%)
ELA1 2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
6b
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
7
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
8
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
9
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

Fall 08 Spr 09
102
93
3.0
3.0
1.0
0
42.7
40.4
47.6
41.5
8.7
18.1
3.0
3.0
2.9
0
29.1
47.9
49.5
43.6
18.4
8.5
2.0
2.0
0
0
52.4
53.2
40.8
38.3
6.8
8.5
3.0
2.0
2.9
0
57.3
60.6
35.9
37.2
3.9
2.1
3.0
3.0
1.9
0
42.7
41.5
47.6
54.3
7.8
4.3

Fall 09 Spr 10
134
62
3.0
2.0
7.4
11.1
34.1
49.2
47.4
39.7
11.1
0
2.0
2.0
4.4
9.5
51.9
54.0
40.7
28.6
3.0
7.9
2.0
3.0
2.2
0
68.9
28.6
25.9
63.5
3.0
7.9
2.0
2.0
6.7
3.2
47.4
55.6
42.2
34.9
3.7
6.3
2.0
3.0
1.5
4.8*
54.1
27.0*
39.3
65.1*
5.2
1.6*

*Entry of an invalid number results in a non-100% sum.
Site Visitation Project
TPE
n

1

Scoring
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median

Fall 08 Spr 09
113
83
3.0
3.0
0
0
19.3
17.9
70.2
70.2
10.5
11.9
3.0
3.0

Fall 09 Spr 10
93
110
3.0
3.0
1.1
2.7
23.4
17.1
69.1
71.2
6.4
9.0
3.0
3.0

2

4

5

11

13

1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

0
27.2
62.3
10.5
3.0
0
31.6
58.8
9.6
3.0
.9
29.8
58.8
10.5
3.0
.9
24.6
65.8
8.8
3.0
0
36.0
50.0
14.0

0
28.6
61.9
9.5
3.0
0
34.5
52.4
13.1
3.0
0
32.1
58.3
9.5
3.0
0
44.0
44.0
11.9
3.0
1.2
22.6
46.4
29.8

2.1
20.2
74.5
3.2
3.0
2.1
36.2
57.4
4.3
3.0
2.1
37.2
58.5
2.1
3.0
1.1
38.3
55.3
5.3
3.0
3.2
24.5
53.2
19.1

0
21.6
71.2
7.2
3.0
0
33.3
57.7
9.0
3.0
0
30.6
63.1
6.3
3.0
0
33.3
61.3
5.4
3.0
2.7
17.1
68.5
11.7

Teaching Sample Project
TPE
n

10,11

1,9

Scoring
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)

Fall 08 Spr 09
84
118
3.0
3.0
2.4
1.7
24.7
12.6
67.1
70.6
5.9
15.1
3.0
3.0
0
1.7
44.7
22.7
52.9
62.2
2.4
13.4
3.0
3.0
0
1.7

Fall 09 Spr 10
93
94
3.0
3.0
0
1.1
22.3
16.8
68.1
65.3
9.6
16.8
3.0
3.0
1.1
1.1
20.2
28.4
74.5
56.8
4.3
13.7
3.0
3.0
1.1
3.2

2,3

7,8,9

2-4,9

3,12

12,13

2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

51.8
41.2
7.1
3.0
0
40.0
48.2
11.8
3.0
1.2
45.9
48.2
4.7
3.0
1.2
43.5
50.6
4.7

22.7
61.3
14.3
3.0
.8
21.0
49.6
28.6
3.0
.8
21.0
62.2
16.0
3.0
1.7
18.5
49.6
30.3

31.9
58.5
8.5
3.0
0
19.1
67.0
13.8
3.0
0
26.6
61.7
11.7
3.0
1.1
29.8
55.3
13.8

27.4
61.1
8.4
3.0
0
32.6
52.6
14.7
3.0
0
26.3
56.8
16.8
3.0
0
26.3
60.0
13.7

Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

3.0
2.4
36.5
54.1
7.1

3.0
1.7
16.0
60.5
21.8

3.0
1.1
25.5
62.8
10.6

3.0
1.1
27.4
58.9
12.6

Holistic Proficiency Project
TPE
Scoring
Fall 08 Spr 09
n
89
114
Median
3.0
3.0
1s (%)
0
0
1Math 2s (%)
11.1
7.0
3s (%)
65.6
74.8
4s (%)
23.3
18.3
Median
3.0
3.0
1s (%)
0
0
1Sci
2s (%)
10.0
9.6
3s (%)
68.9
72.2
4s (%)
21.1
18.3
Median
3.0
3.0
1s (%)
0
0
1H/SS 2s (%)
14.4
8.7
3s (%)
67.8
71.3

Fall 09 Spr 10
95
92
3.0
3.0
0
1.1
10.4
19.4
71.9
68.8
17.7
10.8
3.0
3.0
0
1.1
14.6
23.7
65.6
61.3
19.8
14.0
3.0
3.0
0
1.1
10.4
22.6
72.9
64.5

3

5

6a

10

12

4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

17.8
3.0
0
14.4
66.7
18.9
3.0
0
13.3
50.0
36.7
3.0
0
13.3
57.8
28.9
3.0
1.1
15.6
55.6
27.8
3.0
0
16.7
50.0
33.3

20.0
3.0
0
7.0
67.0
26.1
3.0
0
6.1
59.1
34.8
3.0
0
14.8
61.7
23.5
3.0
0
8.7
67.0
24.3
3.0
0
9.6
66.1
24.3

16.7
3.0
0
18.8
69.8
11.5
3.0
0
12.5
70.8
16.7
3.0
0
9.4
67.7
22.9
3.0
0
11.5
70.8
17.7
3.0
0
14.6
69.8
15.6

11.8
3.0
0
19.4
67.7
12.9
3.0
0
18.3
66.7
15.1
3.0
1.1
21.5
63.4
14.0
3.0
0
18.3
68.8
12.9
3.0
1.1
22.6
58.1
18.3

CSU System-Wide Evaluation Data
Chancellor’s Report: Employers (one year after graduation)
Note: These data include extensive lists of tables.
Please see Chancellor’s Report (disk and hard copy).
Mechanism for Summarizing and Utilizing Data for Program Evaluation
Data from Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST) and Chancellor’s Report Scores are
shared with faculty. The Assessment Coordinator and Multiple Subject Coordinator present the
FAST data to the Multiple Subject Program Review Committee. The Dean presents the
Chancellor’s Report data to faculty at the faculty assembly meeting, department meetings, and
the Multiple Subject Program Review Committee.
Representatives from each academic content and field area are on the Multiple Subject Program
Review Committee (MSPRC). The MSPRC discusses the results of evaluations and develops an

action plan. Specific examples of articulation in course and fieldwork occur during the Phase
Alike/Course Alike meetings.
III. Analyses and Discussion of Candidate and Program Data
Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST)
The review of the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 FAST data is very positive. The FAST scores
include four levels: 1: Does not meet expectations; 2: Meets expectations; 3: Meets
expectations at a high level; and, 4: Exceeds expectations. The median scores for all of the
assessments are “2” and “3.” Teacher candidates are “meeting expectations” or “meeting
expectations at a high level” on all the TPEs as determined by this CCTC approved instrument.
Comments regarding strengths and weakness are relative considering the documented success of
the teacher candidates to meet the expectations of performance as specified by the CCTC.
Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project (CLPP)
This is an on-demand written assessment.
Strengths:
Reading-Language Arts (TPE 1A)
(Note: There was a drop in performance in Spring 2010 semester)
Instructional Planning (TPE 9)
Teaching English Learners (TPE 7)
Weaknesses:
Developmentally Appropriate Teaching Practices in Grades 4-8 (TPE 6B)
Learning about Students (TPE 8)
Discussion:
Teacher candidates are in the first phase of their program. All of the instructional content and
practice is new. The median scores are split between “2s” and “3s.” Developmentally these
teacher candidates appear to be performing as expected considering it is their first
semester/phase and their initial field opportunity this semester is approximately six contact hours
per week.
Assessment of strengths and weaknesses of this instrument is relative because teacher candidates
are “meeting expectations” or “meeting expectations at a high level” according to the standards
of this CCTC approved assessment. Relative strengths include TPE 1A and TPE 9. The
candidates get many opportunities to practice instructional planning (TPE 9) and there is a heavy
emphasis on competencies in reading-language arts (TPE 1A). Note: TPE 7: Teaching English
Learners had lower percentage performance in Fall ‘08, Spring ‘09, and Fall ‘09; however, there
was a marked increase in Spring ‘10. This is encouraging because this has been a primary area
of emphasis in our action plan and professional development for faculty and supervisors.
The relative weaknesses listed above with TPE 6B and TPE 8 may be a reflection of the limited
student contact time the teacher candidates have in this first phase/semester of the program.

They may not have had as many opportunities to learn about their students and apply appropriate
teaching practices with them.
Site Visitation Project (SVP)
This is a field-based performance assessment.
Strengths:
Reading-Language Arts (TPE 1A)
Professional Growth (TPA 13)
Weakness:
Social Environment (TPA 11)
Discussion:
Teacher candidates are in the second phase of their program. In this phase teacher candidates
have many more opportunities to practice theories presented in class. This is also the second
phase where academic language and pedagogy presented during the first phase are reinforced.
Teacher candidates get an opportunity to have more extensive fieldwork contact: approximately
twelve hours a week. The median scores are “3s: meets expectations at a high level” for all
TPEs. This is encouraging because teacher candidates have an opportunity to put the theory into
practice during their fieldwork with students.
Assessment of strengths and weaknesses of this instrument is relative because teacher candidates
are “meeting expectations at a high level” according to the standards of this CCTC approved
assessment. Relative strengths include: Reading-Language Arts: TPE 1A and Professional
Growth (TPA 13). In this second phase/semester teacher candidates are involved in their second
reading methods course that reinforces concepts learned in the first phase/semester. Teacher
candidates are also given opportunities for reflection in their courses and TPA that would support
professional growth.
The relative weaknesses listed above with TPE 11: Social Environment may be a reflection of
increased student contact time where the teacher candidates must manage the academic and
social environment in the classroom. In the previous Phase 1 teacher candidates were
responsible for one-on-one and small group instruction. Teacher candidates are new to the
management of whole class instruction that occurs in Phase 2.
Teacher Sample Project (TSP)
This is a comprehensive, written assessment.
Strengths:
Instructional Time (TPE 10)
Social Environment (TPE 11)
Weaknesses:
Monitoring Student Learning During Instruction (TPE 2)
Interpretation and Use of Assessments (TPE 3)

Discussion:
Teacher candidates are in the third and final phase of their program. Teacher candidates teach all
day/every day. In this phase teacher candidates have many more opportunities to practice
theories presented in class. Teacher candidates systematically assume the responsibility of the
class until they independently teach for a minimum of two weeks and then the teaching
responsibility is gradually transferred back to the master teacher.
The median scores for all TPEs are “3s: meets expectations at a high level.” This is encouraging
because teacher candidates have an opportunity build on the instruction and fieldwork of the
previous two semesters.
Assessment of strengths and weaknesses of this instrument is relative because teacher candidates
are “meeting expectations at a high level” on all TPEs according to the standards of this CCTC
approved assessment. Relative strengths include: Instructional Time (TPE 10) and Social
Environment (TPE 11). These results are encouraging because in the previous phase, TPE 11:
Social Environment was a relative weakness. Teacher candidates are demonstrating that with
additional practice during their final student teaching semester they are learning to allocate
instructional time to maximize student achievement and develop a classroom management plan.
The relative weaknesses listed above includes TPE 2: Monitoring Student Learning During
Instruction and TPE 3: Interpretation and Use of Assessments. These relative weaknesses may
reflect a stronger performance with developing plans and procedures for instruction as reflected
above (TPE 10 and TPE 11). TPE 2 and TPE 3 require a higher level of analysis and evaluation.
Again, these are relative weaknesses, because teacher candidates are performing with a median
score of “3: meets expectations at a high level” on all of the TPEs of this assessment.
Holistic Proficiency Project (HPP)
This is a comprehensive, field-based performance assessment.
Strengths:
TPE 5: Student Engagement
TPE 10: Instructional Time
Weakness:
TPE 1: Science
Discussion:
Teacher candidates are in the third and final phase of their program. Teacher candidates teach all
day/every day. In this phase teacher candidates have many more opportunities to practice
theories presented in class. Teacher candidates systematically assume the responsibility of the
class until they independently teach for a minimum of two weeks and then the teaching
responsibility is gradually transferred back to the master teacher.

The median scores are “3s: meets expectations at a high level” for all TPEs. This is encouraging
because teacher candidates have an opportunity build on the instruction and fieldwork of the
previous two semesters.
Assessment of strengths and weaknesses of this instrument is relative because teacher candidates
are “meeting expectations at a high level” on all TPEs according to the standards of this CCTC
approved assessment. Relative strengths include: TPE 5: Student Engagement and TPE 10:
Instructional Time. Teacher candidates are demonstrating strength in their performance of
managing instructional time to keep students engaged and focused on the goals and objectives of
the lesson.
The relative weakness listed above includes TPE 1: Science. Teacher candidates need to be able
to teach a science lesson with a balance of science information, concepts, and investigations.
Again, these are relative weaknesses, because teacher candidates are performing with a median
score of “3: meets expectations at a high level” on all of the TPEs of this assessment.
Chancellor’s Report:
Employers Survey
This is a survey given to supervisors of program graduates one year after graduation to determine
program effectiveness.
Strengths:
(Score: 85% or above: Well or Adequately Prepared)
Content Knowledge
Instructional Planning
Motivation of Students
Computer-Based Technology Applications
Educational Equity
Weaknesses:
The CSU Deans of Education identified the areas of improvement.
Instruction of English Learners
Resources for At-Risk Students
Teaching Strategies for Students with Special Needs in Inclusive Settings
Teaching of History/Social Science to California Standards
Discussion:
The Chancellor’s survey strengths identified by employers present a program graduate who: has
the content knowledge to teach the subjects; knows how to develop lessons; knows how to
motivate students, understands computer-based technology applications; and works to provide
learning opportunities for all students. The focal areas of weakness (as identified by the CSU
deans) has received specific action plan items as defined by our Improvement and Accountability
Plan (IAP).

IV.

Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance

Assessment results are used to improve candidate and program performance in many different
dimensions. Individual faculty/supervisors use course assessments to determine candidate
performance and assess the effectiveness of their instruction.
Data from the Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST) is presented to the Multiple
Subject Program Review Committee to analyze and determine an initial action plan focus.
Faculty and supervisors meet for Course Alike/Phase Alike large and small group meetings to
articulate the specifics of the action plan focus. In these meetings the faculty and supervisors
discuss teaching strategies and make modifications to their course syllabi.
Data from the CSU Chancellor’s Report (CSUC) is shared with the Faculty Assembly,
Department Meetings, and the Multiple Subject Program Review Committee. The specifics of
the action plan are developed and articulated in the Course Alike/Phase Alike meetings. An
Improvement and Accountability Plan (IAP) is written and implemented following the guidelines
of the Chancellor’s Office.
Note: In response to the feedback received from the previous biennial report the format of this
report has changed. This report contains a more in-depth examination of a fewer number of data
sources. The examination includes a specific TPE item analysis of the FAST Comprehensive
Lesson Plan Project, Site Visitation Project, Teacher Sample Project, and Holistic Proficiency
Project.
This analysis has provided some interesting findings. For example, as a part of the last biennial
report action plan faculty increased support for teaching English learners. Teaching English
Learners had lower percentage performance in Fall ‘08, Spring ‘09, and Fall ‘09; however, there
was a marked increase in Spring ‘10. This is encouraging because this has been a primary area
of emphasis in our action plan and professional development for faculty and supervisors.
When examining the data sources it is important to note when in the teacher candidate/teacher’s
academic career the assessments are administered. The FAST assessments show a more
immediate response to program change because we have new teacher candidates joining the
program each semester. The assessments can immediately reflect program changes. The CSU
Chancellor’s Report is administered one year after graduation. As a result, there is some
contradiction in strengths and weaknesses listed for our program. Teaching English learners
appears as strength in the FAST Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project due to the marked
performance increase in Spring 2010. Teaching English learners appears as a weakness in the
CSU Chancellor’s Report; however, we would expect to see a lag time in the evidence of the
program improvement because the candidates who have received the enhanced focus on the
teaching of English learners will not be evaluated until a year after graduation.
Data Sources:
Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST)
CSU Chancellor’s Report (CSUC): Employer Survey

Focus: Teaching English Learners
Data
Source
FAST
CSUC
FAST
CSUC
FAST
CSUC

Plan of Action or Proposed Changes Made
Program-specific plan developed to address the
instruction of English learners.
English learner faculty amended the Lesson
Observation Tool for use of Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP).
Emphasis on the purpose of the English learner
teaching strategies will be emphasized in all
classes/supervision.

Applicable Program or
Common Standard(s)
TPE 4, 5, 6, 7
TPE 2, 3, 7, 8, 9

TPE 2, 4, 5, 9

Focus: Teaching Students with Special Needs in an Inclusive Classroom Resources for AtRisk Students
Data
Source
FAST
CSUC
CSUC
FAST
CSUC

Plan of Action or Proposed Changes Made
Program-specific plan developed to address the
instruction of students with special needs.
Seminars presented to teacher candidates to
teach at-risk resources to serve their students.
Emphasis on the purpose of the special needs
teaching strategies will be emphasized in all
classes/supervision.

Applicable Program or
Common Standard(s)
TPE 3, 4, 5, 6, 7
TPE 8, 11, 12, 13
TPE 2, 4, 5, 9

Focus: Teaching of History/Social Science to California Standards
Data
Source
FAST
CSUC

Plan of Action or Proposed Changes Made
Program-specific plan developed to address the
Social Science standards, concept coverage, and
assignments in LEE 173.

Applicable Program or
Common Standard(s)
TPE 1, 2, 4, 9
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SCHOOL NURSE SERVICES CREDENTIAL PROGRAM
Contextual Information:
The CSUF School Nurse Services Credential Program offers coursework leading to a Clear
Professional School Nurse Services Credential. This is an online program, available to registered
nurses who hold a bachelor’s degree from a regionally accredited university. The goal of the
program is the preparation of competent school nurses through the provision of learning
experiences taught by qualified and experienced faculty and university approved school nurse
preceptors at school sites in areas of the state in which candidates are located. The experience
includes an in-depth school site practicum which requires that the candidate must demonstrate
professional competencies as set forth in the 2007 CCTC Standards of Quality and Effectiveness
for Programs of Professional School Nurse Preparation in California.
The coursework includes 27 units divided into phase I and Phase II. Phase I (includes 15 units,
five 3 unit courses): Audiometry for School Nurses, Introduction to Counseling, Health
Teaching, Health Assessment, and Mainstreaming. Candidates may take Phase I courses through
other accredited universities with program coordinator permission. At least 15 program units
must be taken through CSUF, which includes four 3 unit Phase II core school nurse courses (12
units): Phase II course are: NURS 184, Introduction to School Nursing (Seminar); NURS 186,
School Nurse Practicum I (Elementary); NURS 185, School Nurse Seminar; NURS 187, School
Nurse Practicum II (secondary). The program offers a Vision and Scoliosis (1 unit) course which
candidates are asked to take if they have not previously completed a previous vision screening
course or workshop. Candidates are accepted into Phase II in the fall each year and generally
take a seminar and a practicum course each semester. Candidates are expected to complete
Phase I coursework, which give them the necessary tools for practice prior to entering Phase II.
Since fall 2001, over 375 nurses have completed the online program.
Recent program changes: In fall 2009, a program option was discontinued. This option allowed
master’s students in the Nurse Practitioner (NP) program option to combine the NP program with
the School Nurse Services Credential Program. Originally this option had been funded by a grant
which had run out. The option did not require that NP students to take Counseling or
Mainstreaming assuming that this subject matter was adequately addressed in the NP program.
The Department of Nursing Graduate Curriculum Committee determined that these courses
provided key tools for school nursing practice and needed to be taken by all credential
candidates.
Following are enrollment numbers for 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 in Phase II core SN courses:
Year
Fall
Failed Incomplete Dropped Returning Completed %
admits
taken
to
Program
Completed
complete
No. enrolled
in 2008-2009 37
1
97%
36
No. enrolled
in 2009-2010 34
1
1
94%
32
F2008-S2010
1
1
2
Enrollment
71
68
95%
&
completion

Note: Student who failed chose not to complete practicum experience and did not drop the
course in a timely fashion.
Section A, Part II – Candidate Assessment/Program Effectiveness
Assessment procedures and instruments used to ensure that candidates have the requisite
competencies and that the program is effectively meeting its candidates’ academic and
professional growth needs.
Instrument
Description
When Given
Post graduation
District directors of health
Sent to school nurse supervisors 1
services/school nurse supervisors are
year of employed graduates after
asked to rate the effectiveness of the
candidate has completed program
District School
program related to performance of
and obtained a Clear School Nurse
Nurse Supervisor
school nurses under their supervision
Services Credential.
Survey of Program
based on the nine CCTC 2007 program
Effectiveness
standards using a 5-1Likert scale.
KSOEHD
Candidates indicate responses to 15
Completed by candidates upon
questions related to program
completion of program
Program Evaluation effectiveness and preparedness to
function in a full-time professional role
Upon Exit Survey
using a 5-1 Likert scale.
NURS 186 & NURS Questions asked: “How pertinent is the Completed by preceptor and
187
course content to the school nursing
submitted to program coordinator at
(Practicum courses)
experience?” “Are there experiences
the end of the semester.
you would include/eliminate?” “Could
changes be made to improve your
Preceptor
preceptor experience?”
Evaluation of
Clinical Course
NURS 184, 185, 186, Questions asked: “Overall rating of this Completed by candidates at the end
187
three unit course.” Aspects of the
of each course and submitted to
(Core SN Courses)
course which have been most
program coordinator.
valuable?” “Suggested changes that
would enhance your learning
Course Evaluation
experience?
by Candidate
NURS 186 & NURS Program clinical competencies are
This tool is used to assess
187
specifically based on CCTC school
competencies and mentor the
(Practicum courses)
nurse competencies: SNC 1, Providing candidate throughout practicum
health and wellness services; SNC 2,
experience. The preceptor meets
with the candidate before the end of
Preceptor Checklist Providing direct client care services
(primary, secondary, tertiary
the semester to discuss
of Skills and
intervention); SNC 3, Professional
accomplishments, strengths and
Competencies
Management Skills. Competencies
areas of need. The preceptor
under each of these categories to be
completes and signs the evaluation
check by the candidates preceptor of as form and submitted it to clinical
“met.” If “unmet,” an explanation is
instructor at the end of the semester
required.
before a final grade can be issues to
the candidate.

