The Unit Assessment System - Overview and Timeline – 2000-2004
College of Education, CSUDH
Overview of the Unit Assessment Plan and System

The unit has a fully operational NCATE compliant Unit Assessment System (UAS) that was developed from the original COE Unit Assessment Plan created and approved by the COE Evaluation Committee and members of its professional community in spring 2000. Since that initial work, both the unit assessment plan and the UAS have continued to evolve through consistent examination of the validity and utility of information produced through evaluation and assessment. Modifications to the plan and the system are based on the results of these analyses and input from faculty and staff. The unit assessment plan and the UAS reflect the unit’s CF and provide data to the unit decision making process regarding program improvement and candidate performance at critical transition points. Candidate performance is based on assessment of proficiencies outlined in professional and state standards (as explained in Standard 1 and in ER doc #S1.3). The current unit assessment plan includes projections for specific assessments and overall program evaluation for the next 5 years.

More specifically, and in keeping with the COE’s mission, vision, philosophy, goals, and objectives that underpin the Conceptual Framework, the UAS is woven into every element of the program. The design of the UAS carefully considers the unit’s desire to prepare highly qualified Reflective Urban Professionals in initial and advanced programs to work in urban settings with learners and others from diverse backgrounds. A critical aspect of each assessment is to provide evidence across programs on candidates’ dispositions as well as their knowledge, skills, and use of technology. Similarly, data gathered from program and unit level assessments provide evidence regarding faculty perceptions of how the unit is addressing issues related to curriculum, candidates’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions, diversity, and the use of technology.

One of the primary purposes of the UAS is to collect meaningful and useful data to inform program decisions regarding the following: (a) program transition points for evaluating candidates (i.e., program entrance criteria, course work, field experience, clinical practice, exit criteria, candidates’ work in P‑12 settings); (b) general advising and services to assist candidates as they progress through the critical transition points and degree/credential attainment; (c) general operating practices (i.e., review of CF, program components, and curriculum; hiring and evaluation of faculty; (d) consistent review of evaluation and assessment processes; and (e) assessment of unit operations. To aid this purpose, the following UAS components were designed: Unit/Division/Program Review; Assessment of Candidate Performance; Tracking Candidate’s Performance at Critical Transition Points; Data Analysis, Collection, and Reports System; and Data Management System. 

Foremost, the UAS is anchored in tested assessment theory and implements best evaluation practices that provide useful information for continued unit and program improvement. To aid this process, the UAS has been developed to reflect a cohesive and comprehensive evaluation and assessment structure. Input includes:  the Office of Institutional Research, Assessment, and Planning, University Testing Office, Center for Teaching and Learning; various faculty activities (retreats, division/program meetings, committee/task force meetings, and various advisory board meetings); monthly oversight by the COE Evaluation Committee and the COE Evaluation Center (EVC). Such continuous collaboration ensures multiple perspectives so that no single assessment is developed without the consideration of all other assessments and ensures that elements of the CF are reflected in all assessments. All iterations of the unit’s assessment plan and the UAS are available electronically and in hardcopy form.

The following text describes the development of the UAS from 2000 to 2004.

Appendix 2.1 of the NCATE Institutional Report
Detailed Description of the Chronological Development of the Unit Assessment System 
	Date
	UAS Related Developments and Implementation

