COE UAS 5-year Assessment Plan
2004-2009
Suggested Five-year Assessment Plan:
The COE has developed a 5-year unit assessment plan that delineates specific categories and related assessment activities from Fall 2004 to Spring 2009. The purpose of the plan is to provide a template for refining elements of the 2004 UAS; in particular, the plan will specify a process and timeframe to: 

1. Ensure that UAS components are more closely aligned with the Conceptual Framework and are consistent across programs; 
2. Review assessment processes and instruments and modify as necessary;
3. Review validity and reliability of assessment instruments and modify as necessary;
4. Ensure that assessments provide useful information for decision making at the unit, division, and program levels;
The outline below summarizes the assessment tasks from 2004-2009; the following table specifies these tasks by assessment components and categories:

Academic Year:

Year 1 - 2004-2005  

· Review COE assessments, 

· Develop plan for revising assessments including transition to on-line surveys
· Research existing assessment models for assessing Student Learning
Year 2- 2005-2006 

· Pilot-test revised assessments

· Design assessments for assessing Student Learning

· Pilot-test new assessments with selected programs
Year 3- 2006-2007
· Small-scale implementation of new assessments for Student Learning
· Full-scale implementation of revised assessments
· Analyze data from all assessments
· Modify as necessary
Years 4-5- 2007-2009
· Full-scale implementation of all assessments across the unit and programs
· Modify and expand assessments as necessary

· Document use of assessment data to make program improvements
Governance of the Unit Assessment System
	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009

	COE Evaluation Committee
	· Review and redefine the: purpose and charge of the committee, and the goals and objectives for 2004-2006.
	· Report on status of goals and objective for 2004-2006 and review goals and objectives for 2006-2007.

	· Report on status of goals and objective for 2006-2007 and review goals and objectives for 2007-2008.
	· Report on status of goals and objective for 2007-2008 and review goals and objectives for 2008-2009.

	· Report on status of goals and objective for 2008-2009 and review goals and objectives for 2009-2010.

	
	· Establish timeframe for completing committee tasks.
· Review committee processes for more efficient and effective use of time and resources.
	· Review timeframe and committee processes, modify as necessary

· Include status of timeframe activities in annual reports.

	· Continue to review and modify. Integrate changes into UAS.
· Include status of timeframe activities in annual reports.
	· Continue to review and modify. Integrate changes into UAS. Include status of timeframe activities in annual reports.

	· Report status of timeframe activities and committee processes in annual reports. 


	
	· Review unit assessment plan/system; specify/approve modifications

· Provide oversight for all assessment instruments processes (see Assessment Instrument section below).
	· Provide continuous oversight for assessment activities: (see Assessment Instrument section below).

	· Continue review of assessment activities and necessary modifications.
	· Continue review of assessment activities and necessary modifications.
	· Assist in preparation of 5-year assessment reports at unit, division, and program levels.

	
	Establish assessment agenda for Fall and Spring Retreats, 2004-2009, and report outcomes.

	
	Assist in preparing the NCATE Annual Reports, 2004-2009.

	
	Increase membership to include COE and university personnel (i.e., COE Systems and credential analysts, director of Office of Institutional Research, WASC director) and Advisory Board personnel. Review membership yearly, 2004-2009.


	COE Evaluation Center
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009

	
	· Director to oversee all assessment instrument processes, including validity and reliability studies for online surveys. (see below).

· Continue collaboration with IRAP Director. 

· Review all EVC processes and procedures; modify for efficiency. Obtain input from COE Evaluation Committee and Director of IRAP regarding all EVC processes.
· Review/Revise reporting process- move from hardcopy to electronic forms; including web page.
· Review existing and Implement new procedures for managing UAS and UA plan elements and document the process. 
· Begin new timeline for documenting UA plan from 2004-2005.

· Work with Director of Institutional Research and Planning (IRAP) on development of new assessments.

· Investigate ways to link to university data.

	· Continue all assessment processes.
· Review data from assessments
· Implement new reporting processes for Unit/Divisions/

   Programs

· Continue validity and reliability studies.