NURS 186 & NURS
187
(Practicum courses)
Preceptor
Evaluation of
Candidate
Professional
Dispositions
NURS 184, 185, 186,
187
Pre-post (core school
nurse courses)
knowledge
assessment
Knowledge Base
Questionnaire (self
reported knowledge
level)
NURS 186 & NURS
187
(Practicum courses)
Final Narrative Self
Evaluation

NURS 184 and
NURS 185
(seminar courses)
Candidate
coursework and
class participation
monitored and
evaluated by faculty

To foster in candidates professional
dispositions that are important in
meeting the health care needs of school
age children. These are: The tendency
to reflect, the use of critical thinking,
the use of well reasoned ethical
judgment, an appreciation for diversity,
a collaborative disposition, and the
tendency for life-long learning.
Candidates are asked to rate their
global knowledge of school nursing
practice on a 5 point Likert scale. The
questionnaire consists of 26 subject
areas with specific questions relevant
to each subject area. The pre-post
assessment gives faculty insight into
areas in the curriculum and clinical
experience that need further
strengthening.
Candidates are asked to write a Final
Narrative Self Evaluation upon
completion each of the two practicum
courses and commenting on the
following:
Success in attaining goals and
objectives (which candidates
developed in the beginning of the
semester); areas of major learning,
insights and skills; what candidate
would have done differently to
improve his/her learning experience.
It is possible for candidates to earn up
to 100 grade points in a given course
(90-100 = A, 80-89 = B, etc.). In
seminar courses, written assignments
are evaluated by the instructor and
grade points are allotted to written
assignments, responses to weekly
research questions, creation of a
Blackboard presentation for
classmates, and participation in class
discussion.

School site preceptors observe for
these traits in candidates during
clinical practice. At the end of the
semester, preceptors meet with
candidates to discuss these
dispositions and to complete and
sign the evaluation form which is
submitted to the clinical instructor.
Instructions included to aid
preceptors in completing form.
Completed by candidates prior to
beginning core school nurse courses
and on completion of core school
nurse courses.

Completed by candidate at the end
of the each practicum experience
(semester).

Each semester is divided into four
modules. Completed assignment
work is sent electronically at the
end of each module. The instructor
allots points to candidate work and
a progress report is sent to the
candidate with comments and a
breakdown on points earned.
Candidate Blackboard presentations
are given a point value by the
instructor and classmates are asked
to anonymously rate presentation.

NURS 186 and
NURS 187
(Practicum courses)
Candidate written
course work
evaluated by clinical
instructor
NURS 186 & NURS
187
(Practicum courses)
Mid-term
Conference

Grade point average

On completion of
program
Exit Interview
(Exit paperwork
sent to CSUF
credential analyst )

NURS 186 & NURS
187
(Practicum courses)
Candidate
evaluation of
preceptor
experience

Weekly clinical journaling, other
assignments, and candidate class
participation are evaluated and points
are assigned by the candidate’s clinical
instructor

The purpose of the conference is to
determine candidate progress in
completing student goals and
objectives, as well as expected
competencies. The clinical instructor
completes a mid-term progress report
which is kept in the candidate’s file.
Candidates are expected to maintain a
3.0 GPA in coursework throughout
program coursework.

Each semester is divided into four
modules. Completed assignment
work is sent electronically at the
end of each module. The instructor
allots points to candidate work and
a progress report is sent to the
candidate with comments and a
breakdown on points earned.

Mid-term conference held at school
site where practicum is taking place
in the Fresno area or, for distance
learners, a 3-way telephone
conference takes place between
clinical instructor, candidate and
preceptor.
The program coordinator reviews
transcripts of incoming candidates
to determine satisfactory GPA
before acceptance. The candidate’s
GPA is monitored throughout
program.
The Program Coordinator reviews each The Program Coordinator reviews
candidate’s file to determine if the
each candidate’s file following
candidate has met program
his/her completion of program. The
expectations, i.e., satisfactory
candidate is then contacted and
completion of coursework and clinical invited to participate in an Exit
competencies. The candidate is
Interview in person or via phone
counseled on any outstanding work and conference. If the candidate has
advised on obtaining a Clear
satisfactorily met program
Professional credential and given
requirements, exit paperwork is sent
information on opportunities for
to the CSUF credential analyst.
continuing education.
Candidates are asked to rate the value
Completed by candidate at the end
they placed on preceptor assistance in
of each clinical experience.
developing student goals and learning
objectives; planning clinical
experiences; with mentoring and
supervision; and in accomplishing
student goals, learning objectives and
meeting clinical competencies.
Candidates are asked if they would
recommend this preceptor to future
credential program students. 1-5 Likert
scale used.

NURS 186 & NURS
187
(Practicum courses)
Faculty Teaching
Effectiveness
Candidate evaluation
of
faculty/instructor/clin
ical supervisor
Faculty Evaluation
Faculty Peer
Evaluation

According to univ. policy, students
evaluate faculty in a representative
sample of courses each semester using
an evaluation form that has been
developed by the Dept. of Nursing.
The Dept. Chair reviews summaries of
evaluations. A report is then placed in
faculty personnel file and used to
determine reappointment, tenure, and
promotion, and teaching effectiveness.
All faculty members are evaluated for
teaching effectiveness according to
procedures, policies, and instruments
found in the CSUF Academic Policy
Manual and the Department of Nursing
Faculty Handbook.

This evaluation form is sent to
individual candidates at the end of
semester by the Dept. of Nursing.
Candidate comments are
confidential. Faculty members
receive an evaluation report from
the Dept. Chair after the end of the
semester in which the teaching
effectiveness of the faculty member
has been evaluated by the
candidate.
Academic Policy Manual
procedures determine the timetable
for evaluating tenured, tenure track,
and temporary faculty members by
peers.

Candidate Assessment
1. Knowledge Base Questionnaire, Pre-Post Phase II (core school nurse courses).
Two cohorts of students in the SNSCP (2008-2009, 2009-2010) completed questionnaires
designed to evaluate their knowledge of program content prior to taking courses and
immediately after completing the course work. The purposes of this approach was to
determine if the program is addressing the needs of school nurse practitioners, whether as a
result of the program participants showed gains in their knowledge levels, and whether these
pre and post knowledge levels differed for nurses depending on how much school nurse
experience they reported. Participants rated their level of knowledge of all content elements
(128) in the program courses before and after the program by rating their knowledge of each
element using a Likert-type scale of 1(no knowledge) to 5 (very knowledgeable). A total of
59 participants had complete pre and post questionnaires.
Regarding the prior knowledge and knowledge gained by participants, for all 128 items, the
pre-assessment mean scores were lower (indicating less knowledge) than the post-assessment
scores (indicating knowledge gain). In no cases did all the participants rate themselves very
knowledgeable (5 on the rating scale) of the topic prior to the program courses. In other
words, no individual item prior to the course delivery had a mean rating of 5.0, suggesting
that no content was included in the program that was already well known by all participants.
For groups comparisons, the 128 items were grouped according to the categories in which
they were initially clustered, resulting in 26 clusters of content (see instrument). Figure 1
shows the mean responses by content cluster for the pre and post instruments. In all cases,
using dependent samples t-tests, the gain in reported knowledge levels were statistically
significant at the p<.001 level. As can be seen on Figure 1, Participants started the program
least knowledgeable about Content Cluster 10 (School phobia/school refusal) and Content
Cluster 14 (Neurological screening tests). The gains in these two content areas were good,

but remained the lowest areas in the post knowledge assessment. However, the post ratings
were at or near the range of very good knowledge levels on the five-point rating scale.
Participants started with the greatest knowledge in Content Clusters 16 (Child abuse), 23
(State mandated screening), and 24 (Immunization requirements). Nevertheless, significant
gains in reported knowledge were made as a result of the program courses.
Figure 1, Mean Responses Pre (red) and Post (blue) by Content Cluster
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The relationship between years of school nursing experience and prior knowledge of the program
was considered by comparing responses on the content clusters. Approximately 40% of
participants had two or fewer years of school nursing experience and 60% reported three or more
years of experience. In all content clusters, both pre and post, the more experienced group (3 or
more years) rated their content knowledge higher than did the less experienced group (two or
fewer years). See Figure 2. However, although the more experienced group started the program
statistically significantly higher on only 12 (clusters 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, 12, 15, 16, 18 20, 21, 26) of
the 26 clusters, at the end of the course, they rated their knowledge higher than the less
experienced group on only 3 of the content clusters (clusters 3, 9, 22). In other words, the
program content and presentation were effective in making the two groups more equal in their
knowledge than they were prior to starting the program.
Figure 2, comparison of Pre and Post Content Cluster Means by Level of Experience.
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Analysis clearly demonstrates the significant level of learning that takes place in the program
regardless of level of knowledge on entering program. To be addressed in sections III & IV.
2. Preceptor Checklist of Skills and Competencies (N 186, SN Practicum I - Elem)
3. Preceptor Checklist of Skills and Competencies (N 187, SN Practicum II – Sec)
Note: The skills and competencies checklists for NURS 186 and NURS 187 were completely
revised for the 2009-2010 academic year to reflect the new CCTC 2007 recommended candidate
competencies. Because of the likeness in the NURS 186 and NURS 187 evaluation tools, though
specific to each educational level for each practicum, they will be discussed and present together.
NURS 186 & NURS 187 Preceptor Checklist of Skills and Competencies are divided into 3
sections:
The following two sections each has a comprehensive list of skills and competencies that must be
observed and checked off by the candidate’s preceptor as “Met” or “Unmet.”
* School Nurse Competencies I: Providing
Health and Wellness Services (Primary
Intervention) Examples of expected candidate
competencies in this category for both N186 &
N187: “Organizes and correctly performs state
mandated screening, i.e., vision, hearing,
scoliosis.”
“Correctly carries out the nursing process in
problem solving matters related to program;
and in health assessment of clients, which
includes history taking, growth & development,
nutritional status.”

*School Nurse Competencies 2; Providing Direct
Client Care (Secondary & Tertiary Intervention).
Examples of expected candidate competencies in this
category: “Demonstrates competence in providing
appropriate healthcare services to students coming to
the health office and others in the school setting.”
”Demonstrates competence in assessment and
management of acute injuries and other medical
emergencies; and provides appropriate emergency
first aid.”

*School Nurse Competencies 3, Professional Management Skills.
Competence in this area is determined by a 5 point Likert scale. The 10 questions for used for both
practicum courses, though they relate specifically to elementary school nursing for NURS 186 and
secondary school nursing for NURS 187. See following data outcomes for School Nurse Competencies
* School Nurse Competencies 3, Professional Management Skills
Taking all practicum activities into consideration, rate the total performance of this candidate
using the following scale.
Key: 5 = Excellent; 4 = Very good; 3 = Good; 2 = Fair; 1 = Poor
Elementary
Secondary
Fall 2009
Spring 2010
NURS 186, Practicum I (Elementary)
and NURS 187 (Secondary)
Number of candidates
36 Total
36 Total
5
4
3 2 1 5
4
3 2 1
1 Demonstrates leadership and the ability to 34
2
0 0 0 35
1
0 0 0
use professional knowledge, skills, and
94% 6%
97% 3%
ethical decision making to promote the
overall health of the school community

and of individuals.
2 Describes a realistic plan for organizing
and implementing an overall school
health program that considers uniqueness
of population and cultural differences.
3 Reiterates (give examples of) legal
guidelines of school nursing practice, i.e.,
sections of Ed. Code, other state and
federal laws as they applied to health
services, program planning, health
promotion and teaching.
4 Demonstrates ability to model evidencebased healthcare practices in the delivery
of school nursing services (research), as
well as use a theoretical base to guide
practice.
5 Demonstrates the ability to advocate
appropriately with students, families,
community, and others to promote
healthy behaviors and lifestyles.
6 Demonstrates ability to communicate
with clarity and professionally, both
orally and in writing, with professionals,
families, and students.
7 Demonstrates ability to work in a
collaborative and collegial manner with
others in a public education system, with
understanding for the structure and
authority of school district administration.
8 Demonstrates ability to organize and
maintain accurate and complete health
records.
9 Demonstrates the ability to use time
effectively, and manage fiscal and
personnel resources prudently.
10 Demonstrates the ability to train,
supervise, and monitor others who may
assist students in taking medication
and/or provide specialized physical
healthcare procedures to students.

32
88%

4
0 0 0 35
12%
97%

1
0 0 0
3%

30
83%

6
0 0 0 34
17%
94%

2
0 0 0
6%

34
94%

2
6%

0 0 0 33
92%

3
0 0 0
8%

35
97%

1
3%

0 0 0 35
97%

1
0 0 0
3%

32
88%

4
0 0 0 33
12%
92%

3
0 0 0
8%

36
0
100%

0 0 0 36
0
100%

0 0 0

34
94%

2
6%

0 0 0 36
0
100%

0 0 0

34
94%

2
6%

0 0 0 35
97%

1
0 0 0
3%

35
97%

1
3%

0 0 0 33
92%

3
0 0 0
8%

Final evaluation of candidate performance, 4
Was the preceptor satisfied that the candidate
demonstrated that he/she was capable of
satisfactorily meeting required

5
4
36
0
100%

3 2 1 5
4
0 0 0 36
0
100%

3 2 1
0 0 0

competencies/skills?
Taking all activities into consideration, rate
32
4
0 0 0 34
2
0 0 0
total candidate performance
88% 12%
94% 6%
Would you recommend this candidate for a
Yes – 36 = 100%
Yes – 36=100%
Clear Credential?
Summary of finding:
In NURS 186 (Elementary) - Preceptors rating candidate clinical performance as 5 “Excellent”
(88%) or 4 “Very Good” (12%); no candidates were rated 3 “Good,” 2 “Fair,” or 1“Poor” in any
category.
In NURS 187 (Secondary) – Preceptors rated candidate clinical performance as 5 “Excellent”
(94%) or 4 “Very Good” (6%). No candidates were rated in the 3 “Good,” 2“Fair,” or 1“Poor”
categories.
4. Preceptor Evaluation of Candidate Professional Dispositions
Key: 5 = Excellent; 4 = Very good; 3 = Good; 2 = Fair; 1 = Poor
32 responders
30 responders
31 respondents 30 responses
Candidate
NURS 186 - F
NURS 186 – F
NURS 187 – S
NURS 187 – S
Dispositions
2008
2009
2009
2010
demonstrated
5
4
3 2 1 5
4
3 2 1 5
4 3 2 1 5
4
3 2 1
1 Ability to
268 5
1 0 0 28 2
0 0 0 29 2 0 0 0 26 4
0 0 0
REFLECT.
1% 16 3
93 7
94 6
87 13
% %
% %
% %
% %
CRITICAL
2
27 5
0 0 0 27 3
0 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 26 4
0 0 0
THINKING 84 16
90 10
100
87 13
skills.
% %
% %
%
% %
3 Ability to
29 3
0 0 0 29 1
0 0 0 30 1 0 0 0 27 3
0 0 0
make
91 9
97 3
97 3
90 10
ETHICAL
% %
% %
% %
% %
JUDGEMEN
TS
4 Tendency to 28 4
0 0 0 28 2
0 0 0 29 2 0 0 0 28 2
0 0 0
VALUE
88 13
93 7
94 6
93 7
DIVERSITY % %
% %
%
% %
5 COLLABOR 27 5
0 0 0 28 2
0 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 28 2
0 0 0
ATIVE
84 16
93 7
100
93 7
disposition.
% %
% %
%
% %
6 Enthusiasm
25 6
1 0 0 28 2
0 0 0 29 2 0 0 0 28 2
0 0 0
for LIFE78 19 3
93 7
94 6
93 7
LONG
% % %
% %
% %
% %
LEARNING.
Summary of findings:
Preceptor ratings of Candidate Professional Dispositions:
Fall 2008, NURS 186, SN Practicum I – Preceptors rated all candidate dispositions as
“Excellent” (81%-91%) or “Very Good” (9%-19%) in categories 2, 3, 4, and 5. In categories (1)
“Ability to Reflect” and “Enthusiasm for Life Long Learning,” candidates were rated as “Good”
(3%).

Fall 2009, NURS 186, SN Practicum I – Preceptor rated all candidate disposition areas as
“Excellent” (93%-97%) or “Very good” (3%-10%).
Spring 2009, NURS 187, SN Practicum II - Preceptor rated all candidate disposition areas as
“Excellent” (94%-100%) or (4) “Very good” (0%-6%).
Spring 2010, NURS 187, SN Practicum II - Preceptor rated all candidate disposition areas as (5
“Excellent” (87%-93%) or (4) “Very good” (7%-13%).
Note: Candidates in the School Nurse Services Credential program come from experienced nurse
backgrounds and were acquainted with use of these dispositions in their previous nursing
practice.
Examples of Program Effectiveness Data
1. Preceptor Evaluation of Clinical Course (N 186, Practicum I; N 187, Practicum II)
NURSING 186, School Nurse Practicum I (Elementary) - Fall 2008 and Fall 2009
Key, Q1: 4 = Very Pertinent; 3 = Pertinent; 2 = Fairly Pertinent; 1 = Not Pertinent ; 0 = No
Response
F 2008
F 2009
32 Respondents
33 Respondents
Question for Preceptor
4
3
2 1 0 4
3
2 1 0
How pertinent is course content to school
21
11
0 0 0 28
5
0 0 0
nursing practice at the elementary
66% 34%
85% 15%
educational level?
NURSING 187, School Nurse Practicum II (Secondary) - Spring 2009 and Spring 2010
Key, Q1: 4 = Very Pertinent; 3 = Pertinent; 2 = Fairly Pertinent; 1 = Not Pertinent ; 0 = No
Response
S 2009
S 2010
33 Respondents
33 Respondents
Question for Preceptor
4
3
2
1 0
4
3
2 1 0
How pertinent is course content 21
7
1
0 4
25
5
0 0 3
to school nursing practice at the 64% 21% 3%
12% 75% 15%
9%
secondary educational level?
Summary of findings:
Preceptors (Fall 2008, through spring 2010) rated the pertinence of candidates’ clinical
experience as:
NURS 186: “Very Pertinent” (F 2008, 66% & F 2009, 85%) or “Pertinent” (F 2008, 34% & F
2009 – 15%)
NURS 187: “Very Pertinent” (S 2009, 64% & S 2010, 75%) or “Pertinent” (S 2009, 21% & S
2010 – 15%)
Note: The number of preceptors who rated clinical courses, both N186 and N187, as “Very
Pertinent” increased significantly between 2008- 2009 and 2010-2010. No preceptors indicated
dissatisfaction with clinical courses.

2. Course Evaluation by Candidate
Surveys regarding NURS 184, NURS 185, NURS 186 and NURS 187 (core school nurse courses) are
for the following semesters: F 2008, S 2009, F2009 and S2010

Candidate rating of Seminar Courses – NURS 184, Introduction to School Nursing; NURS
185, School Nurse Seminar
Key: 5 = Excellent; 4 = Very good; 3 = Good; 2 = Fair; 1 = Poor
NURS 184 - F
NURS 184 – F
NURS 185 – S
NURS 185 – S
2008
2009
2009
2010
Candidate 24 Respondents 23 Respondents
24 Respondents
34 Respondents
evaluation 5 4 3 2 1 5
4
3 2 1 5
4
3 2 1 5
4
3 2 1
of course
Overall
1 7 1 0 0 16 6
1 0 0 19 5
0 0 0 34 4
1 0 0
course
6 2 4
70 26 4
74 21
85 12 3
rating
6 9 %
% % %
% %
% % %
7 %
%
Candidate rating of Practicum Courses – NURS 186, School Nurse Practicum I; NURS 187,
School Nurse Practicum II
Key: 5 = Excellent; 4 = Very good; 3 = Good; 2 = Fair; 1 = Poor
NURS 186 - F
NURS 186 – F 2009 NURS 187 – S
NURS 187 – S
2008
2009
2010
Candidate 22 Respondents 23 Respondents
26 Respondents
32 Respondents
evaluation 5 4
3
2 1 5
4
3
2 1 5
4
3 2 1 5
4 3
2 1
of course
Overall
1 5
1
1
0 0 21 5
0 0
0 0 17 5
0 0 0 23 6 2
course
6 23 3
74 21 5
80 20
75 1 6
rating
7 % %
% % %
% %
% 9 %
3
5
%
Summary of findings:
Candidates rating all four core school nurse courses, both seminars and practicum as “Excellent”
or “Very good” at
least 94% of the time. Between 3-6% of candidates rated courses as “Good.”
No candidates rated any of the courses in the “Fair” or “Poor” categories.
3. School Nurse Supervisor Survey 2008-2009 (One year following candidate graduation.)
Survey sent in July 2010 to school nurse supervisors in school districts/COEs that employ school
nurses who completed the credential program in the academic year 2008-2009 or prior. Districts
surveyed who employ graduates from the program : San Jose USD, Modesto City Schools, Tulare
COE, Madera COE, Madera USD, Fresno USD, Clovis USD, Central USD, Tulare COE, Visalia
USD, Corcoran USD, Bakersfield City Schools, Los Angeles USD. 36 candidates completed the
program in spring 2009.