	2000-2001

Spring 2000 –

Assessment Plan Development

Conceptual Framework and UAS Development 

Fall 2000

UAS Development

COE Director of Evaluation

COE/TED

Evaluation Committees

COE Evaluation Center

Assessment Plan Enhancement

Revised Assessment Plan 2000-2004

Transition from Previous Assessment to Current UAS

Individual Program Self-Study Matrix

Assessment Processes and Instruments
Pilot TED Exit Survey Process

All Program Exit Survey Plans

Spring 2001

Program Coordinators/COE Evaluation Committee

Individual Program Self-Study Matrix-Standards 1 & 2

Unit, State, National, and Professional Standards Alignment

Pilot all Program Exit Survey and Graduate and Employer Surveys


	In spring 2000, the dean appointed the associate dean to oversee the development of the Unit Assessment Plan for 2000-2004 (ER doc #2.2). The associate dean, in conjunction with the COE Evaluation Committee, created three drafts of the plan that were distributed to administration, faculty, staff, and the COE Advisory Board for input. The final draft version was presented at various faculty, staff, committee, and advisory meetings and the final version was approved by these constituents in August 2000. This version of the plan addressed the development of an assessment system to evaluate the unit’s efforts to use data driven methods for program improvement and to evaluate its’ effectiveness in preparing qualified candidates to work in P-12 educational settings. Multiple measures to assess candidate proficiencies within different contexts as outlined in NCATE Standards 1 and 2 were included in the plan. Specifically, the plan sought to determine the best method to: (a) assess candidates’ ability to meet professional, state, and institutional standards and demonstrate professional and pedagogical knowledge, skills, and dispositions and apply them so that all students learn and (b) use results of these assessments and other data for program improvement.

One of the key decisions made by COE Evaluation Committee was to focus the accreditation work at two major retreats each year (ER doc #2E1.6). The fall retreats were designated to share assessment results and program improvements aligned to the Conceptual Framework. The spring retreats were designated to provide opportunity for faculty to develop and modify elements of the Conceptual Framework including the COE mission, vision, philosophy, knowledge base, and goals and objectives. In this way, both UAS and the Conceptual Framework were collaboratively developed.

In fall 2000, the dean appointed a director of evaluation to work with the associate dean, COE Evaluation Committee (comprised of the dean, associate dean, director of evaluation, department chairs, program coordinators of advanced programs, and representatives from all programs) and Teacher Education Department (TED) Evaluation Committee (comprised of the TED chair, director of evaluation, and both elected and volunteer members), and personnel from the university’s Office of Institutional Research and Testing Office to develop viable assessment instruments and processes that eventually would comprise the UAS. 

On the advice of the director of the university’s Institutional Research, the dean, associate dean, and COE director of evaluation created the COE Evaluation Center (EVC) to oversee all evaluation efforts in collaboration with the COE and TED Evaluation Committees. The TED Evaluation Committee provided specific oversight for assessments for initial programs. 

In addition to these larger committees, the associate dean, director of evaluation, and chair of the COE Evaluation Committee formed an assessment sub-committee that directed and managed the more specific elements of the assessment plan and implementation of the UAS. One of the main responsibilities of the sub-committee was to ensure consistent alignment between the UAS and the Conceptual Framework. Collectively, these evaluation bodies enhanced the scope of the initial unit assessment plan to include specific evaluation processes for the unit, department, initial and advanced programs, and special projects that are extensive, multifaceted, and rigorous (Scriven, 1999, Siggens, 2000). 

The result of these efforts was an approved Revised Assessment Plan 2000‑2004 (ER doc #2.8) that would serve as the basis for the UAS. Basic components of the revised plan included: (a) initial and advanced program assessment plans; (b) continual program self-studies correlated to NCATE, state, and professional standards; (c) specific and consistent data collection procedures at the unit and program levels; (d) correlation of data from various unit, university, and state assessments, and (e) annual reports (including plans for program improvements) based on the analysis of the data. The revised plan was presented by the sub‑committee at various COE meetings for faculty/input; it was approved by the COE Evaluation Committee in November, 2000.

It was determined that a gradual and organized approach to assessment processes revisions would be most beneficial for the unit. To implement the basic components of the plan (listed above) A key transition from the previous assessments implemented by individual programs to the more systematic unit assessment was to review and monitor current assessment plans and instruments. 

In October 2000, the director of evaluation developed a program self-study matrix for department chairs and coordinators to determine how each program was meeting its goals and objectives. The COE and TED Evaluation Committees approved the following matrix elements/categories: alignment to NCATE, state, professional standards; program objectives/goals; evidence to demonstrate meeting objectives/goals; rationale for selection of evidence; action plan for refining program evaluation/assessment and meeting goals not previously met. This matrix has been implemented annually since Spring 2001 and program reports based on the self-study are available in the ER (doc #2E3.4).  

Both evaluation committees approved the assessment instruments and data collection, management, and analysis processes developed/modified by the EVC. All assessment processes were aligned with the conceptual framework, and NCATE, state, and professional standards.

