EQUITY &
EXCELIEENCE

College of Education and Affiliated Programs
Annual Assessment Report Template — Fall 2012
Multiple Subject Credential Program

Background

1. Describe your program (enrollment, number of faculty, general goals). Have there been any
major changes since your last report?

The Multiple Subject Credential Program (MSCP) is based in the Department of Teacher Education in the
College of Education at California State University, Long Beach. The program prepares candidates to be
credentialed in California for elementary and middle school instruction, grades K-8. The Multiple
Subject Credential Program has four tracks:

e Track 1: Preliminary Multiple Subject Credential Program

e Track 2: Bilingual Cross-Cultural Language and Academic Development (BCLAD)
e Emphasis in Spanish and Asian Languages

e Track 3: Multiple Subject Internship

e Track 4: Integrated Teacher Education Program (ITEP)

The Multiple Subject program reflects the mission of the College of Education to prepare educators for
life-long learning, professional growth and social responsibility. Program goals are consistent with the
vision of the Department of Teacher Education: to prepare knowledgeable, caring, reflective and highly
competent teachers who are advocates for children, adolescents and families. Its inquiry-and
experience-based program promotes education equity and excellence in contemporary, inclusive urban
classrooms.

Objectives of the program include the following:
e prepare entry level teachers according to SB 2042 Teacher Performance Expectations
e prepare entry level teachers to use technology effectively in order to enhance instruction
e promote social responsibility and child advocacy among K-8 teachers
e collaborate with K-8 educators in order to promote school improvement

The program design is a spiraled curriculum combining content knowledge, pedagogy, and fieldwork
based on the California Standards for the Teaching Profession. It guides candidates through practice
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and mastery of 13 Teaching Performance Expectations over time, resulting in competent developing
professional educators and reflective practitioners. The program’s Student Learning Outcomes are
mapped to the Teaching Performance Expectations and are identified as follows:

e Outcome 1: (TPE 1) Specific Pedagogical Skills for Subject Matter Instruction
e Outcome 2: (TPE 2) Monitoring Student Learning During Instruction
e Outcome 3: (TPE 3) Interpretation and Use of Assessments

e Outcome 4: (TPE 4) Making Content Accessible

e Outcome 5: (TPE 5) Student Engagement

e Outcome 6: (TPE 6) Developmentally Appropriate Teaching Practices
e Outcome 7: (TPE 7) Teaching English Learners

e Outcome 8: (TPE 8) Learning about Students

e Outcome 9: (TPE 9) Instructional Planning

e Outcome 10: (TPE 10) Instructional Time

e Outcome 11: (TPE 11) Social Environment

e Outcome 12: (TPE 12) Professional, Legal, and Ethical Obligations

e QOutcome 13: (TPE 13) Professional Growth
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Table 1