Rate program effectiveness in preparing professional school nurses based on 2007 CCTC
standards
11 0ut of 12 School Nurse Supervisors responded to the survey
Rating: 4 = Excellent; 3 = Good; 2 = Fair; 1 = Poor

Program Design 1:
The program prepares candidates to understand contemporary conditions
of schools and society and how school nursing services need to change and
evolve to address these changing conditions.
Collaboration in Implementing the Program 2:
The program establishes collaborative arrangements with other institutions
and entities that contribute substantively to the quality and effectiveness of
candidate preparation..
Relationships between Theory Research and Practice 3:
The program provides a variety of opportunities for candidates to reflect,
analyze, and implement the relationships between learned theory and
evidence based practice in clinical experience.
Preparation to Promote Student Health and Wellness 4:
The program prepares candidates to integrate health and wellness concepts
in the educational setting. Candidates are knowledgeable about primary,
secondary, tertiary levels of health care intervention as these relate to
students and their families.
The socio-cultural Context of School Nursing 5:
The program provides candidates with opportunities to further develop
understanding of the socio-cultural context, including students with special
needs, socioeconomic status and value systems.
Legal and Ethical Aspects of School Nursing Practice 6:
The program provides candidates with an understanding of local, state, and
federal laws and regulations applicable to the practice, including practice
within a public educational system.
Preparation for Health Management Responsibilities in the School
Setting 7:
The program helps candidates understand the school nurse’s role in
providing health leadership and management, health education, direct
client care, training and supervision of other personnel, and planning and
coordination of healthcare services and programs.
Program Standard 8: Field Work Experience 8:
The program provides candidates with a broad range of hands-on school
nurse field experiences in a variety of settings. Candidates are provided
with a preceptor for mentoring and supervision during the field
experiences. Course instructors and preceptors work collaboratively to
mentor and enable candidates to function effectively in a school nurse role.
Program Standard 9: Assessment of Candidate Competence 9:
The program provides preceptors with a comprehensive syllabus , faculty
support and assistance in evaluating candidate competence, as well as
comprehensive evaluation tools to assist in evaluating candidate
competence in a full range of clinical experiences.
Share Your Opinion of Overall Effectiveness of the Program in
Preparing candidates.
Are you satisfied that program has adequately prepared your school
nurse(s) to fulfill the role of the professional school nurse in meeting the

9
2
0
82% 18%

0

9
2
0
82% 18%

0

10
1
91% 9%

0

0

10
1
91% 9%

0

0

10
1
91% 9%

0

0

9
2
0
82% 18%

0

7
3
1
0
64% 27% 9%

10
1
91% 9%

0

0

8
3
0
73% 27%

0

9
2
0
82% 18%

0

healthcare needs of students? Do the program standards cover critical
program elements needed to prepare effective School Nurses?
Summary of findings:
In the Likert scale of 4-1 (4 being “Excellent,” 3 being “Good,” 2 being “Fair,” and 1 being
“Poor”),
82% of school nurse supervisors rated overall program effectiveness in the “Excellent” category.
18% of school nurse supervisors rated overall program effectiveness in the “Good” category.
In the area of specific categories (1-10)
The one category that received at 9% “Fair” rating was (#7) “Preparation for Health Management
Responsibilities in the School Setting” specifically as explained by SN supervisor was in the area
of providing “health leadership” which will be covered in Parts III and IV.
4. KSOEHD NCATE Unit – Program Evaluation Upon Exit Survey (by graduate)

Surveys relates to following academic years, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 (Note: 11graduates
completing the program for year 2009-2010 did not respond to this survey.)
Rating key: 5 = Excellent preparation; 4 = More than adequate preparation; 3 = Adequate
preparation; 2 = Less than adequate preparation; 1 = Very inadequate preparation; 0 = No
response to question
29 Respondents
21 Respondents
2008-2009
2009-2010
N Exit Survey Questions 5
4
3
2 1 0
5
4
3
2
1 0
o
I am prepared to use
17 12
0 0 0
13
8
1
0
techniques to build
59 41
62
32
rapport with students/
% %
%
%
clients.
I was taught how to
14 13
2
0 0 0
13
6
2
2
organize my
48 45
7
62
29
9%
professional tasks.
% %
%
%
%
I am prepared to
18 9
2
0 0 0
13
6
2
3
respond with fairness to 62 31
7
62
29
9%
disabled, ethnically and % %
%
%
%
linguistically diverse
students/clients.
My preparation has
21 7
1
0 0 0
15
3
3
4
upheld the concept that 72 25
3
72
14
14
all individuals can
% %
%
%
%
%
learn.
I have proper
18 11
0 0 0
13
4
4
5
0
theoretical grounding in 62 38
62
19
19
my field.
% %
%
%
%
I am familiar with the
13 14
2
0 0 0
12
6
2
1
6
research in my field.
45 48
7
57
29
9% 5
% %
%
%
%
%
I
can
assess/evaluate
the
21
8
0
0
0
16
3
2
7
0
progress of
72 28
76
14
10

8

9

10

11

students/clients.
I can assess/evaluate the
progress of
students/clients.
I know how to conduct
myself in accordance
with professional ethics
and standards.
I have skills to
successfully collaborate
with others in the
workplace.
I reflect upon and assess
my own performance.

%
18
62
%
22
76
%

%
10
35
%
7
24
%

23
79
%
20
69
%
19
66
%

%
16
76
%
16
76
%

%
3
14
%
5
24
%

%
2
10
%

1
3
%
0

0 0 0

6
21
%

0

0 0 0

17
81
%

3
14
%

1
5%

9
31
%
9
31
%

0

0 0 0

16
76
%
15
71
%

4
19
%
5
24
%

1
5%

0 0 0

I feel that I received a
1
0 0 0
1
helpful and appropriate
3
5%
amount of supervision/
%
advisement.
15 14
0 0 0
15
3
3
13 I can think critically
0
about theory and
52 48
72
14
14
research in my field and % %
%
%
%
put it into practice.
24 5
0 0 0
15
3
3
14 My preparation has
0
modeled the value of
83 17
72
14
14
lifelong learning.
% %
%
%
%
26 2
0
0 0 1
15
4
2
15 Indicate the degree to
which you feel prepared 90 7%
3
71
19
10
to assume a full-time
%
% %
%
%
position.
Summary of findings:
In 2008-2009, when combining categories 5 “Excellent Preparation,” and 4,” More than Adequate
Preparation,” 93% to 100% of candidate responses to the 15 questions fell into these two
categories. Between 3% and 7% of graduate responses fell into category 3 “adequate.”
12

In 2009-2010, when combining categories 5 “Excellent Preparation,” and 4 “More than Adequate
Preparation, 86%-95% of candidate responses to the 15 questions fell into these two categories.
Between 5% and 14% of graduate responses fell into category 3 “adequate.” The lowest rating
was reported in #6, “I am familiar with the research in my field,” where 5% of graduates rated #6
as category 2 “Less than adequate Preparation.”
Section A, Part III – Analysis of Data
Candidate Preparedness
Data identifying how well candidates are
performing.
1 Pre-Post Knowledge Base Questionnaire

Where candidates are not performing as
expected or noted weaknesses in program.

Data shows that candidates, whether experienced in
As can be seen on Figure 1, Participants
school nursing practice (3-4 yrs) or those with 2 or less started the program least knowledgeable
yrs of school nursing practice, made significant self
about Content Cluster 10 (School
reported gains in knowledge between taking the pre
phobia/school refusal) and Content Cluster
and post Knowledge Base Questionnaire that covers
14 (Neurological screening tests). The gains
subject matter in the program.
in these two content areas were good, but
Participants started with the greatest knowledge in
remained the lowest areas in the post
Content Clusters 16 (Child abuse), 23 (State mandated knowledge assessment. However, the post
screening), and 24 (Immunization requirements).
ratings were at or near the range of very
Nevertheless, significant gains in reported knowledge
good knowledge levels on the five-point
were made as a result of the program courses.
rating scale.
2 NURS 186 (Elementary) Preceptor Checklist of Skills and Competencies (5 Point Likert
Scale)
Preceptors rating candidate clinical performance as 5
“Excellent” (88%) or 4 “Very Good” (12%). 100% of
candidates were reported as meeting skills and
competencies.
3 NURS 187 (Secondary) Preceptor Checklist of Skills and Competencies (5 Point Likert Scale)
Preceptors rated candidate clinical performance as 5
“Excellent” (94%) or 4 “Very Good” (6%). 100% of
candidates were reported as meeting skills and
competencies.
4 Preceptor Evaluation of Candidate Professional Dispositions (5 Point Likert Scale)
In 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 preceptors rated
candidate dispositions in both NURS 186 (elementary)
and NURS 187 (secondary) as 5“Excellent,” ranging
from 81% to100% of the time, or 4“Very Good”
ranging from 9%-19% of the time. In fall 2008, 3% of
preceptors rated candidates as 3 “Good” in the area of
“Enthusiasm for life-long learning.”
Program Effectiveness
1 NURS 186 and NURS 187 Course Evaluation by Preceptor (4 Point Likert Scale)
Preceptors rated NURS 186 (elementary) as “Very
3% of preceptors rated NURS 187 practicum
Pertinent,” F 2008, 66% and F 2009, 85%; or
in spring 2009 as (2) “Fairly Pertinent.”
“Pertinent,” F 2008, 34% and F 2009, 15%.
However, no ratings fell into this category
Preceptors rated NURS 187 (secondary) as “Very
in 2009-2010.
Pertinent,” S 2009, 64% and S 2010, 75%; or
“Pertinent,” S 2009, 21% and S 2010, 15%.
Note significant increase in preceptors who rated
courses as “Very Pertinent” over “Pertinent” from
2008-2009 to 2009-2010.
2 Candidate rating of Seminar Courses (5 Point Likert Scale)
Candidates rating both school nurse seminar courses as
5“Excellent” or 4“Very good” at least 96% of the time.
Between 3-6% of candidates rated courses as 3“Good.”

3 Candidate rating of Practicum Courses (5 Point Likert Scale)
Candidates rating all four core school nurse courses,
both seminars and practicum as 5“Excellent” or 4“Very
good” 94% - 100% of the time. Between 3-6% of
candidates rated courses as 3“Good.”
4 School Nurse Employer/Supervisor - Survey 2008-2009
82% of school nurse supervisors rated overall program 9% of district/COE SN supervisors rated # 7
effectiveness in the “Excellent” category.18% of
“Preparation for Health Management
school nurse supervisors rated overall program
Responsibilities in the School Setting” as
effectiveness in the “Good” category.
“Fair.” Specifically the SN global leadership
role outside the health office.
5 Program Evaluation Upon Exit Survey by Graduate
Among spring 2009 graduates, 93% to 100% of
5% of candidates rated #6, “I am familiar
responses to the 15 questions fell into 5 “Excellent
with the research in my field” as 2 “Less
Preparation” and 4 “More than Adequate Preparation.” than Adequate Preparation.”
Between 3% and 7% fell into the “Adequate” category.
Among spring 2010 graduates, 2009-2010, 86% to
93% of responses to the 15 questions fell into the 5
“Excellent” and 4 “More than Adequate category.
Between 5% and 14% fell into the “Adequate”
category.
It is unsure why more graduates responses fell into the
“Adequate” category in spring 2010 than spring 2009,
as no significant program or curriculum changes were
made between fall 2008 and spring 2010.
Summary of Findings:
Analysis of data reveals that overall the program is doing a “more than adequate” job of meeting the
educational and clinical experience needs of candidates. The majority of candidates were very satisfied
with their educational preparation, as were employers-school nurse supervisors. Preceptors have also
reported receiving good support from faculty and had no suggestions for improving their preceptor
experience. Two areas will be discussed related to strengthening: 1) 5% of graduates indicated they had
“less than adequate preparation” in the area of “familiarity with research in the field of school nursing.”
2) School nurse supervisors perceived the program as meeting the needs of their employees, with the
exception of one area where 9% of employer-school nurse supervisors felt candidate experience could
be strengthening in the area of “Preparation for Health Management Responsibilities in the School
Setting 7,” specifically in the area of health leadership beyond the Health Office.
Section A, Part IV – Use of Assessment Results for Program Improvement
Two areas will be addressed that were noted in Part III Summary of Findings as fell below
“adequately.”
KSOEHD “Program Evaluation Upon Exit Survey” completed by graduates.
5% of graduates indicated “less than adequate preparation” in (#6) “familiarity with research in the
field.”
Program Response:
Currently, in core school nurse courses, candidates asked to respond to weekly questions specific to
school nursing in which they must resort to reading articles in the Journal of School Nursing, many of

which are related to current research in school nursing; One week in NURS 187, School Nurse
Seminar, is devoted to research in school nursing; candidate decision making in clinical experience
must also be based on research findings; candidates are encouraged to look for involvement in
research opportunities in their clinical practice; as an assignment, candidates have an option of writing
a research paper specific to school nursing practice.
Solution:
To strengthen insight into research school nursing, candidates will be asked to write a paper discussing
current research in school nursing practice and how it benefits the candidate in his/her own school
nursing practice.
“School Nurse Supervisor Survey” completed by Employer-School Nurse Supervisors.
9% of employer-school nurse supervisors felt candidate experience could be strengthened in (#7)
“Preparation for Health Management Responsibilities in the School Setting,” specifically in the area of
heath leadership beyond the Health Office.
Program Response:
Currently, in NURS 186, School Nurse Practicum I, and NURS 187, School Nurse Practicum II,
candidates are given the option of spending up to 10 hours of their clinical time involved in a
leadership project outside of the Health Office. This may be involvement in a health related
community activity, developing a health fair, working with management to prepare for a possible
epidemic, i.e., HINI, etc.
Solution:
Participation in a health related leadership role outside of the Health Office will become a required
experience for all candidates in at least one practicum course.
While a data revealed that a very small percentage of responses to surveys and evaluations fell
into the “less than adequate” or “fair” range, faculty will never the less continue to strive for
“excellence” in all areas of the program recognizing the importance of maintaining a viable
school nurse services program that will produce school nurses capable of meeting the healthcare
needs of school age children in our communities.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Biennial Report
Academic Years 2008-09 and 2009-10
Institution California State University, Fresno
Date report is submitted October 15, 2010
Program documented in this report Pupil Personnel Services
Name of Program School Counseling
Credential awarded Pupil Personnel Services
Is this program offered at more than one site?
If yes, list all sites at which
No
the program is offered

Program Contact

Albert Valencia

Phone #

559.278.0340

E-Mail

albertv@csufresno.edu

If the preparer of this report is different than the Program Contact, please note contact
information for that person below:
Name:
Phone #
E-mail

California State University, Fresno (2008-2010)
SECTION A - PART I
Contextual Information
Pupil Personnel Services Credential Program in School Counseling

Contextual Information
California State University, Fresno is one of twenty-three campuses in the California State
University system. In 1911, Fresno State began as a Normal School to prepare K-12 educators
and has a demonstrated history of service and in the preparation of education professionals. The
Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development is the Unit Head that
oversees 16 programs. Our last joint accreditation (NCATE/CCTC) visit was in March 2006.
The previous report (2007-2008) was submitted in 2008. In 2000, the NCATE/CCTC report and
site visit were deem “exemplary”.
The Pupil Personnel Services Credential Program in School Counseling consists of 40 units in
core and specialization courses and eight (8) units of fieldwork. All courses are designed to
equip future counselors with foundational knowledge and skills that are essential for beginning
school counselors. Both the knowledge base and skills development across all courses are based
on the CCTC Standards and professional standards on best practices for counseling in general
and school counseling in particular. A list of mandatory field practice activities and guided
reflection on field experiences are infused in the eight (8) units of field practice. Candidates are
required to practice school counseling in at least two different grade levels (elementary, middle,
or high school).

Two Year Period: 2008 – 2010
PPS Program Specific Candidate Information
Number of PPS candidates and
PPS completers/graduates
CSU Fresno
Number of
Number of PPS
PPS
Completers/
Candidates
Graduates

2008-2009
2009-2010

41
51

41
51

Total Counseling Program
Classified
Advancement
Standing
to Candidacy
Total
Total
Counseling
Counseling
Program:
Program:
Classified
Advancement
Standing
to Candidacy
64
92
36
140

Changes Since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
Developed Memorandums of Understanding with specific school districts for PPS
students’ field practice.

Date
2008
&2009

California State University, Fresno (2008 - 2010)
SECTION A - PART II
Candidate Assessment/Performance and Program Effectiveness Information
A. What are the primary candidate assessment(s) the program uses up to and through
recommending the candidate for a credential?
Six key assessment instruments are used to assist in making critical decisions about candidate
competence prior to being recommended for the PPS credential. The six instruments are:
Clinical Review
Graduate Writing Requirement
Field Practice Evaluation Form
Professional Disposition Evaluation
Employer’s Evaluation
PPS Program Completion Form
Description of the Instruments:
Clinical Review
Candidates take COUN 208, Practicum in Counseling, during their second or third semester.
The Clinical Review Committee reviews each student enrolled in COUN 208 at mid-term to
evaluate whether the student demonstrates a satisfactory level of competence and qualities to
become a counselor.
• Fall 2008 + Spring 2009 + Summer 2009 = 121 students were reviewed
• Fall 2009 + Spring 2010 + Summer 2010 = 107 students were reviewed
Graduate Writing Requirement (GWR)
Candidates take COUN 220, Career Counseling, in the early-to-middle phase of their PPS
program. Candidates are required to submit a term paper that demonstrates their writing
competence at the graduate level. For students who fail the GWR, they receive mentoring/
advising and are allowed to re-take the GWR in the following semester. To date, for the period
2008-2010, 198 students have attempted the GWR. Twenty-two students failed. Of the 22
students who failed the GWR, 21 have re-taken the test and have passed. One student is
scheduled to take the test for the third, and final, time.
* Fall 2008 + Winter 2009 + Spring 2009 + Summer 2009 =
89 students attemped the GWR: 69 passed, 20 failed
* Fall 2009 + Winter 2010 + Spring 2010 + Summer 2010 =
109 students attempted the GWR: 107 passed, 2 failed
Field Practice Evaluation Form
When a student completes COUN 249, Field Practice, the district supervisor completes the
Supervisor's Evaluation of Field Study Student Form. Then, the supervisor discusses the
evaluation results with the student. When the review is complete, the district supervisor and the
student both sign the document. The student then meets with the university supervisor to review
the results of the evaluation and the university supervisor signs it at that time.

* Fall 2008 + Spring 2009 + Summer 2009: 113 student evaluations were conducted
* Fall 2009 + Spring 2010 + Summer 2010: 94 student evaluations were conducted
Professional Disposition Evaluation
Twice during their PPS credential program, candidates are evaluated on their professional
disposition toward Reflection, Critical Thinking, Professional Ethics, Valuing Diversity,
Collaboration, and Life-long Learning. The initial evaluation is conducted by their instructors
for COUN 208, Practicum in Counseling. The purpose of this evaluation is to provide
candidates with feedback on how their behaviors reflect the level of their valuing of the above
qualities. The second evaluation is conducted by their on-site supervisors during their COUN
249 field placement. Candidates must meet a minimum of satisfaction to get credit for their
practicum in counseling, and, for the field placement course.
1st Evaluation: COUN 208 Instructor
Fall 2008 + Spring 2009 + Summer 2009 = 121 evaluations
Fall 2009 + Spring 2010 + Summer 2010 = 107 evaluations
Total = 228 evaluations
2nd Evaluation: COUN 249 On-Site Supervisor
Fall 2008 + Spring 2009 + Summer 2009 = 113 evaluations
Fall 2009 + Spring 2010 + Summer 2010 = 94 evaluations
Total = 207 evaluations
Employer’s Evaluation
Candidates are evaluated by adminstrators at their COUN 249 field placement sites. The
administrators comment, in the capacity of an employers’ perspectives, on their level of
satisfaction with the candidates.
Number of Employer’s Evaluations:
Fall 2008 + Spring 2009 + Summer 2009 = 113 evaluations
Fall 2009 + Spring 2010 + Summer 2010 = 94 evaluations
Total = 207 evaluations
PPS Program Completion Form
The candidate is asked to fill out a PPS Program Completion Form in the final semester of their
course of study. The required courses are each listed with an entry for the semester and year of
completion, the units taken, and the grade received. If there is an equivalent course used to
complete the program, it is written in as a equivalent substitute for the required course. This
course information is compared against a copy of university transcripts. In this process, the
student must also show he/she holds a teaching credential or has a Certificate of Clearance from
the State of California, and, has written documented evidence of passing the CBEST.
When all of the course entries on the form are reviewed and are accurate with the transcript
information, it is signed by the student. At that time, the PPS program coordinator will review,
approve, and sign the form which will authorize the clearance of the credential. The final review
is completed by the Credential Analyst who then obtains the endorsement of the Director of