· Track return rates for online surveys- track differences

· Review. management of USA; modify as necessary.
· Revise timeline as necessary

· Continue. collaborative work with IRAP and explore other collaborative activities with other Colleges.
· Develop plan for collaborative activities.


	· Review status of all online surveys
· Review reporting processes; modify if necessary
· Continue validity and reliability studies

· Continue tracking and comparing return rates

· Continue reviewing, modifying management of UAS; modify as necessary.
· Review collaborative efforts.


	· Continue monitoring processes for all assessments.

· Review new reporting processes

· Continue validity and reliability studies

· Continue tracking and comparing return rates

· Continue reviewing, modifying management of UAS; modify as necessary


	· Continue reviewing and monitoring processes of all EVC activities

· Report on status of all COE EVC activities for Unit, Divisions, Programs



	
	EVC members to work in conjunction with COE Evaluation Committee (for all items stated above).

	
	EVC members to work with COE Evaluation Committee to complete assessment/technical aspects delineated in Assessment Instruments section below.

	
	Establish and maintain a more viable working relationship with Office of Institutional Research.

	
	Continue to provide reports of analyzed assessment data for COE Fall & Spring Retreats; COE Advisory Board meetings; division and program meetings; international, national, state, local, and university conferences. 

	
	Continue to provide technical assistance for all COE meetings. 

	
	Continue to provide training in statistical analysis and creation of reports.

	
	Provide data analysis from various assessments for NCATE Annual Reports.

	
	Integrate data provided by annual evaluations of externally funded program evaluations into the UAS database.

	TED Assessment Committee
	Mirror COE Evaluation Committee Items for assessment processes and review and modify Teacher Performance Assessment System (TPAS) as necessary.

	Office of University Institutional Research 
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009

	
	· Include Director of UIR as a permanent member of the COE Evaluation Committee.

· Investigate methods for collaboration of data collection and analysis.

· Conduct pilot study for small scale collaboration project.
· Provide input on validity and reliability studies.

· Assist in overseeing the validity and reliability studies.

	COE Systems Analyst 
	· Include the analyst as a permanent member of the board.

· Provide input from Banner.
· Train members on use of accessing data from Banner.

	COE Advisory Board
	Include one member of COE Advisory Board as a permanent member.


Assessment Instruments
	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009

	Existing Assessments at Unit level:
The EVC and Evaluation Committee will collaborate on these activities:

· Exit Surveys

· Graduate and Employer Surveys

· Faculty Survey

· Staff Survey

· Technology Survey

· Diversity Survey
· Professional Development Survey
	· Review all assessments 
· Ensure alignment with the Conceptual Framework.
· Ensure alignment with national and state standards.
· Ensure consistency of assessments at critical transition points.

· Develop systematic plan for assessments at transition points.

	· Redesign assessments: including alignment to CF and standards.
· Pilot test redesigned assessments.
· Begin validity and reliability studies. 
	· Analyze data from pilot study.
· Modify assessments based on data.
	· Full-scale implementation of assessments.
· Modify assessments based on data.

	· Continue full-scale. implementation of assessments.
· Continue refinement of assessments.

	Existing Assessments at Program level:
· Program Entry Criteria
· Advancement to field/clinical practice or candidacy

· /Exit Criteria
Existing Assessments at Course level
Existing Assessments for Field/Clinical Practice:


	· Review all assessments- check for standards or performance based language

· Check for consistency of assessments at critical transition points.


	· Redesign assessments

· Pilot test redesigned assessments

· Begin validity and reliability studies. 
	· Analyze data from pilot study

· Modify assessments based on data.
	· Full-scale implementation of all assessments

· Modify assessments based on data.

	· Continue full-scale implementation of all assessments.
· Continue refinement of assessments.


Areas Identified for Additional Assessment

	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009

	· Impact on K-12 Student Learning
· Diversity

· Technology
· Candidate Disposition
· Program Improvement/Outcomes
	· Research existing models at other universities or in the literature


	· Design assessments in collaboration with IRAP. 