Program Student (Candidate) Learning Outcomes and Relevant Standards

Outcome 1 Outcom Outcome 3 Outcome 4 Outcome 5 Outcome Outcome 7 | Outcome 8 Outcome 9 Outcome 10 Outcome 11 Outcome Outcome
e2 6' 12 13
SLOs (TPE 1) (TPE 2) (TPE 3) (TPE 4) (TPE 5) (TPE 6) (TPE 7) (TPE 8) (TPE 9) (TPE 10) (TPE 11) (TPE 12) (TPE 13)
Specific Monitori | Interpretation | Making Student Develop- Teaching Learning Instructiona | Instructional Social Professional | Professiona
Pedagogical ng and Use of Content Engagement mentally English about | Planning Time Environment | , Legal, and | Growth
Skills for Student Assessments Accessible Appropriat Learners Students Ethical
Subject Matter Learning e Teaching Obligations
Instruction During Practices
Instructi
on
Signature Standards- Lesson Developmenta | Science Case study Standards- Standards- Develop- Lesson Lesson Plan, Unit of Unit of Unit of
Assignments | based plan, | spelling- lesson, TPA | report, TPA 3, based based mental Plan, TPA1, | TPA3,TPA4 | study, pre & study, pre & | study, pre
summative Standar writing 1, TPA 2, TPA4 Summa- summative spelling- TPA 2, TPA post test, post test, & post test,
assessment, ds- assessment TPA 3, TPA tive Assess- | assessment | writing 3, TPA4 Formative Formative Formative
Science Lesson, based and 4 ment ,TPA 1, assess- and and and
TPA1,TPA 2, summati | instruction, TPA 2, TPA ment & summative summative summative
TPA 3, TPA 4 ve Case study 3, TPA4 instruct- assessment, assessment, | assessment
assessm report, TPA 1, tion, TPA TPA3,TPA4 TPA 3, TPA , TPA 3,
ent, TPA | TPA3,TPA4 2, TPA 3, 4 TPA4
3, TPA4 TPA4
State CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP CSTP
Standards Understanding Assessin | Assessing Engaging Engaging and Engaging Engaging Planning Planning Creatingand | Creating and Developing Developing
and Organizing g Student and Supporting All | and and Instruction Instruction Maintaining Maintaining asa asa
Subject Matter Student Learning Supporting | Studentsin Suppor-ting | Supporting | and and Effective Effective Professional | Professiona
for Student Learning All Learning All All Designing Designing Environment | Environment | Educator | Educator
Learning Students in Studentsin | Studentsin Learning Learning s for Student | sfor Student
Learning Learning Learning Experience Experiences | Learning Learning
s for All for All
Students Students
Conceptual Promotes Promote | Service and Values Promotes Promotes Values Service and Promotes Promotes Promotes Prepares Prepares
Framework Growth, s Collabora-tion | Diversity Growth Growth Diversity Collabora- Growth Growth Growth Leaders Leaders
Research and Growth tion
Evaluation
NCATE Professional Student Pedagogical Professiona | Professional Professiona | Professiona | Professiona | Professiona | Professional Professional Professional | Professiona
Elements Knowledge and Learning | Content | Knowledge | | | | Knowledge Knowledge Dispositions | |
Skills Knowledge Knowledge and Skills Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge and Skills and Skills Disposition
and Skills and Skills and Skills and Skills and Skills s
! Outcome 6 (TPE 6) was added to the assessment plan in 2009-2010.
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Table 2

Program Specific Candidate Information, 2011-2012 (snapshot taken Sul2) — Transition Point 1 (Admission to
Program)

Number Number Number
Applied Accepted Matriculated
TOTAL 309 254 568"

Table 3

Program Specific Candidate Information, 2011-2012 (snapshot taken Sul2) — Transition Point 2 (Advancement to
Culminating Experience)*

Number

Multiple Subject Student Teaching 328

Table 4
Program Specific Candidate Information, 2011-2012 (snapshot taken Sul2) — Transition Point 3 (Exit)

Number
Credential’ 188
Table 5
Faculty Profile 2011-123
Status Number
Full-time TT/Lect. 15
Part-time Lecturer 33
Total: 48

! Data are reported Summer term through Spring term (e.g., Summer 2011-Spring 2012 for the 2011-12 academic year.)

* Data for Initial and Advanced Credential Programs reflects students who have filed for their credential with the Credential
Office. These data generally include students who have completed the program 1 or more years prior to filing their
credential request, particularly related to the advanced credential programs. Data are reported for Summer 2011, Fall
2011, and Spring 2012.

3 Faculty numbers reflect headcounts of any faculty member teaching a course in the program for the prior academic year
(Summer through Spring). Faculty who teach across multiple programs will be counted in each program.
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2. How many of the total full- and part-time faculty in the program reviewed and discussed the assessment
findings described in this document? Please attach minutes and/or completed worksheets/artifacts to

document this meeting.

Sixteen full-time faculty participated in the data discussion on November 19, 2012 in preparation for this report.

Data

3. Question 3 is in 2 parts focused on primary data sources related to: student learning and program
effectiveness/student experience:

a. Candidate Performance Data: Provide direct evidence for the student learning outcomes
assessed this year and describe how they were assessed (the tools, assighments, etc. used).
Describe the process used for collection and analysis. Present descriptive statistics such as the
range, median, mean, percentage passing as appropriate for each outcome.

Table 6

Program Student Learning Outcomes and Signature Assignments

Assessment

Student Learning Outcomes

Description of the Assignment

EDEL 442:
Developmental Spelling-
Writing Assessment and
Instruction

e SLO 3: (TPE 3) Interpretation
and Use of Assessments

e SLO4: (TPE 4) Making
Content Accessible

e SLO7: (TPE 7) Teaching
English Learners

Candidates conduct assessments of
developmental spelling of two students
(one ELL and one student with special
learning challenges.