Teacher Education. For the academic years 2008-2009 and 2009-2010, 92 students completed
the PPS Program Completion Form and were authorized clearance for the credential.
What additional information about candidate and program completer performance or
program effectiveness is collected and analyzed that informs programmatic decisionmaking?
1. In addition to the six assessment instruments outlined in “A” above, we also utilize a CSU
Fresno Exit Survey to ascertain program effectiveness as it relates to candidate’s self
perception of their individual competence.
How does the program summarize the data from 4-6 instruments so that it can be used for
program improvement purposes?
Clinical Review:
From fall 2008 to spring 2010, the progress of 228 students who were enrolled in our COUN 208
Practicum class were reviewed by the Clinical Review Committee. Of the 228 students
reveiwed, 2 students came to the attention of the Committee for additional individual mentoring
and advisement. In 2009, as a result of the individual mentoring, the first student received a
memo of understanding (MOU) that served to clarify the grading method and the manner in
which all students are reviewed and the conditions that needed to be met to receive letter grades
of “A” and/or “B”. In 2010, a second student was mentored and advised related to their
enrolling in COUN 208. This student has previously enrolled in one of our Practicum courses
and had not received a passing grade of “A” or “B”. The student was counseled in terms of the
conditions that needed to be met in order to receive a letter grade of “A” or “B”. The first
student passed the 2009 class with a letter grade of “B”, and, the second student in currently
enrolled (2010) in the class. However, early reports indicate that the second student is on target
to receive a passing grade.
We use the results of the Clinical Review as a teaching window. If students are failing the
COUN 208 course and/or need individual mentoring and advising, we carefully consider our prerequisites classes, the training, preparation and orientation of our instructors, the content
contained in the syllabi for each class, the student evaluation of the delivery of the content by the
instructor, and, the grading methods. Constantly, we endeavor to upgrade the content and
process of our curriculum, the timing and content of our advising methods, a high level of
student engagement and completion, and, employer satisfaction.
Graduate Writing Requirement (GWR):
To date, from 2008 to 2010, 198 students have attempted to pass the GWR. Twenty-two
students have failed. Of the 22 students who have failed the GWR, 21 have re-taken the test and
have passed. One student is scheduled to take the test for the third, and final, time.
In fall 2008, the failing rate for the GWR was 31%. This failing rate prompted the program to do
two things. First, the program learned that of 20 the students failing the GWR, the majority had
not taken our consultation class and therefore had not learned the theoretical models necessary
for successful completion of the GWR. Second, faculty were in agreement that the students
failing the GWR did not show evidence of knowing the format and style as published by the

American Psychological Association (APA). To assist our students, two of our faculty designed
and offer a a 1-unit elective class focusing on writing in the APA format and style. In spring
2010, of the 42 students who attempted the GWR, 100% passed.
Field Practice Evaluation Form:
From fall 2008 through summer 2010, there was a total of 207 students enrolled in our COUN
249 Field Practice class. Students in this class are placed in school counseling internship sites in
K-12 public schools within our service region. Each on-site school supervisor is asked 3 specific
questions. The following is question #1: “As an on-site supervisor, I see this student functioning
as a school counselor at one of the following levels”. We are pleased to report that of the 207
students enrolled in the 249 class in the years fall 2008 to summer 2010, all received ratings from
their on-site school superviors ranging from “acceptable”, to “A fine counselor, of great value to
the profession”, to, “One of the few very outstanding counselors I have known”. No student
(zero) received the rating of “unacceptable”.
The following is question #2: “Indicate areas of particular strengths or weaknesses you have
observed with the student”. The strengths include “empathy”, “interview skills”, and, “great
with students”. In the years from fall 2008 to summer 2010, no weaknesses were noted.
The following is question #3: “Would you consider this student if a position were available”?
The available choices were “yes” and “no”. The program coordinator reviewed every-other-file
(103 binders) and found all “yes” responses.
The faculty uses the ratings in question #1, the strengths and weaknesses in question #2, and the
whether the student would be hired if a position was available in question #3 as indicators to the
following: overall quality of the students, overall integration and quality of the curriculum, the
training, preparation and orientation of the instructors, the clarity of syllabi, and, the delivery of
the content of the syllabi by the instructors. From the review of the Field Practice Evaluation
Forms, we continue to invite K-12 on-site supervisors to participate in our Field Practice
Orientation meetings with students, and, as available, we invite the K-12 on-site supervisors to
apply to teach as adjunct professors in our program.
Professional Disposition Evaluation:
During their time in the PPS credential program, candidates are evaluated twice on their
professional disposition toward Reflection, Critical Thinking, Professional Ethics, Valuing
Diversity, Collaboration, and, Life-long Learning. The 1st evaluation is conducted by their
Instructors in COUN 208, Practicum in Counseling. The purpose of this evaluation provides
candidates with feedback on how their behaviors reflect the level of their valuing of the above
qualities. In the period, fall 2008 through spring 2010, 228 evaluations were conducted and with
two exceptions that were later addressed and corrected, all students met the minimum of
satisfaction and earned credit for the course.
The 2nd evaluation of PPS candidates regarding their professional disposition toward Reflection,
Critical Thinking, Professional Ethics, Valuing Diversity, Collaboration, and, Life-long Learning
is conducted by their on-site school supervisors during their COUN 249 Field Practice
placement. Candidates must meet a minimum of satisfaction to earn credit for their field
placement course. In the period, fall 2008 through summer 2010, there were 207 candidates who

were evaluated by the on-site school supervisor. With no exceptions, each of the 207 students
met the minimum satisfactions on the established criteria to earn credit for the course.
Employer’s Evaluation:
There are 18 categories in the Employer’s Evaluation and each category has a 1-2-3-4-5 rating,
low (1) to high (5). The employer is asked to rate, to the best of their knowledge, the degree to
which the employer is satisfied with the candidate’s educational training and clinical expertise.
The higher the number circled, the greater the employer’s satisfaction with the acquired
knowledge and skill. The program coordinator reviewed every-other-file (103 binders) and found
all responses to be in the 3-4-5 range.
Of our 6 instruments used specifically for program improvement purposes, this form is the least
helpful. Employers (usually the on-site chief school administrator) tell us that the form is asking
them to rate behaviors that are usually demonstrated in counseling offices, classrooms, and
supervision duty where the on-site administrator is generally not present. Employers therefore
are forced to rely on second-hand information and this reliance on others prompts uncomfortable
feelings. Our faculty will be considering this form and how to better prepare the on-site school
administrators.
PPS Program Completion Form:
The PPS Program Completion Form is used at the end of the PPS course of study. The required
courses are all listed with an entry for the semester and year of completion, the units taken, and,
the grade received. Equivalent courses approved and used to complete the program, are writtenin as a equivalent substitute for the required course. The course information is compared against
a copy of university transcripts. In this process, the student is required to show that he/she holds
a teaching credential or has a Certificate of Clearance from the State of California, and, has
written documented evidence of passing the CBEST. The Form is signed by the student. The
PPS program coordinator then reviews the information against the student’s transcripts, and if
accurate, will approve and sign the form, which will authorize the clearance of the credential.
The final review is completed by the Credential Analyst who obtains the endorsement of the
Director of Teacher Education. For the academic years 2008-2009 and 2009-2010, a total of 92
students completed the PPS Program Completion Form and were authorized clearance for the
credential.
The PPS Completion Form is used as a checking point to assure that each of the credential
requirements and all of the credential competencies have been met. The interview to review the
PPS Completion Form with the candidate takes between 15-30 minutes and usually ends with the
candidate leaving with the required signature from the PPS Program Coordinator. The final step
requires that the candidate meet with the Credential Analyst who will re-check the Form for
proper accuracy and, if all requirements are assured, will organize the materials and send them to
CCTC for the awarding of the credential.
The process outlined in this section allows the PPS Program Coordinator the opportunity to ask
the candidate about their experience in the program, and about specific content of the curriculum
and of the instructors who deliver it. Although every student is encouraged to fill out the
instructor evaluation forms at the end of every course, this final interview with the soon-to-be-

finished student can be very helpful in identifying strengths and weaknesses in the program. In
this process we discovered, for example, that our decision to add the COUN 208 Practicum in
Counseling to the PPS required course load was a success. Students completing the credential
declared that the 208 course was very helpful and recommended that we continue to use it, and
we do.
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SECTION A – PART III
Analyses and Discussion of Candidate and Program Data

ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION IN SECTION A-2
Analysis of data for candidate competence and program effectiveness:
Maintenance of candidate competence as a whole:
PPS credential candidates are required to maintain an Grade Point Average of 3.0 throughout
their courses. Early in the program, utilizing our assessments and evaluations, candidates are
rated on their counseling skills, writing skills, and professional dispositions. Toward the end of
their program, evaluations from their field placement on-site supervisors and administrators
reflect that the candidates are equipped with the knowledge and skills to practice satisfactorily as
school counselors.
Need to strengthen candidates’ writing skills:
In the period, Fall 2008 through Spring 2010, eleven (11) percent of candidates failed the
Graduate Writing Requirement (GWR) and were required to demonstrate writing proficiency in
order to pass our GWR. Generally, students who have not met the GWR proficiency are offered
the opportunity to rewrite the paper before sending it to the GWR committee for further review.
To improve their writing skills, students are strongly encouraged to use the Writing Center, the
Learning Center, and participate in writing courses offered throughout the campus.
In 2008, to assist students with their writing skills, the Counseling program instituted a 1-unit
writing course, specifically focusing on the format and style of the American Psychological
Association. Since, 2008, this course was offered on the average of once per year. Additionally,
we found that most students who failed the GWR had not taken a specific course (COUN 242)
that focuses on theoretical models. Since 2008, faculty advisers are reminded to encourage their
advisees to consider taking the 1-unit writing class, and, to take the 242 course before they take
the GWR. After two years, in spring 2010, 42 students took the GWR and all passed.
Actions taken when candidates face difficulties with performance:
During the period 2008-2010, during the Clinical Review process, two (2) candidates received an
“Unsatisfactory” mid-semester evaluation from their instructors in the class, COUN 208 Practicum in Counseling. As soon as the university instructor became aware of the problem, the
following actions were taken: 1) attended the Clinical Review Committee and reviewed the
evaluation process, the current status of the student, and areas for improvement; 2) met the
candidate one-on-one to discuss concerns and improvements that need to be made; 3) consulted
with other instructors and supervisors of the candidate; 4) met with the chairperson of the
Clinical Review Committee to review the situation and to brainstorm remedial options; 5) met
with candidate to develop a mutual agreement (Memo of Understanding) on remedial plan; and,
6) reviewing progress with the candidate after remedial plan was successfully implemented. All
these actions appeared to facilitate candidate’s career development and at the same time ensuring
candidate’s competence to serve as a school counselor.

Suggestions for improvements:
A hundred percent of (n=103) Employer’s Evaluation Forms rated our candidates’ educational
training and clinical expertise at 3 or above on the 1-5 scale of satisfaction. Most comments on
our program were positive. Few made comments for program improvement. However, the few
comments for program improvement need to be addressed: Five supervisors suggested that
onsite supervisors and university instructors should meet more frequently to address situations
with candidates. Five supervisors suggested specific areas that our candidates might benefit with
further training:
1. More on-site observation of educational settings and the challenges faced by many school-age
children.
2. More experience regarding academic requirements, particularly A-G requirements to enter four-year
institutions.
3. Practical use of student transcripts and gaining practical testing knowledge.
4. More experience in using software programs being used in school districts.
5. Use of mock interviews for candidates in job search.

While the above suggestions may be beneficial for the PPS program to consider as necessary to
better prepare our candidates, the suggestions do not appear to form a pattern or area of
weakness. The suggestions do, however, reflect more on different expectations from on-site
supervisors and university instructors. While a few field placement supervisors expect that our
candidates should arrive with hands-on skills, university instructors expect our candidates to
acquire the hands-on skills during their field placement. This difference in perspectives between
five field placement supervisors and university instructors underscores the importance of
scheduling more contacts between on-site supervisors and university instructors to clarify
expectations and concerns.
Student Enrollment
California Department of Education’s Educational Demographics Unit reports the distribution of
student population in K-12 schools in Fresno County in 2008-2009 according to ethnic
background as follows: American Indian (1.0%), Black (6.5%), Asian and Pacific Islander
(10.8%), Hispanics (57%), White - Not Hispanic (22%) and Other (2.7%)
As regards gender distribution in Fresno County in 2008-2009, 48.6% of school age children are
female and 51.4% are male. Comparing this distribution with the distribution of our counseling
students in 2008-2009, the Kremen School of Education and Human Development at CSU
Fresno under-represents male students of color who are endeavoring to become K-12 school
counselors.
(see: California Department of Education Educational Demographics, web site at:
http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/CoEnr.asp?cChoice=CoEnrEth&cYear=200809&TheCounty=1
0%2CFRESNO&cLevel=County&cTopic=Enrollment&myTimeFrame=S&submit1=Submit
Office).

California State University, Fresno (2008-2010)
SECTION A – PART IV
Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance
Data Source
Graduate
Writing
Assessment

Data Focus
Candidate’s
writing
proficiency

Action(s)
The counseling program
instituted a 1-unit writing course
for candidates who have
difficulties in writing.

Onsite
supervisor’s
evaluation

Candidates’
Knowledge
and skills

Employers’
Evaluation

Candidates’
knowledge and
skills and
program

Student
Enrollment

Representation
of male
students of
color

To develop a protocol in
addressing candidates who are
deemed by on-site supervisors as
having difficulties in practicing
satisfactorily in field placement.
To provide university instructors
for field placement the list of
suggestions from employers for
necessary changes in curriculum
design.
This Counselor Education
faculty has taken 3 actions to
promote the visibility of the
counseling profession to male
students of color.
1st, involvement with AT&T
grant award with community
agency for the recruitment,
enrollment, and graduation of
men of color as K-12 school
counselors.
2nd, through presentations at our
Information Sessions & yearly
Future Teacher Fairs.
3rd, a conscious effort to involve
our male students in
presentations about our
counseling program.

Contact Person
PPS Program
Coordinator, and,
Counselor
Education
Program
Coordinator
PPS Coordinator

Timeline
2009-2011

PPS Coordinator

2009-2011

PPS Coordinator
+
Counselor
Education
Program
Coordinator

Ongoing

2009-2011
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Section A. Part I
Contextual Information
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential Program
California State University, Fresno is one of twenty-three universities in the California State
University system. Fresno State begun as a normal school in 1911 and has a strong history of
service and preparation of educational professionals. Its last joint accreditation (NCTE/CCTC)
visit was in March 2006. The Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential program is one of 16
programs, headed by the Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development
(KSOEHD)
The Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential program is designed to help teachers learn how
to make curricular decisions about the teaching of reading and how to meet the needs of students
with varying language communication backgrounds. Its mission is “to inspire teachers to
upgrade the reading/language abilities of students through demonstrations of effective reading
strategies.” More specifically, the goal of the program is to prepare candidates to plan, organize,
and develop reading programs for schools.
It (Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential) is integrated with the Master of Arts degree in
Education with an in emphasis in Reading/Language Arts offered by KSOEHD. The Master’s
Degree in Education is a 30-unit degree. It consists of a 12-unit core that all students in the
program are required to take along with 8 units of electives, and 10 units of research and
measurement. Of these 30 units, 27 units may be applied to the Reading/Language Arts
Specialist Credential. The credential is available only to those graduate students already holding
a valid California teaching credential. While not required, virtually all Specialist Credential
Candidates complete the Master’s Degree.
In addition to the 18 semester units of Reading/Language Arts core subject matter,
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential candidates must also complete three semesters of
supervised field experience. The core subject matter courses include literacy processes (LEE
278), K-12 language arts practices (LEE 213), assessment of reading abilities (LEE 224),
language issues in reading (LEE 215), children & adolescent literature (LEE 214), and research
for reading professionals (LEE 244). Core subject matter competence is documented through the
completion of the program and confirmation of key assessments.
One supervised field experience course (LEE 254) is offered in the fifth semester of the program,
and the other two (LEE 230 and LEE 234) are taken in the sixth semester of the program.
Candidates in LEE 254 spend a portion of their time shadowing a certified Reading Specialist.
In LEE 230, candidates demonstrate effective elementary reading practices by tutoring a small
group of elementary, remedial readers where as in LEE 234 they demonstrate effective
secondary reading practices by tutoring one secondary level student. Field experiences courses
are documented through the verification of a Matrix of Experience form. This form is a
summative compilation of all the candidates fieldwork experiences needed for the master’s

degree and the certificate of advanced study, that is the Reading/Language Arts Specialist
Credential.
All courses are offered in a predetermined sequence on and off-campus. Off campus courses are
offered as a cohort model. A cohort model allows candidates to master courses as a learning
community and streamlines the sequence to meet the needs of the candidates in the cohort. The
sequence of courses in the Reading/Language Arts Specialist credential is outlined in the
master’s degree program brochure. This brochure is provided to all candidates in their first
semester course, LEE 278.
From the fall 2008 through the spring of 2010, 102 graduate students were seeking a master’s
degree with a Reading/Language Arts emphasis. Of those 102, 81 candidates were enrolled in
the Reading Specialist Credential program. Of the 81 candidates, 40 completed the specialist
credential program. Table 1 below indicates the number of candidates by cohort.
Table 1. Reading Specialist Enrollment and Completes for Semesters 2008-2010
Semester
Cohort
Master’s
Specialist
Completed
Degree
Credential
Specialist
Fall 2008
OnCampus
12
10
0
Spr 2009
-2
-2
0
Fall 2009
-2
-2
0
Spr 2010
-2
-2
2
Fall 2008
Levenworth (NEW)
27
20
0
Spr 2009
-3
-1
0
Fall 2009
-2
-1
0
Spr 2010
-3
-2
0
Fall 2008
Madera (NEW)
18
15
0
Spr 2009
-3
-3
0
Fall 2009
-2
-2
0
Spr 2010
-1
-1
0
Fall 2008
Hanford
16
13
0
Spr 2009
-2
-2
0
Fall 2009
-2
-2
0
Spr 2010
-0
-1
8
Fall 2008
LosBanos
18
15
0
Spr 2009
-3
-3
0
Fall 2009
-1
-1
0
Spr 2010
-0
-0
12
Fall 2008
Parlier
10
8
8
Spr 2009
0
0
0
Fall 2008
Visalia
13
10
0
Spr 2009
-0
-0
10
Fall 2009
Sanger (NEW)
16
14
0
Spr 2010
-2
-0
0
TOTALS
102
80
40

Changes since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
• Program Evaluation Report replaced LEE 254 portfolio
• Quantified graduate student research in LEE 244
• Graduate writing requirement moved from LEE 278 to LEE 213
• A self-assessment exit survey was adopted

Date:
2008
2008
2009
2009
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Section A. Part II
Candidate Assessment/Performance & Program Effectiveness Information
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential Program
A. Candidate Key Assessments:
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Instructional Portfolio (LEE 230) – Each candidate prepares a
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Instructional Portfolio during the semester the candidate is
enrolled in the initial field experience course. This portfolio consists of chronology field log,
tutee profiles, tutee testing, lesson plans, professional readings, and tutor self-examination.
Candidates must score a 48 or higher on a 60-point scale to document proficiency for the
portfolio requirements. The fieldwork supervisor pre-scores the portfolio and if weaknesses are
noted candidates are assisted in strengthening it.
Matrix of Experience (LEE 230, 234, & 254) – At the completion of the final field experience
course, candidates submit a Matrix of Experience form indicating the number of
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential objectives met by the candidate. The
Reading/Language Arts faculty developed this document, and identified 20 activities in which
candidates are to document completion of planned experiences across all three-fieldwork
courses. Candidates indicate the date each activity was met. The Fieldwork Supervisor signs the
document. Those 20 activities were consolidated into three broad categories for data reporting
purposes.
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential Self-Assessment Exit Survey – At the end of the
credential program, candidates complete a Specialist Credential Self-Assessment Exit Survey.
The survey consists of 6 questions. Candidates “self-rate” their levels of preparedness in the
areas of oral language, reading/language arts, English learners, diagnosis of reading difficulties,
administration of reading assessments, and the role of the Reading/Language Arts Specialist
using a 1 to 5 Likert- scale ranging from 1 to 5. One being “not prepared” and five being “well
prepared.”
Summary of Data
Table 2 provides information on candidate’s scores on the Instructional Portfolio for the
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential Program for semesters 2008-2009. Portfolios are
scored using an Instructional Portfolio Rubric.
Table 2. Summary of Candidate’s Portfolio Mean Scores & Pass Rate by Semester
Semester
Number of Candidates Mean Score*
Percent Passed
Fall 2009
14
48.71
100%
Spring 2010
10
56.50
100%
*Scores are based on a 60-point scale, with a score of 48 or higher required for proficiency.

Table 3 provides summary data on candidates planned experiences in reading instruction as
assessed by the Matrix of Experiences. This matrix evaluates activities at three separate school
sites for three different field experience courses. To successfully complete all activities over the
course of two or three semesters, the candidate would have to complete 26 theoretical
background activities, 20 assessment-based instructional activities, and 7 selection, use, and
evaluation of materials and methods for teaching activities.
Table 3. Summary of Mean Number of Experience Activities Completed by Semester
Semester
Number of *Theoretical *Assessment-Based *Selection, Use and
Candidates Background Instruction
Evaluation of Materials &
Methods
Fall 2008
8
26.0
20.0
7.0
Spring 2009
10
26.0
20.0
7.0
Fall 2009
0
00.0
00.0
0.0
Spr 2010
12
26.0
20.00
7.0
*Scores are based on the number of competencies completed for each area.
Table 4 contains the results of the Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential “SelfAssessment” Exit Survey. Forty surveys were sent out. Of those 40, 18 were sent out in the
spring of 2009 and 22 in the spring of 2010. Only 9 of the 30 respondents returned surveys.
Three responded in 2009 and 2 in 2010.This resulted in an overall response rate of .125% for
semesters 2008-2010
Table 4. Summary of Perceived “Self-Assessment” Level of Preparedness
Areas of Preparedness
n
*Mean
Oral language development
5
4.40
Teaching the reading/language arts
5
4.80
Using English learner methods
5
3.80
Diagnosis of reading difficulties
5
4.60
Administration of reading assessments
5
5.00
Role of the reading specialist
5.00
*Scores are based on a 5.0 Likert-scale.

SD
.54
.45
.44
.55
.0
.0

B. Additional information collected on candidate performance and program effectiveness.
1. Post-Program Evaluation upon Exit Survey– Every semester, candidates for the master’s
degree and the Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential are surveyed to determine their
perception of their level for teaching the reading/language arts. The survey consists of 15
questions on a 5 point likert scale. 0 for non-applicable and 5 for Excellent Preparation. The
purpose of the survey is to measure the effectiveness of the Reading/Language arts
coursework in preparing graduates to teach the core concepts of the program and to measure
the learning dispositions established by the Kremen School of Education and Human
Development (KSOEHD). This data is presented to the Reading/Language Arts faculty to
assist in making recommendations for program improvement.