The COE Evaluation Committee decided to pilot the TED exit survey process for the California Ryan credential program (old system of teacher preparation that will sunset in 2005) to evaluate and document the exit survey process. The older version of the survey was modified and converted to a scan form to ensure more precise analysis of data through SPSS. The EVC analyzed numerical and text data and provided summary data of the exit survey to the TED chair and TED Evaluation Committee; the TED chair shared with TED faculty. The TED Evaluation Committee reviewed the results of the fall 2000 TED survey and approved modifications suggested by the director of evaluation/EVC. Results of the TED survey pilot were shared with the COE Evaluation Committee and plans for adapting the process for all program exit surveys were developed.

In spring 2001, a decision was made to include program coordinators of advanced programs in key COE Evaluation Committee meetings (the TED chair who oversees the initial programs was already a standing member of the committee). The inclusion of program coordinators was both necessary and advantageous because they provided oversight for their respective programs. 

The assessment sub-committee developed processes for completing the self-studies and program coordinators instigated the work of analyzing elements of their programs in relation to NCATE standards. By the end of spring 2001, the chairs and program coordinators completed their self-study for NCATE Standards 1& 2.

In addition to NCATE standards, evaluation and assessment processes were generally aligned with and/or addressed California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) for initial programs, professional standards for advanced programs, and Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) standards. During the spring of 2001 the dean, associate dean, and the director of evaluation met with CSUDH WASC team members to discuss COE evaluation processes and how they integrate with WASC standards. As a result of this collaborative process, the director of evaluation wrote the COE summary statement of the UAS for Module 3 of the WASC 2001 Reaffirmation Report (ER doc #IN1.8). 

One of the first responsibilities of the COE Evaluation Committee was to review and approve the plans to adapt the pilot TED survey process to all program exit surveys and graduate and employer surveys. By the end of spring 2001, scan forms of all exit surveys (ER doc #2E2.4) were distributed to program completers of all COE programs and Graduate and Employer surveys were sent to graduates and supervisors of those graduates who were working in their respective fields for at least 1-2 years. Analysis of data from these surveys provided coordinators with information for their annual reports and revisions for the self-study matrixes (see survey process below in Data, Analysis, and Interpretation section).

	2001-2002

Work of COE/TED Evaluation Committee Augmented

Initial/Advance Credential Program Assessment, Implementation and Evaluation Plans

Additional Survey Development

Implementation Timeline of Assessment Activities

Appointment of co-NCATE Director

COE Retreats documentation 

Tracking Candidate Progress

Exit Survey Refinement

California State University System-wide Survey Data

Dual Assessment System for TED: Ryan and SB2042

Spring 2002

Self-Study Expanded to NCATE Standards 3-6

Graduate and Employer Survey Process 
	In Fall 2001, both COE and TED Evaluation Committees in conjunction with EVC worked collaboratively to refine assessment procedures: specific data to be gathered; processes for collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and reporting such data; and utilization of data for program improvement. Initial results of that effort produced a four-tiered process for collecting consistent data for all programs at five critical transition points (program entrance, during foundation and methods courses, entrance to field experiences, during field experience, and program exit).

Further refinement included more specific plans for the systematic review, modification, implementation, and evaluation of the following assessments for candidates and graduates of initial and advanced programs: (a) consistent procedures across programs for monitoring candidates’ progress at critical transition points; (b) program entrance and exit criteria; (c) survey processes for collecting data on candidates’ perspectives about their preparation and the effectiveness of their university field supervisors and master teachers; (d) survey processes for eliciting university field supervisors and master teachers perceptions of the programs effectiveness to prepare candidates for their professional fields; (e) university field supervisors and master teachers evaluation of candidate performance based on professional and state competencies; and (f) procedures for collecting data on candidate preparation from graduates and their employers. 

In addition to data on candidate preparation, the COE Evaluation Committee developed plans to survey faculty and staff regarding specific knowledge of program evaluation. To begin the process, it was decided to pilot the staff survey in Spring 2002 and faculty survey in Fall 2002. 