	· Pilot-test- 

· Small-Scale implementation with selected programs.
	· Analyze data from pilot study.
· Modify assessments.
· Begin full-scale implementation with other programs.
	· Complete full-scale implementation with all programs.
· Review analyzed data.
· Modify as necessary.


Data Management System, 2004-2009
Work with IRAP to review and develop new processes that connect to the university to review, monitor, and modify as necessary all of the assessment and evaluation activities below

Information Management:

· Data Development
· Data Integration

· Data Retrieval

· Data Storage
Data Collection:

· Entrance Criteria

· Exit Criteria

· Surveys

· Field Evaluation

Data Analysis

· Quantitative

· Qualitative
· Summary Report
Data Interpretation

· Banner Data

· Surveys

· Field Evaluation
Data Reporting

· Division Chairs

· Program Coordinators

· Faculty

· Staff

· Dean

· COE/ University Advisory Boards
The following notes/updates are the result of various COE Evaluation Committee meetings during 2004-2006. They serve to document the ongoing UAP revision process:
· Research on existing data and models 
· Year 1; link to what districts are doing; design scaling; consult with anyone in the measurement/assessment communities who might advise us (e.g., Stiggins)

· Year 2: Design assessment system, pilot-testing assessment with selected programs

· Year 3: Small-scale implementation, begin systematic gathering of data; modify assessment as necessary

· Years 4-5:  Full-scale implementation; modifying and expanding the assessments as necessary; use assessment data to modify programs

· Part of our research focus should be on P-12 students of our candidates. 
· Considerations for advanced programs:

· Building budget from STAR report (Ann’s Finance class)

· Student work samples and portfolios

· To what extent to CCs learn to use data to guide instruction

· Critical Friends examines student work

Possible questions/elements for on-going revisions of the 5-year Assessment Plan;

1. Do our assessments provide the information that we continue to need? 
2. Are each of the criteria listed robust enough? 
3. Should all programs have the same assessment (e.g., for entrance into the program)? 
4. Should we review each program’s criteria? Each program has at least 3 transition points.

5. Should we review the assessments that go along with the transition points? 
6. It is the responsibility of Evaluation Committee to decide whether or not these criteria are defensible. 

7. Capturing information about the dispositions for all programs is an area of concern at this point. Perhaps one way we could do this is to consider an array of data, e.g., dispositions of CCs as they enter the program, quantitative, qualitative, etc., allowing each program to design its criteria within those guidelines. For example, if we are going to have an interview process, does that process have a protocol and rubric? Interviews may not be the best way to go for CSUDH because of the high number of interns. 
Specific elements of on-going UAP review:
1. Review of Assessments (unit and program)

a. Assessment at Transition Points

· Entry criteria into the program

· Entry into the field experience (credential programs)

· Advancement to candidacy/classified standing (Masters programs)

· Completion of credential/degree program

b. Assessment of candidate learning in courses

· Review appropriateness of course assessment procedures

1. Key/signature assignments w/ rubrics

2. Final projects, exams, papers, presentations, w/ rubrics 

c. Systematic Annual Review of Field Experiences

· Review of core elements

· Review of core questions on surveys

d. Review and Assurance of Content Knowledge 

· Need to find out if CSUDH can require an entrance exam for SS

· Need to review the pipeline from community colleges, other CSUs, and other universities

· Review of exit criteria

2. Impact on Student Learning

a. Supervised Field Experience

· Pre- and Post-analysis of student work sample

· Pre- and Post-assessment of a unit of instruction

· Pre- and Post-assessment of change (discipline, etc.)

· Continue to review the supervision assessment protocols for consistency with best practices

· Continue to review number and quality of rubrics related to the filed assessment protocols

b. Field-based project for Initial/Advanced Programs (consistent with Conceptual Framework tenets). 

· Candidate Portfolio (design, data collection, analysis, and reflection)

1. activity w/rubric- w/ supervisor monitoring

2. activity w/ pre- and post assessment

3. with P-12 student work sample

· Joint action research project-candidate and supervisor

· Reflection 

c. Graduates (one to two years in the profession)

· Monitoring 2-year induction plan