2. Reading/Language Arts Specialist Program Survey – Every semester, district and school
administrators as well as CSUF faculty, current and post-graduates are surveyed to determine
their perceptions of the Reading/Language Arts Specialist program’s effectiveness. The
survey consisted of 6 questions on a 5 point Likert scale. 1 being “high” disagreement and 5
being “high” agreement. The areas measured are oral language, reading & writing
development, assessment techniques and instruments, English learners, professionalism, and
school needs. Due to the nature of the program, the Reading/Language Arts Specialist
Program Survey areas are aligned with the areas found on the “self-assessment” survey. This
data is also presented to the Reading/Language Arts faculty to assist in making
recommendations for program improvement.
Summary of Data:
Table 5 summarizes the results from the Post-Program Evaluation upon Exit Survey. This
survey is administered 4 times during 2008-2010.
Table 5. Summary of graduate students preparation level on teaching reading/language
arts for semester 2009-2010
Master’s and Specialist Core Concepts
2008-2009
2009-2010
n
*Mean
n
*mean
Techniques to build rapport
2
4.64
4
4.50
Organizing professional tasks
2
4.36
4
4.25
Responding to diverse clientele
2
4.73
4
4.25
Upholding all students can learn
2
4.82
4
4.50
Receiving proper theoretical grounding
2
4.27
4
4.50
Research familiarity
2
4.32
4
4.25
Relating my learning to actual situations
2
4.73
4
4.25
Assessing the progress of students
2
4.55
4
4.50
Conducting oneself in an ethical manner
2
4.86
4
4.75
Collaborating successfully
2
4.77
4
4.50
Assessing own performance
2
4.64
4
4.50
Receiving appropriate supervision
2
4.50
4
4.75
Thinking critically
2
4.14
4
4.50
Modeling the value of lifelong learning
2
4.59
4
4.75
Degree of preparedness
2
4.55
4
4.75
*Mean scores are based on a 5.0 Likert-scale.
Table 6 summarizes the disposition results taken as a sub-set of indicators from the Post-Program
Evaluation upon Exit Survey.
Table 6. Summary of graduate students dispositions for semesters 2008-2010
Dispositions
2008-2009
2009-2010
n
*Mean
n
*Mean
Valuing diversity (3)
2
4.73
4
4.25
Reflection (7)
2
4.73
4
4.25

Professional ethics (9)
Collaboration (10)
Critical thinking (13)
Life-long learning (14)
*Mean scores are based on a 5.0 Likert-scale.

2
2
2
2

4.86
4.77
4.14
4.59

4
4
4
4

4.75
4.50
4.50
4.75

Table 7 summarizes the results from the Reading/Language Arts Specialist Program Survey. It
was administered twice in the semesters of 2008-2010. Thirty surveys were sent out. Of those
30, 18 were sent out in the spring of 2009 and 12 in the spring of 2010. Five responded in 2009
and 4 in 2010, for a total number of 9.This resulted in an overall response rate of 30% for
semesters 2008-2010.

Table 7. Summary of Program Specialist Effectiveness for Semesters 2009-2010
Core Specialist Areas
n
*Mean
SD
Instructional approaches
9
4.88
.33
Assessments
9
4.44
.52
English Learners
9
4.00
.86
Professional partnerships
9
4.55
.52
School needs
9
4.55
.52
*Scores are based on a 5.0 Likert-scale.
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Section A. Part III
Analysis of Candidate Assessment Data
Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential Program
ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION IN SECTION A-2
• Of the 81, candidates enrolled in the Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential Program,
40 successfully completed the program during 2008-2010.
• A hundred percent of the enrolled candidates successful completed the Instructional Portfolio
in LEE 230.
• A hundred percent of the enrolled candidate’s successfully met their field experience activities
requirements as evidenced on the matrix. This indicates that all students in the specialist
program are completing their requirements for all three-fieldwork experience courses, i.e.,
LEE 230, 234, & 254.
• Graduates in the program rated themselves well prepared in all areas except the teaching of
English learners. Preparedness for the administration of reading assessments and the role of
Reading Specialist received the highest ratings with a mean score of 5.0.
• The Post-Progress Evaluation Exit Survey provided a favorable picture of the extent to which
graduate students perceived they were prepared. All competencies received an above average
score indicating that graduate students seeking a Reading/Language Arts Specialist Credential
were satisfied with the program
• Anecdotal responses to a set of open-ended questions at the end of each survey revealed the
following graduate students’ programmatic recommendations for the semesters of 2008-2010:
a) Too much critical literacy; diversify the assessments for struggling readers within classes
b) Bring forth new teaching strategies for English language learners
Program adjustments in response to student programmatic recommendations for the semesters
of 2008-2010:
a) Increased efforts to reduce redundancy among topics across classes
b) Looked into a new assessment text for struggling readers
c) Sought advice from the English Language Development faculty regarding new English learner
teaching strategies.
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Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance
Reading/Language Specialist Credential Program
Data Source
Specific
Action(s)
Objective
Post-Program
Graduate
Designate
Surveys
students will be specific courses
informed of
to disseminate
surveys
and collect
surveys
Exit survey for Discover the
Design an Exit
early departure reasons for
Survey for
candidates
attrition
early departure
candidates
Candidate
Utilize
Faculty will
Disposition
candidate
meet as a team
Survey
dispositions as
to decide the
data for
method and
professional
forum to assess
growth and
the six
program
dispositions
improvement
established by
the KSOEHD
within each
course

Responsible
Person(s)
LEE 230/
LEE 234/LEE
254 Instructors

Due Date

Program
Coordinator

By December
2009

Program
Coordinator

By May 2010

By December
2009
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SECTION A – Credential Program Specific Information
California State University, Fresno (09-10)
Section A-1
Contextual Information
School Psychology
California State University, Fresno is one of 23 universities in the California State University
system. Fresno State began as a normal school in 1911 and has a strong history of service and
preparation of education professionals. Fresno State’s last joint visit (NCATE/CCTC) was in
March 2006. The Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development is the Unit
Head that oversees 16 programs.
The School Psychology program is a three year program of 64 units in courses, 16 units in
fieldwork, and a 3-unit thesis. The program consists of two years of coursework and 500 hours of
practica in the schools, followed by a 1200 hour internship in the third year. The program
operates on a cohort model with students admitted only in the fall. It is offered only as a full-time
program with most courses in the day, although students can chose to extend their program to 4
years.
At completion of the program students are awarded the Ed.S. degree and are eligible for the
California Pupil Personal Services (PPS) Credential in School Psychology and the National
Certificate in School Psychology (NCSP). The program has been fully approved by the National
Association of School Psychologists (NASP) since 1994. We will be undergoing reaccreditation
review this year.
Changes Since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
• A thesis rubric is used as part of the Psychology Department
Assessment Plan
• Embedded questions were also implemented as part of the
Psychology Department Assessment
• School Psychology Alumni survey was administered
• New Program Faculty
Program Specific Candidate Information
Numbers of candidates and completers/graduates for two years reported
Site (If multiple sites)
Number of
Number of
Number of
Candidates
Completers/
Candidates
Graduates
2008-2009
2008-2009
2009-2010
9
8
6

Date
2009
2009
2010
2009

Number of
Completers/
Graduates
2009-2010
6

Section A-2
Candidate Competence and Program Effectiveness Data
a. Assessment of Ed.S. Candidates - School Psychology Program
Year 1
Assessments

Year 2
Assessments

Maintain 3.0
GPA

Advancement to
Candidacy

Pass Research
sequence with
grade of A or B

Maintain 3.0
GPA

Pass University
Writing
Requirement
Practicum
Supervisor
evaluations
(each semester)
Faculty ratings
(each semester)
Individual
evaluation
meetings with
school
psychology
faculty
(each semester)
NASP Portfolio

Demonstrate
competencies
for Behavior
Intervention
Case Manager
(BICM – CA
FBA
qualification)
Practicum
Supervisor
evaluations
(each semester)
Faculty ratings
(each semester)
Individual
evaluation
meetings with
school
psychology
faculty
(each semester)
Continuation of
NASP Portfolio

Recommendation
for Internship
Credential
Pass PRAXIS II at
the national level

Year 3
Internship
Pass internship
class
requirement

Have thesis proposal
meeting
Logs for 1200
hours of
Submit thesis
internship
committee form
Faculty site
visit(s)
Field supervisor
evaluations
(each semester)
Evaluations
from
administrator, 2
teachers, parent
(each semester)
Faculty ratings
Completion of
NASP Portfolio
Defend and
submit thesis

Year 3
National
Credential
Submit
PRAXIS scores
Apply for
NCSP

b. Additional Information About Candidate and Program Completer Performance /
Program Effectiveness
Alumni Survey Summary
A survey was sent to alumni of the CSU, Fresno school psychology program via Survey Monkey
in May 2010. Sixty-nine completed the survey, for a response rate of 56%. Ninety percent had
gradated since 1996; most had at least five years experience. The vast majority (84%) were still
working as school psychologists; some had moved into administration. Our students tend to
come from the Central Valley and stay in the Valley; 85% were working in Fresno or nearby
counties.
The first section asked the alumni to rate all the courses they had taken in the school psych
program. The courses receiving the highest ratings were the applied ones, such as assessment
and consultation courses. Courses the grads rated as less valuable were more theoretical or some
of the counseling courses.
The next section asked about possible areas to increase in the program. Autism was #1. More
behavioral assessment and special education law were indicated. School neuropsychology and
graduate statistics were most likely to be rated as not needed or only somewhat needed.
In order to keep our cognitive assessment course current and aligned with local needs, as noted
earlier, most of our graduates remain in this area, respondents were asked to indicate how often
certain measures were used. The measures indicated as most commonly used were the WISC-IV,
UNIT, CTONI/CTONI2, WRAML2, and CTOPP. Significant numbers also used the DAS II
and KABC2.
The final section assessed current Response to Intervention (RTI) practices in their districts.
California has had a very varied adoption of RTI. This group was about evenly split between
planning, piloting, beginning school-wide implementation, and having this in place for more than
1 year. Seventy percent were implementing RTI at the elementary level. Most reported screening
and small group pullout interventions in reading and phonemic awareness. About half indicated
they were doing interventions in math or writing and half noted deployment in general education
classrooms for reading. Fifty percent said the RTI data were part of the special education
eligibility process; only 13% were using RTI data as the primary criteria for qualification as a
student with a learning disability.
The information gathered will be used to plan program and curriculum changes. These include a
possible course on autism and having our counseling sequence focus more on children and
adolescents. The measures included in our cognitive assessment course will be modified slightly
to better align with current practice. We do include an emphasis on RTI in several courses,
practicum, and internship, and will continue to push our students to become leaders in their
districts.

Exit Survey Ratings
All students in the Psychology Department are asked to complete an exit survey. They are asked
to rate items on a 4 point scale with 1 for Poor and 4 for Excellent. Topics include overall
Psychology faculty ratings, thesis chair, advising, gains in knowledge, and future plans. Eleven
responses from school psychology students from 2009 and 2010 were available. Ratings were 3
or 4 on all items. All indicated they would enroll again, and all had employment upon
graduation. Few had presented research at conferences. Overall they were satisfied with their
graduate experience.
Area
Possible Rating
Psychology Faculty: respect, expectations, feedback, opportunities,
caring
Thesis Chair: : respect, expectations, feedback, opportunities, caring
Advising (Program Coordinator): access, responsiveness, knowledge
Knowledge Gained: psychology, research, communication, writing

Mean
1 to 4
3.55 to 3.82

SD

3.6 to 3.82
3.82 to 3.91
3.82 to 3.91

.40 to .81
.40
.30 to .40

.40 to .52

Kremen School of Education Exit Survey
This survey was designed by an interprofessional team and is used as part of our NCATE review
process. Students graduating from credential programs (e.g., teaching, including special
education, nursing, counseling, social work) are asked to fill out this survey. The data reported
are mean ratings by school psych students.
Survey Open-Ended Comments
PROGRAM STRENGTHS
• Accessibility to professor/advisors (4)
• Professors are experts (2)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Small cohort
Access to necessary resources
Well organized (2)
Excellent field training (2)
Helpful in setting up practicum and internships
Consultation training (2)
Academic interventions & learning how to
implement
• Learning & implementing RTI
• Learning how to work w. culturally diverse
students
• Excellent training in theory, research, & ethics
(3)

POTENTIAL CHANGES
• Modification to 270T (Multicultural)
seminar
• Developmental class that pertains to more
child development (3)
• Counseling training other than Rogerian (8)
• More legal coursework
• Coursework in autism
• Research based program (4)
• Exit program VERY well prepared (4)

Items
I am prepared to use techniques to build rapport with students
I was taught how to organize my professional tasks
I am prepared to respond with fairness to disabled, ethnically, and linguistically
diverse students
My preparation has upheld the concept that all individuals can learn
I have proper theoretical grounding in my field
I am familiar with the research in my field
I have related my learning to actual situations in schools/professional settings
I can assess/evaluate the progress of students
I know how to conduct myself in accordance with professional ethics and standards
I have skills to successfully collaborate with others in the workplace
I reflect upon and assess my own performance
I feel that I received a helpful and appropriate amount of supervision/advisement
I can think critically about theory and research in my field and put it into practice
My preparation has modeled the value of lifelong learning
Indicate the degree to which you feel prepared to assume a full-time position.
5=Excellent preparation, 4=More than adequate preparation, 3=adequate
preparation, 2 = Less than adequate preparation, 1 = Very inadequate preparation, 0
= Not applicable

2009
5.00
4.86
5.00

2010
4.83
4.50
4.83

5.00
4.86
4.86
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.86
4.86
5.00
4.86
4.86
N=7

4.83
4.67
4.83
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.83
4.83
4.83
4.67
4.83
4.83
N=6

c. Summary of Data on Candidates and Program Completers
A. Candidate Assessments the program uses to and through recommending credential
Assessment
Portfolio

description
Students are asked to organize
work samples by domain.

Faculty
Ratings

School Psychology program faculty
complete ratings for each student each
semester on professional characteristics
Practicum and internship field supervisors
complete an evaluation for their student
each semester.
Students take the PRAXIS II in school
psychology during the 2nd year in the
program

Field
Supervisor
Ratings
PRAXIS

data collected
Work samples
Professional development
Technology competence
Numerical ratings plus anecdotal
Documentation
Numerical ratings in relevant areas
of skill competence and
characteristics
Total and domain scores

1. Portfolio
Candidates in the School Psychology Program at California State University Fresno are
required to submit a portfolio in order to ensure they have mastered all program goals and
objectives. The contents of the portfolio include samples of work that have been completed
during each year of the program. Individual items, such as reports, are graded during the class for
which they were assigned. Portfolio contents are designed to demonstrate competence based on
NASP and CCTC training standards.
The portfolio is submitted prior to finals at the end of each year to the Program
Coordinator, who distributes the portfolios to the School Psychology Program faculty for
evaluation. The portfolio is cumulative; students are expected to add to the portfolio as they
progress through the program, and that each year the portfolio should become more
comprehensive.
California State University, Fresno
Portfolio Contents
Indicator 1: Program Requirements
Indicator 2: Data Based Decision Making
Indicator 3: Consultation and Collaboration
Indicator 4: Effective Instruction and Development of Cognitive/Academic Skills
Indicator 5: Diversity in Development and Learning
Indicator 6: School and Systems Organization, Policy Development, and Climate
Indicator 7: Prevention, Intervention, and Mental Health
Indicator 8: Home, School, Community
Indicator 9: Research and Evaluation
Indicator 10: Professional Practice
Indicator 11: Information Technology
Table 1. Summary of Portfolio Data for 2009-2010

2009
2010

YR 1 % Complete
37%
17%

YR 2% Complete
29%
68%

YR 3 % Complete
93%
99%

Note: Each indicator is rated as:
0 = Not Present (No components are included in the student’s portfolio)
1 = Partial (Some, but not all of the components are contained within the student’s portfolio)
2 = Complete (All components are contained within the student’s portfolio)
2. PRAXIS
All NASP approved programs are now required to submit PRAXIS II data as part of the program
approval process. We have required this assessment for a number of years, and students must
obtain the NCSP passing score of 165 prior to being allowed to go on internship. All students
passed the NCSP score of 165. The average for the 2009 scores was 179.50. For the 2010 scores
the average was 178.00.

Domains measured are:
• Data-Based Decision Making. This included problem identification, program analysis,
assessment of special populations, and research, statistics, and program evaluation.
• Research-Based Academic Practices. These are effective instruction, issues related to
academic success/failure, and academic interventions.
• Research-Based Behavioral and Mental Health Practices. This included primary, secondary,
and tertiary preventative strategies, school-based intervention skills and techniques, crisis
prevention and intervention response, and child and adolescent psychopathology.
• Consultation and Collaboration. Models and methods of consultation are covered, along
with school and system organization and home/school/community collaboration.
• Applied Psychological Foundations. This is knowledge of general psychology and measures
principles and theories.
• Ethical, Legal, and Professional Foundations. Ethical principles and standards for practices
are included, as well as legal issues related to the practice of school psychology.
Across the two cohorts the strongest areas appear to be Consultation, Applied Psychological
Foundations, and Ethics, Legal, and Professional Foundations. Data-Based Decision Making was
good, as was Research-Based Academic Practices.
3. Faculty Ratings
Each student in the program is rated by the school psychology faculty independently each
semester. Characteristics on the evaluation form were selected to reflect professional
competencies necessary for independent practice as a school psychologist. Ratings are on a scale
from 1 to 5. Summary data are presented below for the total evaluation; aggregated data indicate
high ratings across all items and cohorts.
Table 3. Faculty Ratings 2009-2010

ADAPTABILITY
(e.g., to changes in schedule or placement)
COMMUNICATION SKILLS
(Written and oral, presentations, diplomatic in stating problems &
presenting information, sensitive to cultural and linguistic diversity)
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS
(Neatness, accuracy, work is completed on time, organized)
COOPERATION
(With peers, faculty, staff, field supervisors, teachers, parents, students)
ETHICAL CONDUCT
(In class & practicum/internship, respects confidentiality)
INDEPENDENCE

08-09
TOTAL
N = 27
4.86

09-10
TOTAL
N = 30
4.85

4.49

4.70

4.69

4.80

4.94

4.98

4.96

5.00

4.55

4.77

(Initiative, problem solving, thesis on schedule)
KNOWLEDGE OF THE FIELD
4.25
4.82
(School psychology, special education, assessment, consultation,
intervention)
MATURITY
4.61
4.94
(Life experience, empathy, decision making)
MOTIVATION
4.66
4.90
(Curiosity, interest in the field, desire to learn and to work, takes
advantage of professional development opportunities)
PERSONAL STABILITY
4.78
4.90
(Receptive to feedback, emotional well-being)
PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT
4.76
4.91
(Appropriate dress and behavior, pleasant, cooperative, courteous)
PROFESSIONAL JUDGMENT
4.88
5.00
(Use of knowledge, class and practicum attendance)
PROFESSIONAL SKILLS
4.13
4.67
(Application of knowledge in evaluation, prevention, intervention, report
writing)
RESPONSIBILITY
4.75
4.90
(Punctual, keeps up with coursework, makes appointments, notification
of change in plans)
AVERAGE
4.66
4.87
Please rate the student according to the following scale:
5=excellent, 4=good, 3=average, 2=needs improvement, l= unacceptable, NA= not applicable
4. Field Evaluations
Field experience is considered a critical part of the program and evaluated each semester.
Practicum and internship supervisors complete evaluations designed to measure the skills
expected at the cohort’s level of training. First and second year students are rated by their field
practicum supervisor each semester. Interns often have multiple field supervisors and must
obtain ratings from all of them, as well as an administrator.
Table 4. Mean Total Evaluation Ratings by Field Supervisors for Each Cohort for 2008-2010
Year
1
2
3

N
9
9
9

2008-2009
3.70
3.79
3.79

N
11
9
9

2009-2010 Ratings
3.64
1 field supervisor rating each semester
3.79
1 field supervisor rating each semester
3.76
3 field supervisor ratings each semester

Note: Each field evaluation form is a rubric with scores ranging from 1 to 4, with 4 the most
positive rating.

Overall ratings are very positive for all three cohorts. For the first year students, professional
development, groups, and observations were rated the lowest by their field supervisor. Tack and
groups were lowest for the second year students.
For third year students (interns) the areas that tended to be rated lowest were counseling. Areas
where supervisors most often indicated as non-applicable or unable to rate were curriculumbased assessment, group counseling, and in-services.
Interns also get evaluations from one parent each fall. These were very positive. The average
ratings were 4.84 on a scale of 1-5 with 5 as the most positive. Interns are required to get
evaluations from 2 teachers each semester. These were also very positive, 4.93 on a scale of 1 to
5. No systemic weaknesses were noted in the data.

California State University, Fresno (08-10)
Section A-3
School Psychology
ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION IN SECTION A-2
Charts or bullets of the analysis of data for candidate competence and program
effectiveness.
•

Portfolio.
o The assessment of portfolio contents followed the expected pattern; that is students are
able to meet more domains as the move through the program. Those in the first year
indicated appropriate development of professional skills through papers about school
psychology and related professions, professional memberships and workshop attendance.
They demonstrated initial skills in observation and assessment.
o The second year students were able to complete more components, including research
and academic assessment.
o The third year students have been able to provide evidence in all domains, indicating we
are requiring and assessing performance in all domains.

•

Faculty Ratings
o The ratings given by faculty each semester are shared with the students at individual
meetings at the end of the semester. Ratings are rigorous and vary by individual student.
However, overall ratings were very high for the students in the program in 2008 and
2009. No consistent areas of weakness were noted. Our ratings are supported by very
strong interviews and recommendations from employers.