EDEL 452: Case Study
Report

e SLO 3: (TPE 3) Interpretation
and Use of Assessments

e SLO5: (TPES5) Student
Engagement

Candidates write a case study report based
on a variety of assessments that are
conducted with a student.

EDEL 462: Lesson Plan

Signature Assignments

e SLO 2: (TPE 2) Monitoring
Student Learning During

Instruction

e SLO9: (TPE9) Instructional
Planning

e SLO10:(TPE 10): Instructional
Time

Candidates identify content standards at a
specific grade level and write academic
learning goals that are connected with
these standards. Candidates prepare a
written lesson plan including instructional
strategies and assessments.

EDEL 472: Standards-
based summative
assessment

e SLO 1: (TPE 1) Making Subject
Matter Comprehensible to
Students

e SLO 2: (TPE 2) Monitoring
Student Learning During
Instruction

e SLOG6: (TPEG)
Developmentally Appropriate
Teaching Practices

e SLO7: (TPE 7) Teaching

Candidates develop a standards-based
summative assessment for a complete
instructional unit.
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English Learners

SCED 475: Science
Lesson

SLO 1: (TPE 1) Making Subject
Matter Comprehensible to
Students

SLO 4: (TPE 4) Making
Content Accessible

Candidates develop a standards-based
science lesson in the 5E format.

Student Teaching
Evaluations

Student Teaching
Evaluations

SLO’s/TPE’s 1-13

Candidates demonstrate their knowledge
and application of the California Standards
for the Teaching Profession through
formative and summative evaluations of
the student teaching experience by
University Supervisors and Master
Teachers.

EDEL 472: Teacher
Performance
Assessment #1: Subject
Specific Pedagogy

SLO’s/TPE’s 1,3,4,6,7, &9

Candidates demonstrate their knowledge of
the principles of content-specific and
developmentally appropriate pedagogy by
analyzing case studies and developing
instructional strategies appropriate for
English Learners and students with special
needs.

Teacher Performance
Assessment #2:
Designing Instruction

SLO’s/TPE’s 1,4,6,7,8,9,13

Candidates demonstrate their ability to
learn important details about a classroom
of students, including English learners and
students with special needs and to apply
that knowledge to the design of
appropriate instructional strategies.

Student Teaching:

Teacher Performance
Assessment #3:
Assessing Learning

SLO’s/TPE’s 3,6,7,8,9, & 13

Candidates demonstrate their ability to
select a unit of study, identify related
learning goals, and plan standards-based,
developmentally appropriate student
assessment activities for a group of
students.

Student Teaching

Teacher Performance
Assessment #4:
Culminating Teaching
Experience Task

California Teaching Performance Assessments

SLO’s 1-11 & 13 (TPE's 1-11 &
13)

Candidates demonstrate their ability to
design a standards-based lesson for a class
of students, implementing that lesson while
making appropriate use of class time and
instructional resources, meeting the
differing needs of individuals within the
class, and managing instruction and student
interaction. Candidates will also assess
student learning related to the lesson and
analyze the overall strengths and
weaknesses of the lesson implementation.
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Figure 1
AY11-12 SLO Means

AY 11-12 SLO Means

Multiple Subject

N=2455
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Points
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Outcome 1: (TPE 1) Specific Pedagogical Skills for Subject Matter Instruction

Figure 2
AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 1 SCED 475

SLO 1 Rubric Criteria Score Means (0-4)
AY11-12
N=182 (SCED 475)

Points
(2]
8

Criterion 1 Criterion 2 Criterion 3
Selection of Science | Content Accuracy and | Science Process Skills
Content Standard Activity Alignment

99.38% 88.63% 87.69%
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Outcome 2: (TPE 2) Monitoring Student Learning During Instruction

Figure 3

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 2 EDEL 462
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Outcome 3: (TPE 3) Interpretation and Use of Assessments

Figure 4

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 3 EDEL 442
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Figure 5

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 3 EDEL 452
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Outcome 4: (TPE 4) Making Content Accessible

Figure 6

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 4 EDEL 442
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Figure 7

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 4 EDEL 475
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SLO 4 Rubric Criteria Score Means (0-4)

AY11-12

N=182 (EDEL 475)
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Progress.
94.53% 86.11% 90.46% 87.48%

Outcome 5: (TPE 5) Student Engagement

Figure 8

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 5 EDEL 452
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Outcome 6: (TPE 6) Developmentally Appropriate Teaching Practices