To ensure the timely roll-out of these assessment activities, the assessment sub‑committee and EVC developed a viable implementation timeline (ER doc #2E1.1) and oversaw various assessment activities, (see NCATE Standard 2, Element 2) that supported the continued evaluation of individual programs and candidates’ performance in various contexts. 

During this developmental period, the dean appointed the director of evaluation to serve as Co-NCATE director with the then associate dean. The co-directors were charged with documenting the major work of the various assessment committees at the Spring and Fall Retreats. To this end, the EVC developed Retreat PowerPoint Presentations (ER doc #2E1.6) that served as a way to disseminate information and assessment data for the unit and programs as well as an electronic documentation of these processes. 

To begin the implementation of the assessment activities, the EVC developed a system for tracking candidate’s progress throughout their respective programs and the COE Evaluation Committee reviewed and approved program entrance and exit criteria. The tracking process was linked to the conceptual framework (ER doc #2E1.4). 

To continue the work on survey processes, program chairs presented the results of the spring 2001 exit and graduate and employer surveys to faculty at the Fall 2001 Retreat. Input from faculty was used to refine survey procedures. Surveys were distributed to fall 2001 program completers. Data from exit surveys were analyzed and evaluated by the EVC, director of evaluation, program chairs, and program coordinators. Modifications were made as necessary and final drafts were approved by the COE Evaluation Committee (see survey process below and log of survey tracking process in ER doc #2E2.5).

While these assessments and evaluation activities were taking place, the California State University Chancellor’s office developed a CSU Systemwide survey (ER doc #1E4.6) to capture data of graduates of initial programs who were currently teaching in K-12 settings. Pilot study results of the spring 2001 (and spring 2002) survey results for CSUDH were compared and analyzed This data is included in the UAS and triangulated with data collected from the COE graduate and employer survey process (ER doc #2E) to review the preparation of candidates. Results of all survey processes including the comparisons were share with faculty, various committees, and advisory boards.

The criteria for the California Ryan credential for teacher education were changing and a new credential (SB 2042) was in the process of development. The TED faculty agreed to be early adopters and this necessitated the development of new assessment elements. The impact of this change was a dual assessment system for TED: Ryan data and SB2042 data. (Beginning with the Fall 03 semester, these two sets of assessments and resulting data were maintained, analyzed, and reported separately)
In spring 2002, program coordinators were included as permanent COE Evaluation Committee members and worked collaboratively with program chairs and other members to complete the self-study for Standards 3-6. By the end of spring, all six NCATE standards were addressed in the self-study matrixes by all programs). Program self-studies were reviewed and revised at least four times during 2001-2002. Plans for continuous work on the matrixes to reflected alignment to, CCTC, WASC, and professional standards were finalized (see ER doc #2E2.1 for complete set of program self-study matrixes by year).

The committee also approved the revisions for the graduate and employer survey process that included plans for collecting unit and program data on alternating years (see Element 2 below) and to use comparison data from the CSU Systemwide Survey data for initial programs.

	2002-2003

Fall 2002

Assessment Activities/Training 

Revised Assessment Data Monitoring System
Spring 2003

Self-Study Matrixes Evolve

Assessment Activities Revisions

Assessment Activities 2002-2003 Completed

Individual Program PowerPoint Presentation Development
	By the end of fall 2002, most survey data collection, analysis, interpretation, and reporting elements of the UAS were formalized and fully operational for initial and advanced programs. To assist this process, the assessment sub‑committee developed assessment training materials (ER doc #2.1) for transforming summary analyses into reports. Program chairs and coordinators used the analysis of survey data to refine their assessment plans and to write their annual assessment reports including program improvements. Information from assessment results and revised self-studies were integrated into the UAS and used to inform modifications of the assessment plan. The EVC staff refined the assessment tracking and monitoring processes that lead to the current data management system of the UAS (ER doc #2.1 & 2E1.4).

In spring 2003, the COE Evaluation Committee and the NCATE consultant reviewed NCATE processes to date. A decision was made to include an additional segment to the self-study matrix--Decisions Made as a result of program assessment. In addition to this change, coordinators updated their self-studies to reflect Actions Taken and needed modifications based on program changes and analysis of data. These revisions served as a base for modifications of program assessment systems that were integrated into the UAS and unit assessment plan. 