•

Field Supervisor Ratings
o These ratings were consistently positive. The forms were redesigned several years ago
into rubrics to try to counter a perceived halo effect , but regardless, the students are very
well received and rated by a wide range of field supervisors, indicating quality of
training. The intern ratings are particularly significant, as many have several supervisors
with varied training and expectations.
o Teacher and parent evaluations are solicited by interns, so are not a random sample and
therefore are expected to be favorable. Interns are instructed to obtain evaluations from
different teachers and parents each semester.

•

PRAXIS
o Students are required to take the PRAXIS II during their second year in the program, and
to obtain passing scores according to the NCSP criteria. Students are not prepped for the
test in any way by program faculty; it is assumed all critical material is covered in
courses. Candidates are encouraged to review materials on their own and to study as a
cohort. Scores are examined by subtest to determine areas of strength and weakness in
program content. Students did well in all domains in both years, indicating the program is

providing a strong base in the professional domains. All pass at the level required for
national certification, indicating we are providing essential training.
•

Alumni Survey
o The current alumni survey assessed graduate perceptions of current courses in the
curriculum and need for strengthening areas and topics. Overall most courses were rated
very positively. The need to include more information on autism in the program was
noted and will be addressed. Based on the survey, the content of the assessment course
will be slightly modified, and the counseling sequence revised. The measures included in
our cognitive assessment course will be modified slightly to better align with current
practice. We do include an emphasis on RTI in several courses, practicum, and
internship, and will continue to push our students to become leaders in their districts.

California State University, Fresno (08-10)
Section A-4
Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate & Program Performance
School Psychology
Program Name
Data Source

Data Focus

Portfolio

Work
samples

Faculty
Ratings

Field
Supervisor
Ratings

PRAXIS

ALUMNI
SURVEY

Action(s)

No concerns were revealed with
candidate competence or the
program. The instrument could be
strengthened with additional
rubrics for scoring of component
quality. In the future electronic
portfolios might be considered.
Professional
Monitoring of candidate’s
characteristics professional characteristics with
feedback to candidates and
remediation plans as necessary
will continue.
Professional
Considering the number of field
skills and
supervisors we use and their lack
characteristics of communication with each other
it might be concluded that the
students are indeed doing stellar
work in the field. Any areas of
lower feedback are reviewed
carefully with students. No
programmatic areas of weakness
were revealed by the field
supervisor ratings; therefore, no
programmatic changes are
planned at this time. We will
continue to advise students to
make supervisors aware of their
work in the schools.
Candidate
The pass rate on the PRAXIS has
competence
always been very high; virtually
on a
all pass on their first try. No
nationally
curricular changes are planned
normed test
based on the PRAXIS results.
Assessment
Responses indicated the program
of needs in
is meeting the needs in the field.
the field and
Responses noted the need for
training
more training in child-oriented

Contact
Person
Hong Ni

School
psychology
faculty

School
psychology
faculty

Program
coordinator

Timeline
20102012

provided by
the program

EXIT
SURVEYS

Survey of
program
completers

counseling. As a result we are
revising our counseling sequence.
The program is continually
striving to update curriculum to
meet changes in the field. An
inter-session course on autism is
planned. We also informally
assess local needs through
interviews with field supervisors
and discussion at the School
Psychology Advisory Board
meetings.
Exit survey data from the
Psychology Department and
School of Education indicate
student satisfaction. Continued
energy and responsiveness to
students by faculty is expected.

Program
Coordinator
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SECTION A – Credential Program Specific Information
PART I – Contextual Information
California State University, Fresno is one of 23 universities in the California State University
system. Fresno State began as a normal school in 1911 and has a strong history of service and
preparation of education professionals. Fresno State’s last joint visit (NCATE/CCTC) was in
March 2006. The Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development is the Unit
Head that oversees 16 programs.
The Single Subject Credential Program is a one-year (two-semester) program consisting of 19
units in courses and 14 units in fieldwork. Courses in the psychological and social foundations of
education, general and subject-specific curriculum and instructional methods, special education,
and English language and literacy are required.
Candidates immediately apply the knowledge and skills gained in courses in two semesters of
fieldwork, one part-time and one full-time. During their two fieldwork experiences, candidates
teach at two grade levels or in two subject areas (e.g., Algebra 1 and Geometry). Both a
traditional and an internship program are offered. Approximately 80 % of the candidates are
enrolled in the traditional program. In either case, candidates work in ethnically diverse settings.
Most candidates teach many students from low-income backgrounds, whether they do their
fieldwork in an urban or rural setting.
Program Specific Candidate Information
Numbers of candidates and completers/graduates for two years reported
YEAR
Number of
Number of
Number of
Candidates
Completers/
Candidates
Graduates
2008-2009
257
183
2009-2010
226
214

Number of
Completers/
Graduates

Changes Since Commission Approval of Current Program Document.
•

CCTC approved the Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST), a teacher performance
assessment system. (2008)

•

A Linked Learning cohort was offered in Fall of 2009 and again in 2010.
These cohorts prepared candidates to work in schools or programs that combine college
preparation with career/technical education. (2009)

•

In the Single Subject Credential program’s assessment of TPEs, the Holistic Proficiency
Project was replaced by The Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project, which assesses the
candidate’s ability to plan, implement and reflect upon his/her own instruction. This is an ondemand written assessment. It assesses TPEs 1[ELA], 6, 7, 8, and 9.

PART II – Candidate Assessment/Performance and Program Effectiveness Information
a) What are the primary candidate assessment(s) the program uses up to and through
recommending the candidate for a credential?
Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST):
1. Site Visitation Project - This task assesses the candidate’s ability to perform, document, and
reflect upon his/her own instruction. This is a field-based assessment. It assesses the
following TPEs: 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, and 13). This assessment takes place in the first semester of
student teaching (initial student teaching).
2. Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project - This task assesses the candidate’s ability to plan,
implement and reflect upon his/her own instruction. This is an on-demand written
assessment. It assesses TPEs 1[ELA], 6, 7, 8, an 9. This assessment takes place during the
first semester of student teaching (initial student teaching).
3. Teaching Sample Project - This task assesses the candidates' ability to plan and teach a oneto four -week unit, to assess student learning related to the unit, and to document their
teaching and their students’ learning. This is a comprehensive, written assessment. It assesses
the following TPEs: 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. This assessment takes place
during the second semester of student teaching (final student teaching).
4. Holistic Proficiency Project - This task assesses the candidate’s ability to perform,
document, and reflect upon teaching responsibilities over an entire semester. This is a
comprehensive, field-based assessment. It assesses the following TPEs: 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11,
and 12. This assessment takes place during the second semester of student teaching (final
student teaching).
Assessments 1-4 are administered at set points in the program, as previously indicated, and are
scored using rubrics by trained and calibrated assessors. Assessments 1 and 2 are conducted in
initial student teaching. Assessments 3 and 4 are conducted in final student teaching. All scores
earned by the teacher candidate are recorded electronically on TaskStream. The data are
aggregated on an annual basis and the results are presented to faculty at a program faculty
meeting.
Dispositions Survey:
This survey assesses the candidates’ perception of the degree to which they exhibit dispositions
(collaboration, reflection, valuing diversity, critical thinking, ethical behavior, professional
attitudes, and life long learning) that the School promotes. It is administered when candidates
enter and exit the program. These scores are recorded on Taskstream. The data are aggregated on
an annual basis and presented to faculty at a program faculty meeting.
Overall Fieldwork Assessments (EHD 155A and EHD 155B):
These assessments are based on attendance; punctuality; ability to interact professionally with
the university supervisor, the master (cooperating) teacher, other teachers, and school

administrators; and successful completion of the Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers. Each
student is rated as satisfactory or unsatisfactory in regard to each of two fieldwork experiences.
The percent of satisfactory ratings is computed for each fieldwork assessment, and these data
are presented to the faculty
b) What additional information about candidate and program completer performance or
program effectiveness is collected and analyzed that informs programmatic decision
making?

CSU System-wide Evaluation – Exit Survey
CSU System-wide Evaluation – Teaching Graduates (1 year)
After one year of teaching, program graduates evaluate the program on key aspects of their
preparation to teach.
CSU System-wide Evaluation – Employers Assessment (1 year)
School-level administrators evaluate program graduates in terms of their preparation in key
aspects of teaching based on their performance.
Summary of Data
Summary of Fast System
Single Subjects Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project
TPE

6b

7

8

9

Scoring
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)

Fall 08 Spr 09
3.0
3.0
.9
4.0
34.3
29.3
49.1
48.5
15.7
18.2
2.0
3.0
0
2.0
59.3
39.4
37.0
43.4
3.7
15.2
2.0
3.0
7.4
2.0
58.3
25.3
25.0
57.6
9.3
15.2
3.0
3.0
.9
1.0
42.6
28.3

Fall 09 Spr 10
3.0
2.0
3.8
0
40.6
54.4
51.9
40.4
3.8
5.3
2.0
3.0
0
0
61.7
19.3
33.1
71.9
5.3
8.8
3.0
3.0
5.3
1.8
35.3
38.6
51.1
50.9
8.3
8.8
3.0
3.0
2.3
1.8
37.6
26.3

3s (%)
4s (%)

50.0
6.5

56.6
14.1

52.6
7.5

56.1
15.8

Single Subjects Site Visitation Project
TPE

2

4

5

11

13

Scoring
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

Fall 08 Spr 09
3.0
3.0
0
1.0
25.9
17.7
62.0
57.3
12.0
24.0
3.0
3.0
.9
1.0
20.4
16.7
63.9
52.1
14.8
30.2
3.0
3.0
.9
1.0
29.6
19.8
55.6
55.2
13.9
24.0
3.0
3.0
.9
1.0
26.9
28.1
60.2
41.7
12.0
29.2
3.0
3.0
0
1.0
14.8
12.5
63.0
47.9
22.2
38.5

Fall 09 Spr 10
3.0
3.0
0
0
35.8
48.3
32.1
41.4
32.1
10.3
3.0
3.0
0
0
30.6
44.8
34.3
44.8
35.1
10.3
3.0
3.0
0
0
36.6
34.5
46.3
60.3
17.2
5.2
3.0
3.0
.7
0
32.8
43.1
44.8
44.8
21.6
12.1
3.0
3.0
0
0
23.9
32.8
39.6
34.5
36.6
32.8

Single Subjects Teaching Sample Project
TPE

10,11

Scoring
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)

Fall 08 Spr 09
3.0
3.0
0
1.1
8.3
13.3
73.8
70.0
17.9
15.6
3.0
3.0
0
0

Fall 09 Spr 10
3.0
3.0
0
2.2
6.0
14.6
83.1
70.1
10.8
13.1
3.0
3.0
0
1.5

1,9

2,3

7-9

2-4,9

3,12

12,13

2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

9.5
77.4
13.1
3.0
0
17.9
63.1
19.0
3.0
0
19.0
50.0
31.0
3.0
0
11.9
67.9
20.2
3.0
0
17.9
60.7
21.4

28.9
61.1
10.0
3.0
2.2
32.2
52.2
13.3
3.0
0
20.0
56.7
23.3
3.0
2.2
21.1
62.2
14.4
3.0
2.2
20.0
57.8
20.0

20.45
68.7
10.8
3.0
0
19.3
66.3
14.5
3.0
0
20.5
62.7
16.9
3.0
0
18.1
59.0
22.9
3.0
0
22.9
59.0
18.1

19.7
63.5
15.3
3.0
.7
24.8
58.4
16.1
3.0
.7
17.5
57.7
24.1
3.0
0*
25.5*
60.6*
13.1*
3.0
3.6
21.69
60.6
13.9

Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

3.0
0
13.1
63.1
23.8

3.0
0
23.3
53.3
23.3

3.0
0
15.7
653.1
19.3

3.0
2.2
20.4
61.3
16.1

*These do not sum to 100 because of an invalid score.
Single Subjects Holistic Proficiency Project
TPE

1

3

Scoring
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)

Fall 08 Spr 09
3.0
3.0
0
0
14.3
20.2
66.7
73.0
19.0
6.7
3.0
3.0
0
0
25.0
29.2

Fall 09 Spr 10
3.0
3.0
0
2.2
17.2
25.2
65.5
63.0
17.2
9.6
3.0
3.0
0
.7
23.0
29.6

5

6c

10

12

3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)
Median
1s (%)
2s (%)
3s (%)
4s (%)

66.7
8.3
3.0
1.2
20.2
51.2
27.4
3.0
0
23.8
65.5
10.7
3.0
1.2
14.3
63.1
21.4
3.0
0
19.0
56.0
25.0

59.6
11.2
3.0
0
19.1
67.4
13.5
3.0
0
20.2
65.2
14.6
3.0
1.1
24.7
67.4
6.7
3.0
0
27.0
69.7
3.4

60.9
16.1
3.0
0
25.3
56.3
18.4
3.0
0
19.5
57.5
23.0
3.0
0
24.1
63.2
12.6
3.0
0
19.5
62.1
18.4

56.3
13.3
3.0
.7
29.6
54.8
14.8
3.0
.7
26.7
55.6
17.0
3.0
2.2
31.9
49.6
16.3
3.0
6.7
27.4
47.4
18.5

CSU System-wide Evaluation of Fresno's Single Subject Credential

Program

Employers’ Assessment of Overall Effectiveness of Program in 2007-2008

Well Prepared
Adequately Prepared
Somewhat Prepared
Not at All Prepared

Fresno (N = 77)

CSU System (N = 839)

42%
40%
16%
2%

48%
35%
14%
3%

Employers’ Assessment of Overall Effectiveness of Program in 2006-2007

Well Prepared
Adequately Prepared
Somewhat Prepared
Not at All Prepared

Fresno (N = 49)

CSU System (N = 823)

43%
33%
21%
3%

46%
35%
14%
3%

First-year Teachers’ Assessment of Overall Effectiveness of Program in 2007-2008

Well Prepared
Adequately Prepared
Somewhat Prepared
Not at All Prepared

Fresno (N = 80)

CSU System (N = 994)

31%
37%
26%
6%

38%
37%
20%
6%

First-year Teachers’ Assessment of Overall Effectiveness of Program in 2006-2007

Well Prepared
Adequately Prepared
Somewhat Prepared
Not at All Prepared

Fresno (N = 56)

CSU System (N = 1,017)

24%
40%
26%
11%

39%
36%
20%
5%

Areas with the Highest Percentage of Employers Rating Fresno Graduates as Well or
Adequately Prepared in 2007-2008
Area (Percent)
Teach Middle Grades (94%)
Use Education Technology (90%)
Plan Instruction (85%)
Areas with the Highest Percentage of Employers Rating Fresno Graduates as Well or
Adequately Prepared in 2006-2007
Area (Percent)
Plan Instruction (82%)
Motivate Students (80%)
Use Education Technology (78%)
Teach High School Students (78%
Manage Instruction (78%)
Areas with the Highest Percentage of First-Year Fresno Teachers Rating Themselves as Well or
Adequately Prepared in 2007-2008
Area (Percent)
Teach Middle Grades (78%)
Plan Instruction (72%)

Assess and Reflect on Instruction (70%)
Areas with the Highest Percentage of First-Year Fresno Teachers Rating Themselves as Well or
Adequately Prepared in 2006-2007
Area (Percent)
Assess and Reflect on Instruction (73%)
Plan Instruction (69%)
Motivate Students (68%)
Teach High School (68%)
Areas with the Lowest Percentage of Employers Rating Fresno Graduates as Well or Adequately
Prepared in 2007-2008
Area (Percent)
Develop Reading Skills (74%)
Teach Special Learners in Inclusive Settings (77%)
Equity and Diversity (78%)
Teach High School Students (78%)
Areas with the Lowest Percentage of Employers Rating Fresno Graduates as Well or Adequately
Prepared in 2006-2007
Area (Percent)
Equity and Diversity (68%)
Teach Special Learners in Inclusive Settings (69%)
Develop Reading Skills (74%)
Assess and Reflect on Instruction (74%)
Areas with the Lowest Percentage of First-Year Fresno Teachers Rating Themselves as Well or
Adequately Prepared in 2007-2008
Area (Percent)
Use Education Technology (54%)
Develop Reading Skills (62%)
Motivate Students (68%)

Areas with the Lowest Percentage of First-Year Fresno Teachers Rating Themselves as Well or
Adequately Prepared in 2006-2007
Area (Percent)

Teach Middle Grades (53%)
Teach Special Learners in Inclusive Settings (63%)
Develop Reading Skills (64%)
Equity and Diversity (64%)
Candidate Dispositions Survey
In 2008-2009 and 2009-2010, 362 candidates took the dispositions survey, rating themselves on
a 1-5 scale with reference to various dispositions. The mean score on the entry survey was 4.33.
In 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 313 candidates took the exit survey. The mean score on the exit
survey was 4.68.
Overall Fieldwork Assessments
•

In 2008-02009, .98% of 203 candidates enrolled in EHD 155A and EHD 155B Student
Teaching in the Secondary School failed to be rated as Satisfactory on their Overall
Fieldwork Assessment. In 2009-2010, 4.19% failed to make a Satisfactory rating. (Students
are rated as Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory on these assessments.)

c) How does the program summarize the data from 4-6 instruments so that it can be used
for program improvement purposes?
The FAST data are aggregated by TPE, by task, by semester. All program candidates are
assessed. The FAST Coordinator presents these data to the Program Coordinator and to program
faculty.
The CSU System-Wide Evaluation of Fresno's Single Subject Credential Program is conducted
annually. (See data summary for numbers.) The data is aggregated in the form of percentage of
respondents rating teachers prepared as well prepared, adequately prepared, somewhat prepared,
or not at all prepared. System-wide results are also given for comparison. The results are
presented on an annual basis by the Dean of the Kremen School of Education to the Program
Coordinator and program faculty for purposes of improvement.
On the Overall Fieldwork Assessments, the percent of students not satisfactorily completing
these assessments is computed on an annual basis. Faculty members review these data.
The results of an entry/exit candidate disposition survey are presented to the program faculty on
an annual basis by the Program Coordinator. The mean scores for all 45 items are aggregated so
that a comparison can be made between entry and exit mean scores.

SECTION A – CREDENTIAL PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION
PART III – Analyses and Discussion of Candidate and Program Data
Analysis of Results of the Fresno Assessment of Student Teachers (FAST)
The percentage of failing scores on the TPEs measured by each of the four assessments was
low, ranging from .0% to 7.4%.
On the Comprehensive Lesson Plan Project, in Spring of 2010, the median score of 3 (on a scale
of 1-4) on three of the four TPEs assessed indicates that student are doing well with regard to
these TPEs. However, the median score on this assessment for TPE 6b fell from 3.0 to 2.0 in
Spring 2010. The cause for this drop should be explored.
On the Site Visitation Project, during all four semesters for which data are given in this report,
over 50% of the candidates received a rating of 3 or 4 on a 4-point scale on all of the TPEs
measured by this assessment, indicating that over half are exceeding minimum expectations on
these TPEs.
•

On the Teaching Sample Project, in all four semesters, at least 65% of the candidates or more
received a score of 3 or 4 (on a 4-point scale) on all seven parts of the task, indicating a high
level of proficiency with regard to the TPEs measured for those candidates. In Spring 2010,
over 70% of all candidates received a score of 3 or 4, indicating improvement. The three
parts on which less than 75% scored a 3 or better, in Spring 2010, assess TPEs 2, 3, 4, 9, and
12. The program should focus on promoting achievement in terms of these TPEs.

•

On the Holistic Proficiency Project, 65% or more of the candidates received 3s or 4s (on a 4point scale) on all 6 of the TPEs assessed, in each of the four semesters. However, there was
a decrease from Fall 2009 to Spring 2010 on all TPEs assessed in this project (i.e. TPEs 1, 3,
5, 6c and 12). The causes of this decrease should be explored.

Analysis of CSU System-Wide Evaluation of Fresno Single Subject Credential Program
•

Employers of graduates of Fresno’s Single Subject Credential Program rate their overall
preparation highly. Fresno graduates were rated as well or adequately prepared by 82% of
their employers in 2007-2008. This represented an improvement from 76% in 2006-2007.

•

First-year teachers who graduated from Fresno’s Single Subject Credential Program also
rated their overall preparation somewhat favorably. Among these first-year teachers, 68%
indicated that they had been well or adequately prepared to teach. This represented an
improvement from 64% in 2006-2007. While there was an improvement from 2006-2007 to
2007-2008, the program should seek continued improvements in ratings of overall
satisfaction of first-year teachers.

•

In terms of 12 specific aspects of teaching, employers in 2007-2008 indicated that 74% to
94% of all Fresno graduates were well or adequately prepared to teach, indicating a high

level of satisfaction with the program. Ratings in 2006-2007, on the 12 aspects of teaching,
ranged from 68% to 82%. The 2007-2008 ratings represented a substantial improvement.
•

The majority of first-year teachers who completed Fresno's Single Subject Credential
Program rated themselves as well or adequately prepared to teach in all 12 aspects of
teaching that they were asked to assess. This indicates a moderate degree of satisfaction on
the part of candidates but the program should seek to improve candidate ratings.

•

The areas which were rated lowest for two years by employers of Fresno graduates or firstyear teachers from Fresno's Single Subject Credential Program are developing reading skills
in the content areas, teaching special learners in inclusive settings, and preparation for equity
and diversity. These areas should be a special focus for program improvement.

Analysis of the Results of the Dispositions Survey
•

The fact that candidates scored slightly higher, on average, on the survey of dispositions
given at the beginning of the program as opposed to the exit survey indicates that the
program may have a small positive effect on candidate perceptions of their dispositions or at
least does not lower them.

Analysis of the Results of the Overall Fieldwork Assessments
•

In 2008-2010, the percentage of candidates failing to achieve a satisfactory rating on their
Overall Fieldwork Assessments was very low, indicating a generally satisfactory
performance by candidates in their fieldwork.