Figure 9
AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 6 EDEL 472

SLO 6 Rubric Criteria Score Means (0-4)
AY11-12
N=231 (EDEL 472)
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Outcome 7: (TPE 7) Teaching English Learners

Figure 10
AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 7 EDEL 442
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N=190 (EDEL 442)
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Figure 11
AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 7 EDEL 472
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N=231 (EDEL 472)
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Outcome 8: (TPE 8) Learning about Students

Figure 12

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 8 EDEL 462
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Outcome 9: (TPE 9) Instructional Planning

Figure 13

AY11-12 Criteria Score Means-SLO 9 EDEL 462
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Table 7

Summative Student Teaching Evaluations by Cooperating Teacher and University Supervisor
Percent Proficient or Exceptional on CSTP Standards Fall 2011 Final Assignment

Fall 2011

CSTP 1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5

Engaging & Supporting All Students in 100 96.44 98.98 100 98.99

Learning

CSTP 2 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6

Creating & Maintaining an Effective 99.49 99.5 97.46 98.48 | 99.49 | 98.99

Environment

CSTP 3 3.1 3.2 3.3 34 3.5

Understanding & Organizing 100 100 98.99 98.978 100

Subject Matter Knowledge

CSTP 4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6

Planning Instruction & Designing 98.48 99.49 99.49 97.97 | 9239 | 97.97

Learning Experiences

CSTP 5 5.1 5.2 5.3 54 5.5 5.6

Assessing Student Learning 100 98.99 99.49 98.99 85.79 74.11

CSTP 6 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.6 6.7

Developing as a Professional Educator 100 100 100 100 995 995 99.49
Table 8

Summative Student Teaching Evaluations by Cooperating Teacher and University Supervisor
Percent Proficient or Exceptional on CSTP Standards Spring 2012 Final Assignment

Spring 2012

CSTP 1 1.1 1.2 13 14 1.5

Engaging & Supporting All Students in 99.6 98.8 99.6 99.6 99.6

Learning

CSTP 2 2.1 2.2 23 24 2.5 2.6

Creating & Maintaining an Effective 99.2 99.6 99.2 98.8 99.6 98
Environment

CSTP 3 3.1 3.2 3.3 34 3.5

Understanding & Organizing 99.2 99.2 99.2 100 99.2

Subject Matter Knowledge

CSTP 4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6

Planning Instruction & Designing 99.6 98.8 98 98.4 96.8 99.6

Learning Experiences

CSTP 5 5.1 5.2 5.3 54 5.5 5.6

Assessing Student Learning 99.6 98.8 98.4 98 90.4 86

CSTP 6 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.6 6.7
Developing as a Professional Educator 99.2 98.8 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2
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Teaching Performance Assessments (TPA’s)

Table 9

Teaching Performance Assessment Data Spring 2011-12

Fall 2011 and Spring
CalTPA Task N* Percent passing Percent of Eligible Test
Takers Non-Submitting
1 227 92.5% .8%
2 213 86% 6%
3 236 86% 4%
4 229 94.7% 7.8%

b. Program Effectiveness Data: What data were collected to determine program effectiveness and

how (e.g., post-program surveys, employer feedback, focus groups, retention data)? This may be

indirect evidence of student learning, satisfaction data, or other indicators or program

effectiveness. Describe the process used for collection and analysis. Present descriptive statistics

such as the range, median, mean, or summarized qualitative data, for each outcome.

Figure 14

Composite A-1: Overall Effectiveness of Multiple Subject Credential Programs

% of Well or Adequately Prepared

3

Composite A-1: Overall Effectiveness of
Multiple Subject Credential Programs

2007-2008

2008-2009 2009-2010

B Teacher

H Supervisor

* Total number of test takers does not include non-submitters.
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Figure 15

Composite B-1: Preparation to Understand and Teach Reading-Language Arts
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Figure 16
Composite B-2: Preparation to Understand and Teach Math
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Figure 17

Composite C-1: Preparation to Plan Instruction for All Students and Subjects
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Figure 18

Composite C-2: Preparation to Motivate Students to be Active Learners
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Figure 19

Composite C-3: Preparation to Manage Instruction for Learning
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Figure 20
Composite C-4: Preparation to Use Technology Effectively
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Figure 21