Status of the on-going assessment activities was presented to faculty at the COE Spring 2003 Retreat. During the retreat, faculty worked in groups to further develop their individual program assessment plans (ER doc #2E2.2) that would provide data for their annual reports. To assist this process, the director of evaluation provided an assessment template built on 10 NCATE Assessment Questions . 

By the end of spring 2003, individual programs completed their NCATE assessment activities (responses to the 10 NCATE assessment questions, assessment plans to date, and the self-study matrixes. The COE Evaluation Committee revised the unit assessment plan to include specific due dates for assessment tasks. Specifically, all individual program assessment activities were to be aligned with professional and state standards and the CF by fall 2003 and annual reports would be due by end of summer instead of October. 

These revisions were necessary for the timely reporting of data at the COE Fall 2003 Retreat and for necessary program improvements prior to the beginning of the fall semester. Additionally, the EVC began developing PowerPoint Presentations (ER doc #E2.2) for each program that contained: the basic elements of the program; current self-study matrix, assessment plans (including responses to the 10 questions), entrance and exit criteria, completion rates, assessment data, and annual reports. A prototype of the presentation (Technology Based Education Program) was presented to and approved by the COE Evaluation Committee and to the faculty at the Spring 2002 Retreat, and at the Spring 2002 COE Advisory Board meeting.

	2003-2004

Fall 2003

New Accreditation Team

Continued Work of the COE Evaluation Committee/EVC 

Spring 2004

Augmented Assessment Activities

Augmented web-based Activities
	In Fall 2003, several administrative changes made it necessary to revamp the sub-committee. The TED chair was named as the new Co-NCATE director and the Co-NCATE directors, along with the new dean and new associate dean and a faculty member (who had expert knowledge of CCTC), and the NCATE consultant comprised the NCATE/CCTC accreditation team and continued the work of the previous assessment sub-committee. The new team met with, the COE Evaluation Committee to expand/modify the following:

1. Conceptual Framework revisions reflecting essential NCATE elements were completed and presented to faculty at the Fall 2003 Retreat for input by faculty

2. Unit Assessment Plan included the development of additional surveys to collect data from faculty and staff regarding the conceptual framework, unit and program level elements, candidate preparation, diversity, technology (see Element 2). 

3. Unit Assessment System was linked to new revisions of the conceptual framework and current assessments were linked to the new model of the conceptual framework 
4. Revised Self-Studies revised by the COE Evaluation Committee and the NCATE consultant. Initial credential programs completed the alignment of state (CCTC) standards and advanced programs were aligned to professional standards with NCATE standards.

5. Individual program Assessment Plans 2003 (ER doc #E2.2) were submitted to the COE Evaluation Committee for review and approval. Key elements of these plans were linked to the unit assessment plan.

6. Annual Reports from 2000-2003 were completed.

7. Individual Program PowerPoint Presentations were approved by COE Evaluation Committee. Additional work by program coordinators was completed at the Fall 2003 Retreat and final edits completed by the end of spring 2004.

8. Augmented data management system for retrieving and managing data collected from the university’s data system (Banner) and existing databases and data files maintained by various programs.

9. Improved web-based system for communicating information about the unit, divisions, programs, services, and faculty.

In Spring 2004, Additional revisions to the conceptual framework and the updated theme were completed by the COE Evaluation Committee and presented to the faculty for their input at the Spring 2004 Retreat. The current Conceptual Framework and model were approved by the faculty at this retreat.

On-line surveys, designed to capture candidates, faculty, and staff knowledge of the conceptual framework, diversity and technology issues, and candidates’ perceptions of their professional growth (i.e. their dispositions) were approved by the COE Evaluation Committee and piloted by the EVC (ER doc  #E2.4).

All exit surveys for Fall 2004 and graduate and employer surveys for Spring 2004 were converted to on-line surveys. The COE Evaluation Committee agreed to have the graduate and employer surveys distributed in hard copy 

form as well as posted on-line. In this way, the EVC can track the return rates via both methods. On-line exit surveys will be piloted in the Fall 2004. The EVC will track response rates and return rates and compare them to past rates using hard copy forms.