SECTION A – CREDENTIAL PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION
Part IV – Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance
Single Subject Credential Program

SECTION B
INSTITUTIONAL SUMMARY AND PLAN OF ACTION
1-3 pages
This section reflects the institution’s review of the reports from all the credential programs
within that institution. Given the information provided in Section A for each program, identify
trends observed in the data across programs. Describe areas of strength, areas for improvement
and the next steps or plan of action the unit will take to improve the quality of educator

preparation. The summary is signed and submitted by the unit leader: Dean, Director of
Education, Superintendent, or Head of the Governing Board of the Program Sponsor.
Data Source
FAST

CSU Eval.

CSU Eval.

CSU Eval.

FAST

Data Focus
English Learners

Action(s) Planned or Taken
Met with all S.S. faculty to
discuss actions across courses to
address ELs.
Plan to make syllabus revisions
across courses regarding ELs.
Equity and
Continuing to require candidate
Diversity
attendance at Character and
Civic Educ. Conference that
focuses, in part, on
problems/solutions related to
equity and diversity.
Developing
Program Coordinator met with
Reading Skills in faculty who teach LEE 154
the Content areas Language and Literacy in the
Content Area to develop course
modifications. Course will
change format in Spring 2011.
Teaching Special Program Coordinator met with
Learners in the
faculty who teach SPED 121
Content Areas
Teaching Students with Special
Needs in the General Education
Setting to discuss cross course
actions for improvement in this
area.
Dean met with program faculty
to emphasize need for
improvement in area of special
education
Plan for SPED 121 faculty to
assign all SS faculty to reinforce
one aspect of special education
in each SS course.
Plan to develop two online
lessons related to special
education for each SS course.
Continuing to require student
teachers to attend a workshop on
school law.
Professional,
Offered a half-day institute for
Legal, and
master teachers on teaching
Ethical
candidates about professional
Obligations of
ethics

Standard/TPE Timeline
TPE 4
2009P. Stand. 12
2010

P. Stand. 3
P. Stand. 9

20102011
20072011

P. Stand.7B

2010

P. Stand. 13

20092010

20102011

20102011

20102011
20072011
TPE 12
P. Stand. 5

20082009

FAST

FAST

Teachers
Developmentally
Appropriate
Teaching
Practices
Social
Environment

Continuing to require student
teachers to attend workshop on
teaching high students.

TPE 6
P. Stand. 3

Gave all student teachers a
TPE 11
presentation on conflict
P. Stand.10
management.
Continuing to give student
teachers an opportunity to
participate as a mediator mentors
in a conflict management
program.

20072011

2010

2008-10

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Biennial Report
Academic Years 2008-09 and 2009-10
Institution

California State University, Fresno

Date report is submitted October 15, 2010
Program documented in this report Social Work and Child Welfare and Attendance
Name of Program Pupil Personnel Services
Credential awarded Social Work and Child Welfare and Attendance
Is this program offered at more than one site?
If yes, list all sites at which
No
the program is offered

Program Contact

Andrea Carlin

Phone #

559.278.3039

E-Mail

andreac@csufresno.edu

If the preparer of this report is different than the Program Contact, please note contact
information for that person below:
Name:
Phone #
E-mail

California State University, Fresno: 2008-2010
Section A-1
Contextual Information
PPS Program: Social Work and Child Welfare and Attendance (CWA)
California State University, Fresno is one of twenty three universities in the California State
University system. Fresno State began as a normal school in 1911 and has a strong history of
service and preparation of education professionals. Fresno State’s last joint visit
(NCATE/CCTC) was in March 2006. The Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human
Development is the Unit Head that oversees 16 credential programs.
The Pupil Personnel Services (PPS) program with specializations in school social work and
CWA is part of the Master of Social Work (M.S.W.) degree. The M.S.W. and PPS is a two year,
full-time program of 60 units: 50 units of course work and 10 units of concurrent field placement
study. The program utilizes an advanced, multi systems social work practice concentration as
the model for educating advanced practitioners who can meet complex client needs within a
diversity of settings and who can perform in a variety of roles using appropriate social work
practice methodologies.
Three important goals of the Master of Social Work Degree program include the development of
1) a commitment to social justice, 2) diversity awareness/competence, and 3) an empowerment
perspective. The PPS credential program incorporates these educational goals in its mission to
prepare social workers to "perform services to children, parents, school personnel and
community agencies to promote a school environment responsive to the needs of children and to
plan educational programs which will prepare children to function in a culturally diversified
society" (CA Ed Code 44046). The program is designed to maximize the integration of theory
and classroom knowledge with concurrent field instructed practice in the schools. This
curriculum model ensures that students experience the breadth and depth necessary to be
prepared for social work practice in the public schools.
In 2008-09, there were 24 MSW students who completed the PPS program in social work and
CWA which was approximately one-half of the graduating MSW class. Among the 24
candidates, there were 20 females and 4 males. The ethnic representation of this group included:
15 Hispanics; 4 Asians (Hmong and Cambodian); 3 Caucasians; and 2 African Americans. In
2009-10, 23 MSW students completed the PPS program. This cohort included 19 females and 4
males. The ethnic representation of the 2009-10 candidates included: 12 Hispanics; 6 Asians
(Hmong and Chinese); 4 Caucasians; and, one East Indian.
Changes Since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
• Reconfiguration of MSW/PPS curriculum
• Standardized learning agreements developed for field placement
• Field placement performance evaluations revised
• An exit survey was adopted by the Unit
• A program Dispositions evaluation was developed and implemented
• Development of PPS Portfolio as a requirement for program completion

Date
2007
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008

•
•
•
•

Implementation of integrative field seminars for MSW 2 and PPS students
Implementation of annual regional meeting with PPS field instructors
Reaffirmation of full accreditation of BA and MSW programs by the national
Council on Social Work Education
The program revised and implemented both the employer and alumni surveys

2008
2009
2009
2010

California State University, Fresno: 2008-10
Section A-2
Candidate Assessment/Performance & Program Effectiveness Information
PPS Program: Social Work and CWA
A.

Candidate Assessments the program uses to and through recommending credential

List 4-6 Key Assessments (not admissions data):
Key Assessments

Description

Program Decision Points
Data
Grades in SWrk 274

Completion rates through program

Grades in SWrk 275
PPS Candidate Dispositions
Evaluation
PPS Field Evaluation
PPS Candidate Portfolio

When
Collected
Annually

Assignments in Advanced Social Work Practice
in Schools I
Assignments in Advanced Social Work Practice
in Schools II
Candidate demonstration of program dispositions
Final evaluation of candidate performance in all
program competency areas
Compilation of evidence that candidate has met
all program requirements

Fall semester
Spring
semester
December &
May
May
May

Summary of Data:
Program Decision Points Data – The summary of program decision points data is depicted in
Table 1. It illustrates that 50% of the admitted MSW cohort participated in the PPS program in
2008-09, while there was a 39% participation rate in 2009-10. In 2008-09, 93%, or 25 of 27
candidates, completed their PPS field placement while in 2009-10, the rate was 100%, or 23 of
23 candidates. Last year, 89%, or 24 of 27 candidates, completed the MSW and PPS program
requirements. This year, 100% of the PPS candidates completed the program requirements.

Program
Name

Social Work
2008-09
Social Work
2009-10

Table 1: Program Decision Points
Number
%
%
%
of
Admitted Admitted Completing
Applicants
Clinical
to
Clinical
Practice
Practice
135
49%
50%
93% (n=25)
(n=135)
(n=66)
(n=27)
(PPS)
(MSW)
(MSW)
(PPS)
194
44%
39%
100%
(n=194)
(n=23)
(n=23)
(n=23)
(MSW)
(MSW)
(PPS)
(PPS)

%
Completed
Completers of
Admitted

96% (n=24)
(PPS)
100%
(n=23)
(PPS)

89%
(n=24)
(PPS)
100%
(n=23)
(PPS)

Grades in SWrk 274, Advanced Social Work Practice in Schools I – This course is a requirement
of all PPS candidates. It covers core generic and specialization standards content on the school
as a context for practice and the laws that govern public education in the state. Course
assignments are carefully designed and graded using standardized rubrics to assess candidate
comprehension and application of this required content. PPS candidates are required to earn a
grade of “B” or above to meet program requirements. Table 2 illustrates the course grades for
each assignment for the fall 2008 and 2009 semesters.
Table 2: Grades Earned in SWrk 274– Fall 2008 and Fall 2009
Assignment
Possible 2008
2008 2008
2009
2009 2009
Points
Range Mean %
Range Mean %
Passed
Passed
Participation
50
28-50
45
72%
31-50 42
52%
School Paper
150
120131
100%
122132
100%
148
148
Multi Dimensional 100
82-96
90
100%
83-97 89
100%
Assessment
SSW Plan
100
83-97
90
100%
82-98 90
100%
Final Exam
100
80-99
90
100%
71-98 86
74%
Final Grade
500
415447
100%
403445
100%
473
488
Fall 2008, n=25
Fall 2009, n=23

Action
Plan
Target
√

√
√

Grades in SWrk 275, Advanced Social Work Practice in Schools II – This course is the second of
two classes required of all PPS candidates. It covers additional generic and specialization
standards content on the school as a context for practice and advanced practice strategies for
intervention. Course assignments are carefully designed and graded using standardized rubrics
to assess candidate comprehension and application of this required content. PPS candidates are
required to earn a grade of “B” or above to meet program requirements. Table 3 illustrates the
course grades for each assignment for the spring 2009 and 2010 semesters.
Table 3: Grades Earned in SWrk 275 – Spring 2009 and Spring 2010
Assignment
Possible 2009
2009 2009
2010
2010
Points
Range Mean %
Range Mean
Passed
Participation
50
32-50 46
79%
35-50 43
Integration Paper
100
80-96 88
100% 74-95 88
End-of-Year Report
100
7690
96%
80-97 89
100
Class Presentation
150
113135
92%
125133
142
140
Quiz 1
100
72-98 88
92%
74-97 88
Final Grade
500
398445
96%
404441
485
472

2010
%
Passed
65%
92%
100%

Action
Plan
Target
√
√

100%
91%
100%

√

Spring 2009, n=25
Spring 2010, n=23
PPS Candidate Dispositions Evaluation – An evaluation tool was developed and utilized to
specifically evaluate candidate acquisition of professional dispositions. This data is collected at
the end of each semester that candidates are engaged in their PPS field placement. Candidate
demonstration of each disposition is rated by the field instructor on a scale of 1-4, with one
representing unsatisfactory and four representing above average. A rating of three represents
satisfactory and is considered the benchmark for meeting program requirements. The data for
2008-09 is depicted in Table 4 and the data for 2009-10 is located in Table 5.
Table 4: 2008-09 Evaluation of Candidate Dispositions (n=25)
Disposition
Mean % Meeting Mean % Meeting Change
F 08
Benchmark Sp 09 Benchmark
Reflect
3.36
100%
3.60
100%
+.24
Critical Thinking
3.40
100%
3.64
100%
+.24
Professional Ethics 3.76
100%
3.92
100%
+.16
Values Diversity
3.76
96%
3.88
96%
+.12
Collaboration
3.48
100%
3.72
96%
+.24
Life-Long Learning 3.72
100%
3.72
96%
None
Overall
3.52
100%
3.64
96%
+.08

Table 5: 2009-10 Evaluation of Candidate Dispositions (N=23)
Disposition
Mean % Meeting Mean % Meeting Change
F 09
Benchmark Sp 10 Benchmark
Reflect
3.52
100%
3.65
100%
+.13
Critical Thinking
3.61
96%
3.70
100%
+.09
Professional Ethics 3.65
100%
3.78
100%
+.13
Values Diversity
3.78
100%
3.78
100%
0
Collaboration
3.48
100%
3.61
100%
+.13
Life-Long Learning 3.61
96%
3.83
100%
+.22
Overall
3.52
96%
3.65
96%
+.13
PPS Evaluation of Student Performance in Field Placement – A comprehensive evaluation of
candidate knowledge and skills is conducted by the MSW/PPS field instructor at the end of the
600 hour PPS field internship. The evaluation addresses professional development, professional
values and identity, multi systems practice, and evaluation of practice. Candidate performance is
rated on a scale of 1-5. In 2009, the scale was applied with one representing excellent, three
indicating average, and five being poor. A rating of three is satisfactory and is considered the
benchmark for meeting program requirements. In 2010, the scale was reversed to be consistent
with all other field and PPS evaluation instruments with five representing excellent and one
representing poor. Table 6 depicts the outcome data for candidate performance in field
placement for 2009 and 2010. The 2009 mean values were converted for this report to provide
consistency with the 2010 data for comparison purposes. While small increments of change are

evident in some areas, a t test analysis comparing the 2009 and 2010 cohorts reveals that these
differences are not statistically significant.
Table 6: 2009 and 2010 Evaluation of Candidate in PPS Field Placement at Program
Completion
Skill Area
2009
% Meeting 2010 % Meeting Action Change
Mean
Benchmark Mean Benchmark Plan
(Converted)
Target
Professional
Development
Organizes Effectively
4.40
96%
4.30
100%
-.10
Initiative
4.56
100%
4.30
100%
-.26
Seeks Learning
4.24
96%
4.35
100%
+.11
Uses Theory
4.24
100%
3.97
100%
-.27
Plans for Supervision
4.28
100%
4.40
100%
+.12
Open to Feedback
4.36
100%
4.43
100%
+.07
Uses Supervision
4.60
100%
4.52
100%
-.08
Communication Skills
4.44
100%
4.22
100%
-.22
Socio Cultural
4.56
100%
4.30
100%
-.26
Competence (#1)
Values and Identity
Ethical Practice
4.64
100%
4.61
100%
-.03
SSW Role
4.44
96%
4.35
100%
-.09
Professional
4.48
96%
4.43
100%
-.05
Relationships
Team Member
4.40
96%
4.30
100%
-.10
Diversity Awareness
4.48
100%
4.17
100%
-.31
Multi Systems Practice
Organizational Structure 4.28
100%
3.91
100%
-.37
Organizational Climate 4.24
100%
3.91
100%
-.33
(#2)
Change Agent
4.36
100%
4.13
100%
-.23
Collaborative
4.48
100%
4.43
100%
-.05
Relationships (#4)
Facilitation/Consultation 4.44
100%
4.17
100%
-.27
(#5)
Laws (#3)
4.08
100%
3.96
100%
-.12
Advocacy
4.48
100%
4.17
100%
-.31
Brokering
4.68
100%
4.30
100%
-.38
Assessment (#6)
4.56
100%
4.35
100%
-.21
Attendance Intervention 4.52
100%
4.22
100%
-.30
(#10)
Intervention Plans
4.28
100%
4.26
100%
-.02
Pupil Safety (#9)
4.20
100%
4.00
100%
-.20
Multiple Interventions
4.44
100%
4.26
96%
-.18

Prevention &
4.40
100%
4.04
96%
Intervention (#7)
Work with Families (#8) 4.32
100%
4.35
100%
Learning Theory (#11)
4.04
100%
4.09
100%
Evaluation of Practice
Evaluates Practice
4.60
100%
4.52
100%
Applies Research
4.24
100%
4.22
100%
Note: Positive value in the change column denotes improvement

-.36
+.03
+.05
-.08
-.02

PPS Candidate Portfolios - Upon program completion, PPS candidates submit a portfolio that is
a compilation of classroom and field placement assignments representing achievement of
program requirements. The portfolio is evaluated using a standardized rubric. Candidates must
achieve an overall portfolio rating of 80% or higher in order to be recommended for the
credential. Table 7 illustrates the portfolio evaluation data for 2009 and 2010.
Table 7: 2009 and 2010 Evaluation of PPS Candidate Portfolios
Portfolio
2009
2009 2009
2010
2010 2010
Content Area Range Mean % Meeting Range Mean % Meeting
(%)
(%)
Benchmark (%)
(%)
Benchmark
Professional
84-98 90
100%
81-97 92
100%
Development
Multi Systems 89-95 92
100%
85-98 90
100%
Practice
SSW and CWA 80-100 94
100%
78-97 89
96%
Competencies
Evaluations
83-95 90
100%
80-96 89
100%
Total
85-96
2009, n=23: 2010, n=23

92

100%

82-97

90

100%

C.
1.
2.
3.

Addition information collected on completer performance and program effectiveness
Exit Survey – Unit and Program
Employer Survey
Alumni Survey
Exit Surveys:
Unit – An exit survey was developed and implemented by all credential programs in the Unit in
spring 2008. The collection of outcome data across the unit was an important addition to the
assessment system. PPS candidates in the social work program completed these exit surveys in
May. Table 8 provides a summary of the 2009 and 2010 unit exit survey data for the PPS
program.
Table 8: 2009 and 2010 Unit Exit Survey (2009, n=16; 2010, n=23)
Area of Preparation
2009
% Meeting 2010 % Meeting Action
Mean Benchmark Mean Benchmark Plan Target
Building rapport
4.69
100%
4.30
100%
Organizing tasks
3.94
100%
4.09
100%

Diversity
All can learn
Theoretical grounding in field
Research in field
Apply learning
Assess progress
Ethical conduct
Collaboration
Self evaluate
Received appropriate supervision
Apply theory and research
Life long learning
Prepared for employment

4.38
4.63
4.00
4.31
4.50
4.31
4.62
4.50
4.31
4.13
4.13
4.69
4.25

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
94%
100%
100%
100%

4.26
4.43
4.00
3.96
4.22
4.05
4.57
4.39
4.22
3.87
3.73
4.30
4.04

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

√
√
√

√

Program – Exit survey information is collected from PPS candidates upon completion of the
program in May. This instrument surveys candidates on their perceptions of program
administration and delivery, program strengths and weaknesses, and their acquisition of core
knowledge and skills for effective social work practice in schools. Content areas for program
information are rated on a scale of 1-6 with one representing strongly agree, three meaning
undecided, and six indicating that the item is not applicable. The benchmark for meeting
program expectations is a rating of two or lower. The content areas for knowledge and skills are
rated as high (3), medium (2), and low (1). The benchmark for meeting program requirements
for this section of the survey is a rating of 2 or above. Table 9 illustrates the outcome data for
the 2009 and 2010 PPS candidate exit surveys.
Table 9: 2009 (n=23 ) and 2010 (n=23) PPS Candidate Exit Survey
Content Area
2009
% Meeting 2010
% Meeting Action
Mean
Benchmark Mean Benchmark Plan
Target
Program Information
Prerequisites
1.17
100%
1.04 100%
Clear Requirements
1.52
96%
1.35 100%
Courses
1.13
100%
1.22 100%
Integration in Field
1.52
96%
1.74 100%
Field Assignments
1.39
96%
1.39 100%
PPS Field Instructor
1.35
96%
1.57 100%
Supervision
1.57
91%
1.61 100%
PPS Liaison
1.30
91%
1.26 100%
Liaison Support
1.39
100%
1.39 100%
Prepared for Practice
1.48
100%
1.48 100%
PPS Knowledge & Skills
Ecological Approach
2.57
100%
2.48 96%
Ethics
2.82
100%
2.78 100%
Socio Cultural Competence 2.87
100%
2.70 100%
(#1)

Change

-.13
-.17
+.09
+.22
0
+.22
+.05
-.04
0
0
-.09
+.17
-.17

Organization, Advocacy &
Discipline (#2)
Laws (#3)
Collaboration (#4)
Facilitation/Consultation
(#5)
Assessment (#6)
Prevention & Intervention
(#7)
Work with Families (#8)
Pupil Safety (#9)
Attendance &
Intervention(#10)
Learning Theory (#11)

2.48

100%

2.48

100%

0

2.61
2.83
2.48

100%
100%
100%

2.39
2.77
2.57

96%
100%
100%

-.22
-.06
+.09

2.78
2.61

100%
100%

2.65
2.35

100%
96%

-.13
-.26

2.70
2.43
2.65

96%
100%
100%

2.70
2.52
2.70

100%
100%
100%

0
+.09
+.05

2.35

100%

2.39

96%

+.04

Note: For Program Information, a negative value in the change column denotes improvement.
For PPS Knowledge and Skills, a positive value in the change column denotes improvement.
Employer Survey – The Department of Social Work Education surveys employers of our MSW
program graduates every three years as part of our program assessment plan. The last employer
survey was conducted in August, 2010. The sample of employers was gleaned from department
records of field instructors and from employers listed on the recently completed alumni survey.
The sample included human services and social services employers in the four-county region of
Fresno, Madera, Kings and Tulare counties where the preponderance of MSW graduates are
employed. Ninety-one employer surveys were mailed and 15% of those that were delivered
were returned (n=14). There were not a sufficient number of surveys returned to separately
analyze outcomes regarding employers of PPS candidates. Thus, the outcomes reported are for
all MSW graduates, including PPS candidates.
The employer survey consisted of 22 questions regarding the preparation of MSW graduates to
utilize advanced social work knowledge and skills in their employment. The areas in which
graduates were rated as most prepared were applying ethical principles to practice, utilizing
communication, interpersonal and technical skills, identifying as social workers, and applying
knowledge of human behavior to practice. Other areas in which employers reported the highest
percentage of adequate preparation included understanding the influence of diversity,
engagement, assessment, and intervention. The areas that employers rated lowest in terms of
preparation were applying research to practice, policy practice, and understanding international
social work and global issues. While this data has been useful, sampling frames have been
difficult to maintain and the response rate was low.
Alumni Survey - The Department of Social Work Education also surveys alumni every three
years as part of our program assessment plan. The latest alumni survey was conducted in June,
2010 and included graduates from 2006-2009. The total response rate was 33% (47 of 144
surveys); 12, or 26% of the total responses, were alumni who participated in the PPS program.
The survey was a new instrument consisting of 23 questions that measure alumni perceptions of
their preparation for advanced social work practice using a range of core social work knowledge

and practice skills. The response rate for the PPS program was small and may have been
adversely impacted by the summer administration of the survey for school professionals who are
away from work during this time. Nevertheless, the responses received indicate that alumni met
program benchmarks in most areas of social work practice. Areas in which alumni feel most
prepared included diversity, lifelong learning, social work identity, use of critical thinking, and
direct practice skills. Areas in which alumni report feeling less prepared that are especially
relevant to the PPS program include use of developmental theories, application of human
behavior theory, and policy practice. While this data has also been useful, sampling frames have
been difficult to maintain due to unknown addresses and low response rates to both electronic
distribution and mailed surveys.