Composite C-5: Preparation to Use Good Pedagogy Across the Curriculum
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Figure 22
Composite C-6: Preparation to Assess and Reflect on K-12 Teaching
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Figure 23
Composite D-1: Preparation for Equity and Diversity in K-12 Education
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Figure 24
Composite D-2: Preparation to Teach Young Children in Grades K-3
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Figure 25

Composite D-3: Preparation to Teach Middle-grade Students in Grades 4-8
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Figure 26

Composite D-5: Preparation to Teach English Learners in Grades K-12
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Figure 27

Composite D-7: Preparation to Teach Special Learners in Inclusive Schools
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Figure 28
Composite E-1: Overall Value of CSU Professional Coursework in Education
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Figure 29

Composite E-2: Overall Value and Quality of Fieldwork Experiences in Education
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4. OPTIONAL: You may provide additional information (e.g., other data, copies of letters of support from
granting agencies or school staff, etc.) about candidate performance, the student experience or program
effectiveness used to inform programmatic decision making. This may include quantitative and
qualitative data sources.

Analysis and Actions

5. What do the data for each outcome say regarding candidate performance and program effectiveness?
Please note particular areas of strength or areas in need of improvement.

6. How do these findings compare to past assessment findings regarding: a) candidate performance and,
b) program effectiveness?
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Signature Assignment Data

Student data from signature assignments indicates that students generally perform well on these coursework
embedded assessments. Mean scores on each of the areas range from 3.23 to 3.81 for the years analyzed.

Candidates performed very well on:
TPE/SLO 1: Specific Pedagogical Skill for Subject Matter Instruction — 3.81
TPE/SLO2: Monitoring Student Learning During Instruction — 3.66
TPE/SLO3: Interpretation and Use of Assessments -- 3.64
TPE/SLO 7: Learning about Students — 3.65
Relative to these scores, students tended to score the lowest in the following TPE/SLO’s:

TPE/SLO 5: Student Engagement —3.19

Student Teaching Formative and Summative Evaluations

Summative student teaching evaluations were reviewed reflecting the percentage of candidates rated at
Proficient Beginning Practice or Exceptional Beginning Practice at the end of each semester. Each score reflects
an element of the California Standards for the Teaching Profession and aggregate scores indicated that between
74.11% and 100% of candidates met the proficient rating or above. The most notable area of weakness as
reflected in both semesters of data focuses on:

CSTP 5.6: Using available technologies to assist in assessment, analysis, and communication of student
learning (74.11% for the Fall Semester and 86% for the Spring Semester).

Teaching Performance Assessments

The vast majority of students pass all tasks with a score of 3 or 4, with the majority of failing scores in TPA Tasks
2 and 3(14% failure rate). Additionally, it is important to note that a higher percentage of candidates are
choosing not to submit their TPAs, particularly those that are completed during student teaching.

Analysis of Program Effectiveness

The measures of program effectiveness utilized in this report include two years of data from the CSU
Chancellor’s Office Survey. The survey measured perceived levels of preparation of former students after
completing one year of teaching and the immediate supervisors/evaluators of 1* year teachers from CSULB.

Perceptions of Program Completers at the end of the First-year of Teaching

In general, program completers indicated at a minimum rate of 80% in each category that they felt well or
adequately prepared by the Multiple Subject Credential Program to provide instruction in K-8 classrooms.
Additionally, between the years 2009 and 2010, program completers indicated at a higher level than in previous
survey administrations that they felt adequately or well prepared to motivate students to be active learners, and
prepared to teach middle-grades students in grades 4-8. Program completers continued to feel a high level of
preparedness to teach in a variety of subject areas, lesson planning, and assessment of student learning.
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The most noted areas where former students indicated a lower level of preparedness than in previous survey
administrations included preparation to include technology for instructional and management purposes,
preparation for addressing equity and diversity in K-12 education, and strategies to meet the needs of English
language learners.

