Lander University Teacher Education Program Summary Report

Program:  
Multi-categorical Special Education P-12




Academic Year(s): 2012-2015
The following data have been compiled by the SPED
Program Coordinators.  Data are pulled from those available in the assessment system for the degree listed above and candidates used in the analysis are pulled from the University or College of Education databases, based on their current degree program.  Data are for those active students in the program who were enrolled during AY  2012     and  2015       .  “Active” is defined here as a student who is fully admitted and is currently enrolled in a course or has been enrolled in a course at least once during the academic year.  
A. Major Unit/Program Assessments 
	Year

N
	Assessment
	At Standard

Criteria
	Mean 


	Range
	Unaccept-able

%
	At Standard

%
	Comments

	2012-2013
(N=12)
	1. Praxis II: Special Education - Core Knowledge #0543 


	AS > 158
	167.83
	161-183
	0
	100%
	Relative strength: instruction
Relative Weakness: planning and learning environment 

	2013-2014
(N=10)
	1. Praxis II: Special Education - Core Knowledge #0543 


	AS > 158
	173.43
	158-190
	0
	100%
	Relative strength: instruction and planning and learning environment
Relative Weakness: assessment and foundations of professional responsibilities 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2014-2015
(N=10)
	1. Praxis II: Special Education Mild/Moderate #0543 
	AS > 158
	158-181
	
	0
	100%
	Relative strength: development and characteristics of learners and planning and learning environment
Relative Weakness: 
assessment 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year

N
	Assessment
	At Standard

Criteria
	Mean 


	Range
	Unaccept-able

%
	At Standard

%
	Comments

	2012-2013
(N= 12)
	2. Comprehensive Exam

SPED 341
	78-100
	92.2
	64.5-97
	8%
	92%
	RS: characteristics, law, accommodations

RW: IEP development, PLAAFP

1 student scored below standard and left multiple questions blank

	2013-2014
(N= 15)
	2.Comprehensive Exam

SPED 341
	78-100
	84.8
	71-100
	40%
	60%
	RS: law, planning 

In general, candidates who did not meet standards were due to dispositional issues (late and skipped questions)and difficulties w/IEP development RW: 3Cs and B

	2014-2015

(N=7)
	2. Comprehensive Exam

SPED 341

**CEC standards changed The exam was correlated to new standards. Additional questions were added and changed the point range. 
	92-115
	114.14
	111-114.50
	0%
	100%
	RS= instructional planning, writing objectives, and law

RW= characteristics

(autism category: DSM V criteria for identification)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012-2013
(N= 12)
	3. SPED 341Integrated Unit


	160-200
	188.5
	140-200
	8%
	92%
	IEP objectives under developed and did not contain criteria. 3 students’ Lesson Plans were not engaging and did not employ multiple teaching strategies or detailed procedures.

	2013-2014
(N= 15)
	3. SPED 341 Integrated Unit


	160-200
	185.7
	116-200
	7%
	93%
	RS=Instructional Planning and LRP RW= objectives aligned with assessment *candidate with 116 submitted an incomplete unit

	2014-2015

(N=7)
	3. SPED 341 Integrated Unit
	160-200
	186.92
	141.50-200
	14%
	86%
	RS=Instructional Planning and LRP RW= objectives aligned with assessment *candidate with 141.50 = introductory and culminating plans were routine. Also, the 15 days did not flow adequately and did not contain 3Cs and a B.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012-2013
(N=10)
	4. Teacher Work Sample(replaced portfolio)
	>2.75
	
	
	
	
	

	
	LO 1
	>2.75
	3.19
	3-4
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO 2
	>2.75
	3.12
	3-4
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO 3
	>2.75
	3.03**
	3-4
	0%
	100%
	RW

	
	LO 4
	>2.75
	3.30*
	3-4
	0%
	100%
	RS

	2013--2014
(N=17 )
	4. Teacher Work Sample(replaced portfolio)

	>2.75
	
	
	
	
	

	
	LO 1
	>2.75
	3
	3
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO 2
	>2.75
	3
	3
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO 3
	>2.75
	3
	3
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO 4
	>2.75
	3
	3
	0%
	100%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2013-2014

(N=10)
	4. Pilot PPAT in place of Teacher Work Sample
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	LO1
	>2.75
	3.46
	3.0-3.7
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO2
	>2.75
	3.7*
	3.1-3.7
	0%
	100%
	RS

	
	LO3
	>2.75
	3.3
	3.2-3.4
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO4
	>2.75
	3.2**
	3.2
	0%
	100%
	RW

	2014-2015

(N=3)


	4. Teacher Work Sample
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	LO 1
	>2.75
	3.29
	3-3.67
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO2
	>2.75
	3.22
	3-3.67
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO3
	>2.75
	3.2**
	3-4
	0%
	100%
	RW

	
	LO4
	>2.75
	3.33*
	3-4
	0%
	100%
	RS

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2014-2015

(N=11)
	4. Teacher Work Sample
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	LO 1
	>2.75
	3.46
	3.0-3.7
	0%
	100%
	

	
	LO2
	>2.75
	3.7*
	3.1-3.7
	0%
	100%
	RS

	
	LO3
	>2.75
	3.3**
	3.2-3.4
	0%
	100%
	RW

	
	LO4
	>2.75
	3.3**
	3.33
	0%
	100%
	RW

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012-2013
(N=13 )
	5. Impact on Student Learning – SPED 321

	120-150
	140.2
	124.5-150
	15%
	85%
	1 candidate scored low due to not implementing 5 lessons with sufficient data analysis to inform decisions. 1 candidate submitted the assignment late and did not include all assessment data to support decisions.