California State University, Fresno: 2008-10
Section A-3
Analysis of Candidate Assessment Data
PPS Program: Social Work and CWA
Candidate assessment data was presented in the previous section of this report that represents
performance through the program, to recommendation for the credential, and after program
completion. The data indicate that the program is meeting its goal of adequately preparing
candidates for social work and CWA practice in schools. A number of program strengths as well
as some areas for improvement within the PPS credential program are evident. The data did not
demonstrate any areas of significant concern regarding program effectiveness or candidate
competence. Areas of strength and areas for improvement derived from the data are outlined
below:
Program Strengths
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

The PPS program is well organized and includes relevant courses as well as field placement
assignments that facilitate the integration of theory and practice.
The 2008 action plan goal to further clarify program requirements was achieved as reported
by candidates upon exit from the program.
There was a high percentage of program completion: 93% in 2009 and 100% in 2010.
100% of portfolios for program completers met the benchmark to be recommended for the
credential.
The program received high ratings for field instructor and faculty liaison expertise and
support.
During the program, the vast majority of candidates demonstrated mastery of both the
generic and specialization standards content in most PPS course assignments. All
candidates met the program benchmark for mastery of this content based on final course
grades in 2009-10.
At program completion, candidates demonstrated proficiency in applying specialized
program knowledge and skills to school social work and CWA practice by meeting program
benchmarks in field placement in 24 of 26 areas evaluated. The following areas were rated
highest: ethical practice; professional relationships, collaboration, and evaluation of
practice.
The 2008 action plan goal to increase proficiency in learning theory and pupil safety was
evidenced in the data from exit surveys and field evaluations.
At program completion, candidates rated themselves highest in relation to ethics,
assessment, attendance and multi systems intervention, socio cultural competence, and
collaboration.
At program completion, 96% of candidates met program benchmark for demonstration of
professional dispositions. Some growth was evidenced over the year in most disposition
areas.
The 2008 action plan goal to obtain aggregated alumni and employer outcome data was
achieved.

Areas for Improvement: The mean values of all areas of candidate assessment meet program
benchmarks. Some complex content areas that rated lower in 2008, but still met program
benchmarks, were targeted for improvement:
•
•

•

The 2008 action plan goal to increase proficiency in the interpretation and application of
laws that influence attendance and education was not achieved.
The 2008 action plan goal to increase knowledge of the organizational structure of schools
and planning and intervention for pupil safety was partially met. Data from course
assignments and exit surveys show minimal improvement, but data from field evaluations
does not.
There continues to be a need to strengthen understanding and application of developmental
and learning theory as evidenced in exit and alumni surveys.

California State University, Fresno: 2008-10
Section A-4
Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate & Program Performance
PPS Program: Social Work and CWA
Data Source Data Focus
Action(s)
Proficiency
• Revise course material and
with
course assignment in SWrk 274
knowledge of
to make organizational content
organizational
more explicit
structure;
• Include specific field
policy
assignments in the PPS learning
practice
agreements that address the
school as an organization
• Consult with PPS Field
Instructors regarding the use of
a teacher as a mentor for
candidates.
Proficiency
Course
• Utilize course assignments in
Assignments, with laws and
SWrk 274 and 275 to
pupil safety
Field
specifically address these
Evaluations,
competencies.
Exit Survey
• Utilize weekly field supervision
to address learning progress in
these areas.
• Include specific field
assignments in the PPS learning
agreements that target these
areas.
• Train PPS field instructors
regarding candidate need for
increased exposure to these
learning areas.
Proficiency in • Consultation with HBSE
Course
Assignments, understanding
sequence to discuss outcome
and applying
Field
data.
Evaluations, developmental • Implement more active learning
Exit Survey, and learning
strategies in teaching
theories
Alumni
developmental and learning
Survey
theory.
• Utilize specific course
assignments to strengthen
understanding and application of
theory.
Course
Assignments,
Field
Evaluations,
Exit Survey,
Alumni
Survey

Contact
Person
Andrea Carlin

Timeline

PPS Faculty
Liaison

May 2011

Andrea Carlin
PPS Field
Instructors

February
2011

Andrea Carlin

May 2011

PPS Field
Instructors

May 2011

PPS Faculty
Liaison

May 2011

Andrea Carlin
PPS Faculty
Liaison

December
2011

Andrea Carlin

December
2010

December
2010

Andrea Carlin May 2011
HBSE Faculty

Andrea Carlin
HBSE Faculty
PPS Field
Instructors
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California State University, Fresno: 2009-2010
Section A-1
Contextual Information
Speech Pathology
Department of Communicative Disorders and Deaf Studies
The faculty in the Department of Communicative Disorders and Deaf Studies have developed
three goals which serve as practical guidelines for our speech pathology program. First, we want
to be recognized as a premier, interactive department where students are trained to become
effective speech-language pathologists. Second, we want to have a curriculum that provides a
deep understanding of communicative disorders and prepares students for professional careers in
a variety of work settings and with populations demonstrating linguistic and cultural diversity.
Third, we strive to maintain our student-training partnerships with private and public agencies,
so as to provide varied and realistic clinical experiences for our students.
These three goals provide direction for the following curricular objectives:
• To prepare students for passing the PRAXIS exam, acquiring national certification, school
credentialing, and state licensing.
• To prepare students for pursuit of doctoral degrees.
• To prepare students to complete a minimum of 36 hours of graduate coursework, including a
course in research methods and application.
• To prepare students for completion of an acceptable master's thesis, graduate project, or
written comprehensive examination.
• To enable speech-language pathology students to complete 400 clinical clock hours of
practicum preparing them for clinical positions in private practice, rehabilitative centers,
skilled nursing facilities, public schools, and other professional settings.
All graduating MA-level speech pathology students complete the academic and clinical
requirements for the clear Speech-Language Pathology Services Credential as a normal part of
our program. In the 2008-09 academic year, we admitted 37 students into the speech pathology
graduate program. In the 2009-2010 academic year, we admitted 26 students. Twenty-six
students graduated from the program during the 2008-2009 academic year, and 32 students
graduated from the program during the 2009-2010 academic year.
Changes Since Commission Approval of Current Program Document
Date
Ongoing
• Addition of off-campus practicum sites
Spring 2010
• Survey of clients’ progress in treatment
Spring 2010
• Analysis of Knowledge and Skills Acquisition Forms (KASA).

California State University, Fresno: 2009-2010
Section A-2
Contextual Information
Speech Pathology
Department of Communicative Disorders and Deaf Studies
A. Candidate Assessments the program uses to and through recommending credential.
List 4-6 Key Assessments (not admissions data)
1. Praxis II Speech-Language Pathology Test scores
2. Speech pathology graduate students exit interviews
3. SLPS Candidate Dispositions Evaluation (Table 1)
4. SLPS Evaluation of Candidate Performance in Educational Field Placement
5. Knowledge and Skills Acquisition (KASA) forms
Summary of Data
Praxis II Speech-Language Pathology Test scores The Praxis II Speech-Language Pathology
Test evaluates the beginning clinician's knowledge of fundamental speech-language pathology
concepts, as well as current practices in the field. Passing this test is necessary to obtain the
ASHA Certificate of Clinical Competence and state licensure. In addition, California Assembly
Bill 2837 requires candidates for the California clear Speech-Language Pathology Services
Credential to pass this test. Nearly all speech pathology graduate students in our program take
this test near the end of their graduate studies. Here are the passing rates for our students since
2002:
2010 (to date) – 89%
2009 - 100%
2008 - 100%
2007 - 100%
2006 - 94%
2005 - 89%
2004 - 100%
2003 - 100%
2002 - 85%
Speech pathology graduate student exit interviews - During the final week prior to graduation, all
graduate students are asked to participate in exit interviews. These sessions are held in small
groups of 1-4 students and conducted every year. The results of these interviews are shared with
faculty during faculty meetings. Potential changes to the program are discussed based on the
data.
2008-2009 - A total of 4 students participated in the exit interview process. All 4 of them were
SLP students. No Deaf Education students attended the exit interviews. Possible strategies for
increasing student participation were discussed as a faculty but no conclusion was reached.
Students identified their perceived strengths and weaknesses of the speech pathology program.

Their input is discussed with the faculty and areas of potential weakness are discussed and
modifications to course assignments are modified to best meet the students’ needs.
2009-2010 - A total of 6 students participated in the exit interview process. Three of them were
SLP students, and three of them were Deaf Education students. Possible strategies for increasing
student participation were discussed as a faculty but no conclusion was reached. Students
identified their perceived strengths and weaknesses of the speech pathology program. Their
input is discussed with the faculty and areas of potential weakness are discussed and
modifications to course assignments are modified to best meet the students’ needs
SLPS Candidate Dispositions – An existing clinical practicum evaluation tool is utilized to
evaluate each candidate’s acquisition of professional dispositions. This data was collected
during the Fall 2008-Spring 2010 semesters for candidates enrolled in their SLPS educational
field placement. Candidate demonstration of each disposition was rated by the field instructor on
a scale of 1-5, with “1” representing inadequate and “5” representing excellent. A rating of “4”
represents good and is considered to be the benchmark for meeting program requirements. The
data for fall 2008 through spring 2010 are depicted in Table 1.
Table 1: 2008-2010 Evaluation of Candidate Dispositions at Program Completion
Rating Scale: N/A= Not Applicable/Not addressed yet
1=
Needs 100% Assistance/Feedback: Inadequate (Inability to make
changes).
2=
Needs 75% Assistance/Feedback: Nominal (regularly needs specific
direction/demonstration).
3=
Needs 50% Assistance/Feedback: Adequate (often needs some general
direction/demonstration).
4=
Needs 25% Assistance/Feedback: Good (needs occasional
direction/demonstration).
5=
Independent with Minimal Assistance/Feedback: Excellent (takes
initiative and performs effectively)
Candidate
Disposition
Values
Diversity
Communicates
Effectively
Collaborative
Ethical
Confidential
TOTAL

Mean (15)
Fall 2008
4.95

Mean (1-5)
Spring
2009
4.6

Mean (15)
Fall 2009
4.6

Mean (1-5)
Spring 2010

% Meeting
Benchmark

4.8

94%

4.95

4.8

4.6

5.0

96%

4.95
4.9
5.0
4.95

4.9
4.8
4.6
4.7

4.7
4.95
4.7
4.7

4.9
4.9
4.9
4.9

96%
98%
96%
96%

Each semester the data is analyzed and student performance is reviewed by the Clinic Director.
Faculty is consulted throughout the school year to address any specific areas of student
weakness.
B. Additional information collected on completer performance and program effectiveness.
Exit interviews are completed each academic year. All other Outcome Assessment Measures are
collected and analyzed based on a 5 year cycle/schedule that has been created. These measures
are described below. Those that were administered or acted upon during the period of this report
are presented/discussed in the Table below (Section A-4).
1. Evaluation of Candidate in SLPS Educational Field Placement at Program Completion .
Each semester, supervisors and master teachers complete an evaluation of the students under
their supervision. Those items reflecting the students’ performance is averaged (per item) and
tracked across semesters.
2. Employer Survey. With the approval of each alumnus, a survey is sent to his or her employer.
The results for each item on the numeric scale are averaged.
3. Alumni Survey. Each alumnus is sent a survey. The results for each item on the numeric scale
are averaged.
4. Minutes of Advisory Committee. Professionals from Fresno County are members of the Deaf
Education and Speech Pathology Advisory Committee. This committee meets to provide
feedback regarding program development in the Department. The minutes of these
committees’ meetings are analyzed and areas of strength or needed change will be noted and
summarized. Final recommendations are presented to the faculty for consideration.
5. Graduate Writing Requirement Results. The percent of students passing the graduate level
writing requirement is calculated each year. Major reasons for fails are noted for program
review. This information is presented to the faculty.
6. Comprehensive Examination Results. This data includes the number of (a) students passing,
(b) passing in oral examinations, and (c) failing the comprehensive examination per
academic year.
7. Knowledge and Skill Acquisition Forms (KASA). This data includes: (a) # of students
enrolled in class, (b) # of students that successfully completed classroom presentation and
research paper on the first try, (c) # of students that needed remediation, and (d) the # of
students who ultimately passed by the end of the semester.

California State University, Fresno (09-10)
Section A-3
Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance
Speech-Language Pathology Services
The assessment data presented in the prior sections of this report indicate that the program is
successfully preparing students for employment as speech pathologists in the public schools.
They are passing the national examination for speech pathologists at a very high rate, and they
also are successfully completing the SLPS Educational Field Placement assessment at nearly
100% for all items. The following list shows our analysis of the data:
Program Strengths:
•
•
•
•

Students continue to pass the PRAXIS examination with a high success rate.
Based on supervisor evaluations and other assessments, a significant number of students
demonstrate strong academic and clinical skills in diagnostics, treatment, writing, and ethics
during their educational field placements.
All graduating students met the program’s indicators for demonstration of professional
dispositions.
The program has added a required graduate course on autism, based on student and
community feedback regarding our curriculum. This was an “area of improvement” in our
last report.

Areas for Improvement:
•
•
•

Expand the number and variety of practicum placements, which should enhance student
exposure to a range of disorders.
Writing Measureable Goals and Objectives (see Action discussion/table in Section A-4)
Graduate level writing requirements (see Action discussion/table in Section A-4)
California State University, Fresno (09-10)
Section A-4
Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance

Speech-Language Pathology Services
Data
Source
Student
Outcomes
Assessment
Plan
(SOAP)

Data
Action(s)
Focus
Proficiency • Exit Interview. Graduate
with
students will be
knowledge
individually interviewed
of
by members of the
academic,
Department’s Outcomes
clinical,
Assessment Committee.
and

Contact
Person
Fran
Pomaville

Timeli
ne
June
2009

Results
Completed
(June 2009 &
2010) results
were
summarized
earlier in this
report.

research
learning
theory and
practices.

• PRAXIS Results - The
number of graduate
students passing or not
passing the PRAXIS
Examination in Speech
Pathology and Audiology
(PRAXIS) will be summed
for the academic year.

Fran
Pomaville

• Graduate Writing
Requirement Results. The
percent of students
passing the graduate level
writing requirement each
year. Major reasons for
fails will be noted for
program review.
• New Actions:
1) A grad assistant will be
hired by dept. to assist
grad students with the
mechanics of writing.
2) Use of new APA 6th
edition manual in all grad
classes.
3) Deaf Ed will increase
instruction on using APA
in CDDS 114.

Fran
Pomaville

June
2009
Met - results
were
summarized
earlier in this
report.

June
2009

June
2010

June
2010

June
2010

• Comprehensive Exam
Results. The number of
students who pass
comprehensive exams will
be tallied. Results will be
shared and discussed with
faculty with subsequent
actions taken, as needed.

June
2010

• New Actions:
1) Dr. Skelton offered a new
Comps Social that focused
on the process and
requirements for the exam.
2) Writing Measureable
Objectives was identified
as an area of weakness, so

June
2011

June
2011

Met – Data
collected
revealed that
passing rate
(68%) was
below the
benchmark
(80%). As a
result, three
new steps
were taken
(see “new
actions”
listed to the
left). All
three steps
were
implemented
by the target
date of June,
2010.
Completed.
Results
revealed that
the passing
rate (75%)
did not meet
the
benchmark
(80%). As a
result, 4 new
actions were
taken (see
“new
actions”
listed to the

the faculty identified “key
components” to be
emphasized in the
following classes: 220,
116, 213, 215. In addition,
a simple guide /book was
reviewed and will be
adopted for use in 209.
3) The criteria for grading
comps was discussed and
clarified among the
faculty.
Student
Proficiency • Incorporate discussion of
Practicum with
current professional issues
Evaluation professiona
in CDDS 209 seminar.
(CDDS 257 l and
–
ethical
Educationa aspects of
l
the
Fieldwork) educational
setting
related to
speech
pathology.

Consult with educational
fieldwork supervisors to
obtain specific
information regarding
SLPS candidates
strengths/weaknesses.

left).

June
2010

Met

Sharon
Inouye

June
2009

Completed
(June 2009)
Invited SLPs
working in
varied
community
(medical and
educational)
settings to
discuss
current issues
they were
facing each
day in the
workforce to
CDDS 209
class.

Sharon
Inouye

June
2009

Completed
June 2009
Specific
candidate
strengths and
weaknesses
were
identified on
the student
practicum
evaluation
while
students were
enrolled in
CDDS 257.
Students’

New:
Survey of
Clients’
Progress in
Treatment

Clinician’s • Maintain data to reflect
Treatment
the total number of
Effectivene
treatment objectives that
ss
were:
(a) targeted for each client
(b) met
(c) not met but significant
progress was made
towards meeting the
objective.
(d) not met.

Sharon
Inouye

June
2010

areas of
strength and
weakness
were
discussed
and strategies
to increase
specific skill
areas was
provided to
the student
and guided
under the
direction of
the master
teacher.
Goal met 66 clients
26 clinicians
Total # of
objectives
addressed
ranged from
2-10
135/262
goals were
met = 51.5%
65/262 goals
were not met
but
significant
progress was
made = 29%
51/262 goals
were not met
= 19.5%
The
clinicians’
treatment
efficacy was
addressed

throughout
the semester
by the clinic
supervisor
and treatment
revisions
were
implemented
as needed.
June
2011
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, FRESNO
BIENNIAL REPORT – SECTION B
I have reviewed and am submitting the attached biennial reports for California State University,
Fresno and the institutional plan that includes trends observed, areas of strengths, areas for
improvement, and next steps for our institution.

_______________________________________
Dean Paul Beare, Director of Teacher Education

___10/10/10________________
Date

Institutional Summary and Plan of Action
Since the last biennial report in December 2008, the professional preparation programs at Fresno
State have continued to offer quality programs, use assessment data to determine needs, and
recruit and grow in identified areas of need.
Individual programs meet as a program faculty. Larger programs such as the Multiple and Single
Subject have identified review committees that meet often to make needed changes and
recommendations to the Dean. The program coordinators from across the university are
convened by the Associate Dean of the Kremen School of Education and Human Development
(KSOEHD) at least three times a year. The KSOEHD Dean (Director of Teacher Education)
meets with all program coordinators at least once a year to review the institution’s goals, needs,
and direction.
SUMMARY
The programs’ biennial reports utilized a wide variety of assessments to inform their practice.
Each program focuses on their candidates’ knowledge, skills, dispositions, and ability to apply
theory to practice in their fieldwork/clinical settings. Assessments are used to inform the
candidate, to determine their fitness to be recommended for a credential, and to inform and
improve the program. After review of these reports and the information provided from the
Chancellor’s Evaluation, the following trends, areas of strength and improvement, and next steps
were developed to represent issues that crossed the institution or involved multiple programs.
TRENDS
•
•
•
•

Decreased enrollment in Multiple Subject program.
Increased enrollment in Advanced Credential programs – particularly cohorts for the
Educational Administration credential.
Increased use of assessments to inform practice.
Increased use of assessment data to conduct research on variables affecting credential
candidates quality.

AREAS OF STRENGTH
•
•
•
•

Program completions – Programs across the university report completion rates at greater than
90%.
Employer opinion/rankings and hiring of our candidates – Employer surveys are used by
many of the programs with strong and positive scores reported by an average of 80% on the
Chancellor’s (basic teaching credentials) survey and of 90% from local program surveys.
Partnerships/Cohorts in districts – Fresno State has placed cohorts of students in partnership
schools for both basic credential and advanced credential programs. Currently, there are 12
partnerships districts.
Recruitment - Fresno State has more than doubled the number of mathematics and science
teaching credentials recommended in the past 4 years as a result of the highly successful
MSTI (Math, Science Teaching Initiative) program.

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT
•
•
•

Preparation of teachers and other education professionals in issues related to English
Learners.
Preparation of teachers to teach students with special needs in inclusive settings.
Continued recruitment of candidates in high-need areas; special education, single subject –
math and science – and recruitment of male candidates, in general, and more specifically
males of color.

NEXT STEPS
•
•
•
•

Targeted professional development in EL across the accreditation unit.
In the basic teacher credential programs, targeted professional development in issues related
to special needs students in general education classrooms.
Support recruitment in identified high-need programs and with targeted candidates.
Use of CTQ and FAST data to research the impact our graduates are having on the students
they teach, particularly on their student achievement as measured by state accountability
systems.

ACTION PLAN
Data Source

Data Focus

Action(s)

FAST, CTQ,
Program Exit
Surveys and
assessments

English
Learners

FAST, CTQ,
Exit Surveys

SPED in
inclusive
classrooms

Application
and
enrollment
data
Application
and
enrollment
data

Math &
Science
recruitment
and retention
Recruitment
of males in
basic
credential
programs
Impact
research

• Share data with program
committees
• Course-alike meetings
• Syllabi/Assignment/Module
additions
• Faculty development
• Share data with MS/SS/ES
committees
• Course-alike meetings
• Syllabi/Assignment/Module
additions
• Faculty development
• Marketing/recruitment plans
• CSET Test Prep coursework
• Set enrollment targets
• Track data on enrollment
• Marketing/recruitment plans
• Set enrollment targets
• Track data on enrollment

FAST, CTQ

• Review annual assessment data
• Identify potential variables
• Research correlations among
candidate data and achievement
data of their students

Contact
Person
All NCATE
Program
Coordinators

Timeline

Basic
Credential
Coordinators

2010-12

MSTI
Coordinator

2010-12

Basic
Credential
Coordinators

2010-12

Dean and
Assoc Dean

2010-12

2010-12