Perceptions of Employers/Supervisors of 1°*' Year Teachers/Program Completers

Employers/supervisors indicated that 84% of program completers appeared to be well or adequately prepared
to provide instruction in K-8 classrooms. The most noted areas of strength were preparedness to teach
reading/language arts and non-core subject areas. Significant increases in satisfaction over previous survey
administrations were seen in the following areas:

o motivating students to be active learners

o preparation to manage instruction for learning

o preparation to use technology effectively

o preparation to use good pedagogy across the curriculum

o preparation for equity and diversity in K-12 education

o preparation to teach middle grade students in grades 4-8
o preparation to teach English learners in grades K-12

o preparation to teach special learners in inclusive schools

In contrast to the survey data of program completers, employment supervisors expressed a significant increase
in satisfaction with the ability of the Multiple Subject Credential program to prepare teachers during the 2010
survey administration. Most notably, this increased satisfaction was most dramatic in the areas of motivation,
classroom management, preparation to teach middle grade students, and preparation to teach English learners
and students with special needs, and technology. The most noted area of concern was preparation to
understand and teach reading-language arts.

Summary of Data Analysis

Overall, a strong alignment across the data sources regarding strengths of the program exists. Data indicates
the program is strong in developing pedagogical knowledge, enabling students to know and understand subjects
of the curriculum at the grade level(s), and to prepare lesson plans and appropriate activities for instruction.
Data also revealed the program is very strong in preparing candidates to adhere to principles of educational
equity. These strengths successfully impact our student (candidate) learning outcomes. These strengths also
demonstrate that the program adheres to the College of Education mission to prepare knowledgeable and
highly competent teachers, while reflecting Multiple Subject Credential Program goals to prepare entry-level
teachers according to SB 2042 Teaching Performance Expectations, as well as to promote social responsibility
and child advocacy.

Summarizing program weaknesses was more challenging, due to discrepancies across the various data sources.
Technology appears to be an area where teacher candidates have inconsistent preparation and access to the
resources to implement strategies in the practicum experience.
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7. What steps, if any, will be taken with regard to curriculum, programs, practices, assessment processes,
etc. based on these findings in Questions 5 and 67 Please link proposed changes to data discussed in Q5
and prioritize the action items.

As a result of data discussions with the faculty of the Department of Teacher Education, the findings indicate
that the program performs well in most measures of student performance and perceptions of program
effectiveness. While there are several areas identified for program improvement, it has been determined that a
focus on two specific areas receive priority over the next year. Triangulation of the data sources suggest that
the student experience in the Multiple Subject Program would be enhanced by greater emphasis and
preparation in the following areas:

e Meeting the instructional needs of students with special learning needs and English learners

e Using technology for assessment, and instructional and management purposes.

Meeting the Instructional Needs of Students with Special Learning Needs and English Learners and

Strategies to Enhance Student Engagement and Motivation

Through data analysis of the student teaching formative evaluations and the CSU Systemwide Survey of
Program Completers and Employers, it was determined that students need to develop more skills to support
students with special learning needs and English learners, in addition to enhancing engagement and motivation
for all students in the classroom. Faculty agree that a greater emphasis on differentiated instructional
approaches throughout the program would support students in this area. The following plan will be
implemented to improve student outcomes in this area:

CTC
Action or Proposed Changes By
Data Source To Be Made By Whom? When? Program
Standards
Realign program curriculum from the pre- Teacher Education Spring, 1,6, 7-A, 8-
requisite stage through student teaching that Department Chair 2013 A9, 12,13
provides students with a spiraled curriculum that
Student teaching revisits content and pedagogical strategies at
formative increasing higher levels of understanding and
evaluations application. Create a curriculum map that
identifies where issues related to students with
CSU Systemwide special needs, English learners, and motivation
Survey of Program | are covered in the program and how students
Completers demonstrate their learning in this area.
Enhance instruction by highlighting specific MSCP Coordinator Spring, 1,6, 7-A, 8-
CSU Systemwide strategies in each course, spiraled throughout & 2013 A9, 12,13,
Survey of the program. Additionally, refine field work Department Chair 16, 17,18
Employers assignments to allow for greater application of
these strategies in real-world settings.
Create a recommended/required program MSCP Coordinator, Spring, 1,2,3,4,
course sequence that ensures that students Department Chair, 2013 16,17, 18
complete their coursework and Teaching Area Coordinators
Performance Assessments in a manner that is
conducive to a scaffolded learning experience.
Align program assessment strategies to provide MSCP Coordinator, Spring, 1,2,3,4,
better formative feedback to program leadership | Department Chair, 2013 16,17, 18
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CTC
Program
Standards

Action or Proposed Changes
To Be Made

By

D
ata Source When?

By Whom?