	2013-2014
(N=15 )
	5. Impact on Student Learning – SPED 321

	120-150
	138.8
	68-150
	7%

	93%

	Candidate that scored 68 did not complete all assessments on students and only instructed 2 lessons. RS= Assessment Profile and planning instruction RW= consistency with instruction

	2014-2015

(N=5)
	5. Impact on Student Learning – SPED 321

	120-150
	147.8
	142-150
	0%
	100%
	RS= Assessment Profile and planning instruction aligned with assessment data

RW= consistency with instruction day to day

	
	This assessment was developed to have a more robust measure for impact on student learning.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012-2013
(N=10)
	6. IEP/ITP/FBA/BIP

	120-150
	129.8
	117-142.5
	14%

	86%
	2 candidates failed to submit a graph of the FBA data that was collected

	2013-2014
(N=14)
	6. IEP/ITP/FBA/BIP
	80-100

**criteria adjusted to align with new standards
	88.34
	76-96.5
	7%
	93%
	RS: BIP, Culture and Collaboration 

RW: Communication and characteristics

	2014-2015

(N=16)
	6. IEP/ITP/FBA/BIP
	80-100
	85.3
	74.5-96.5
	31%
	69%
	RS: BIP, Culture and Collaboration 

RW: Assessment and characteristics

	
	This assessment was revised to address CEC standards more fully.
	
	
	
	
	
	


B. Major SPA/Program Assessments (Optional)
	Year

N
	Assessment
	At Standard

Criteria
	Mean 


	Range
	Unaccept-able

%
	At Standard

%
	Comments

	2012-2013

(N=7 )
	7. SPED 423 Assessment/Case Study 
	120-150
	139.1
	124.5-147
	0%
	100%
	

	2013-2014

(N=14)
	7. SPED 423 Assessment/Case Study
	120-150
	129.4
	87-142
	14%
	86%
	RS: Contextual Factors/Implications and Analysis

RW: IEP and Needs

	2014-2015

(N=12)
	7. SPED 423 Assessment/Case Study
	120-150
	134.30
	79-98
	10%
	90%
	RS: Contextual Factors/Implications and Analysis

RW: Instructional Recommendations

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2012-2013

(N=12)
	8. SPED 321 Language Project
	180-225
	213.8
	180-225
	0%
	100%
	1 candidate did not fulfill role within assignment. 2 Sections on disabilities were not included and strategies were vague. 

	2013-2014

(N= 15)
	8. SPED 321 Language Project
	180-225
	223
	200-225
	0
	100%
	This is a group project. All areas were well developed. Disability characteristics and evidence based practices were evident throughout. The one candidate that did not do as well was late submitting her work to her group and offered vague information.

	2014-2015

(N=4)
	8. SPED 321 Language Project
	180-225
	225
	225
	0%
	100%
	This is a group project. All areas were well developed. Disability characteristics and evidence based practices were evident throughout. The four candidates worked well together on the project.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


C. Active Candidates in the Program (#  & include demographic data)

	Year
	# of Candidates enrolled
	Males
	Females
	Diversity % – gender(males)


	Diversity %– race/ethnicity

	Diversity % - disability 



	2012-2013
	33
	2
	31
	.06%
	18%
	.09%

	2013-2014
	30
	4
	26
	12%
	18%
	0

	2014-2015
	22
	2
	20
	10%
	18%
	10%


	2012-2013 Program Completers
	18

	2013-2014 Program Completers
	11

	2014-2015 program Completers
	11


D. Program Change Recommendations based on candidate performance

	Data Source/Year
	Candidate Performance
	Recommendations

	SPED 321 Impact on Student Learning

Compiled 2012-2015


	68-150 range
142.7
	Candidates worked on project throughout the semester with a student. Overall, candidates seemed to administer assessments but did not align instruction consistently across multiple days to fully implement desired instruction. I think this is partially due to fragmented days in the schools; however, program changes are being made to more fully address aligning assessment data to planning over a period of time and an emphasis will be placed on progress monitoring with implemented instruction. 

	Praxis II Data

2013-2014
	100% met standard – 
	Candidates receive instruction in assessment during the spring block of their junior year.  The communication/collaboration course is 1st block of senior year. Assessment will be infused into secondary methods course to review terms and application. Foundations of professional responsibilities will be infused throughout all pedagogy courses to demonstrate application within relevant practice. 

	Language Project
2012-2015
	100% met standard
	This is a group assignment. In reviewing the data over the past 3 cycles, two sets of data indicate issues with student dispositions for completing assigned parts. This will be addressed by creating an additional rubric to evaluate student performance for project with dispositional data for each section of the project. 


E. Missing Data

Please provide for the Assessment Committee with more information on any missing data (e.g. specific assessment measure).  If revision of assessment plan as submitted has been revised include an explanation. 

Note: it is the program’s responsibility to collect and analyze data for Unit and SPA reporting purposes.
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