Assessment Office,
Program Faculty

in terms of candidate preparedness. This will
require a review of the program’s signature
assignments, Teaching Performance
Assessments, and Student Teaching evaluation
procedures; a mapping of each assessment and

rubric to the program’s Student Learning
Outcomes and Teaching Performance
Expectations; mechanisms to review the
assessment data by program track; and make
recommendations for enhanced alignment of
each measure.

Use of Technology to Support Instruction and Management

Through data analysis of the student teaching evaluations, and the CSU Systemwide Survey of Program
Completers and Employers, it was determined that students need to develop more strategies for implementing
technology in their work, particularly in the areas of assessment and communication. Improving candidate
readiness in this area will require collaboration between the program and the local school districts in terms of
identifying specific resources at the local level. The following plan will be implemented to improve student

outcomes in this area:

CTC
Action or Proposed Changes Program
Data Source To Be Made By Whom? By When? Standard
Student Teaching Work with faculty to identify where these MSCP Spring, 2013 | 11
Evaluations concepts and strategies are taught and Coordinator
assessed within the program.
CSU Systemwide Survey Department
of Program Completers Chair
Work with local school districts to identify the | MSCP Spring 2013 | 11
CSU Systemwide Survey | types of resources that are available for Coordinator
of Employers implementing technology for instruction and
management
Implement a workshop for the student MSCP Fall 2013 11
teacher professional development day that Coordinator
highlights technological resources for use in
the classroom

Multiple Subject Credential Program Annual Report 2011-2012

Page 27 of 31




Analysis and Actions

Mames of Discussant{s]:

5 .\l - = .. '_—,\.-
(e ferugn, Corins ooz, Db, Jot b, T
L l| b -jLIJ-' N )

:.a..h?- g f.-.c_ Rzl gt

Courses Focused on Curing the Discussiun;&p
g, gebr TELE 3

1. wWhat dothe data loreach ouleome sy regording candidace performanos and program effective ness?
Please pote particular areas of strength orin reed of improesement, .
pedtowe F Catia ) .
mu-rML PRI ISR G . ,a,,,:;,
e e
J' Hl nE_.; .-_A_Jr r-'ihl-u.c :.-_{-f o ‘*Jx.J_Lf‘! 'E'.-MH-—F

i_[_.l:_-l IE_.___

oy

o j"'\_,M-LE

il L e L T ¢ 3 S
r]- r I:_ {I-:-’II {é!lr gr |r'-.—-'l . I.l' !III"{IFr .fl i f{; (&ﬁ "JFE.*:;”E?'?L i &,
A fﬂm'»f T
2. How do these findings compara to past assevsrmel findings?

B >
ppet, Tow + 31 = relhat Thes,

o {1¢(?|‘, {?‘H’j e QSEL,_,}@?’,(L__,_

]-j,ai—..r_/fﬁ {hadf = TD o~ }Hiﬁ 7 fa penend _{_r;;,_ﬁ? rf*.q.m.y?h{;
S |'.|.- o —-

= A LUTU'{' £ IIF o

I 'cﬂ,\ |:"-...m ,.1:'_ L:l'_ i %f ALy
- o ] G i'-i.--l.,._"r [_E\Aj;.-{-q e 511
et e ':"_;_‘m PE, O VIR SRS PO N TP T

/ﬁ e A ’ g £ Co =0 e

k3_ Whhial steps, il ary, will be take rewith regand Lo curriciham, prograr:s, praclloes, assasament prreesizs?

E'IIJ-S/JI 4= ,5 ez L{_,{_';'!j‘ -‘ﬁa‘f"-‘é‘:“—ff{'f-"? Ry |h\“""' “"(':"t:f"‘“'

_,4..0.:?

boohe Ly rel cdaacty )

, s A A
Il'ga_,_t,__,{lré_*m}{uf_ﬁ_;}-f s __f_.:-f . e T - L ?‘{;f%/i ’CK

LY 5 ¢ -
L. f:!‘é_ﬁﬂ'-ef"f?ca ﬂ'__—- = wr ; 2 i
.-—"____-.-.' - U e ._.- ‘l::_//jin_ﬂ‘:i‘—f“l_"‘ ;{ ;’Iﬁ#ll'-‘xl é{d{j
£ R

- i : & L i = e L (g Lnta '_ P
ﬁj‘r_{_?;?fé'l_ﬂ_f\_l:_-_’j Il'll‘ |'ﬂ'§"'*‘*’f?‘,&'.[,-f—%£— "'E-"#E‘;'-Eg ﬁ:_‘:.r =t ?

*_'i";-a'l.r»..-_-'.-l .lglf-\."_ﬁ‘.u.f“:'-:fv-:-' =

Multiple Subject Credential Program Annual Report 2011-2012 Page 28 of 31



Analysis 2nd Ackions

| names of I:!is.l::uss.am]:l[ssjl:f:'55;;:,__l_;.{\:Lt "“—_-—m‘éa

Courses Foocused on Duning the Discussion:

1. What o the rlata bor sach ontase say regarding candidats pertermarce znd pregmm offocdiveness?
Pleas nole pere oular areas of strecplboac i need of Imprgsement.

#__E\x:ﬂj = %r“ LEL';:E_'—T':'-- e ‘E\gﬂ\_
’F}Pﬂ(ﬁ 3%}{.}}{(. lf%(_q( v E*_ai e R
ﬁ;-e-"" L g\\ﬁ;‘.(_-‘(\f‘?fg_t Qq E:“h’\r ‘-\"‘:;? {:.:‘J'a.t\
=l

P AN R N A Ty ;ﬂ"\
W ,Ldsﬁ\}{i_ ﬁh e -S\—t—_;’_. - TL’!?\}»;,
N N = T

E!a.. CAEN a-“{_‘_l,\,_'?}‘ 15 'i\t‘“—if'— ""'t_]\“(h_,"f___' CH';‘QT g i S

t:I-nw dio Fhesa ‘lndlngfs.cn-mpare Loy past @ ssessmere. [ 1:||r|--~$'pl
s :—-‘;{s{c I T e - ‘x;;ﬁ.i( L
Q‘ (E x_w o _--3;'{; _ ,n‘s&\t:_ A S o

T O = O
T S NoEPCTEs SRR L, Eeth

- SENC L
L&S—E;sﬁllf T '_‘n_ _i.""-{--__ {l}r\‘;é ‘- \‘:{\ (\'. ‘Q\h"““ 'g;_'j
- "E___'t_,\?:‘.}i—_-ﬁ"z’ : f:.'_"ls'““-" ,__,;:‘j {'_ ,{E}

R
P Y t?istﬁ't%ﬂm

3. wWhar steps, if any, will be Lolen willi resard o curricilem, programs, Qe RS, assessmenl pocsoaes?

' . _a-, r e L - Ii - i ';.:
'LJE*’S{—""’ : %1, ol AT T A (27 3

=X ﬂax\ci‘n fif*wt s ba ”‘(_?.{-é:_}:“"-:\{'_"[\ 6T L@
P oy 't:“‘k-‘. Ve <
Page 29 of 31

Multiple Subject Credential Program Annual Report 2011-2012



Analysls and Actions

Mameas of Discussant|sl:
__Bﬁﬁiﬂ.at r"j'rirle-ffz , _e'f“"““f p 5\?"'?1:1 s S?M ?’ Aea

Courses Focused on During the Discussion:

 FOEL GYL 2 ZpEL A

1. what dn the duta lor each ouleome say roginding candicats per fomance and program stessivoness?
Fledse note particular areas af streng:h L@nt"_‘d of impriee ment.

éf_ (#3 s ?WQ_‘ - ﬂ“‘-eﬂ%m:—i st § S SN ﬂ»-m_?‘
fbfﬁg_@f&wj . .L
/LQ/‘QEE : ——’@ J,V’E,augmm_ﬂmﬂé’}q" ;’gﬁgj‘;ﬂx cosPer e
- i e Irr-\ f‘%‘{.@a‘.’%ﬂmbﬁy j-r\: 5 )
e - safwj %) fﬁé»ﬁf‘f_mﬁm—f f [t A
f%ﬁ@mwwgm@?wmfﬁ%

{"r%f":‘eg"f 05 5k Kt & frwpdmmée
ﬁ_ How el these findings compare Lo peal assessmon findings?
L& el s BOTEEp B Mmmfm@ N gl ST andl

f FAL pepad TE -ﬁ %ﬂu £ e T ﬁ&a«’

i

; S S ; -

@ {f’g.«(‘;ﬁﬁd 57%F;Ler~m:/; ; fplve f(}g,.-:.-?f_ A el c;;‘q».{p’- T TP
ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁlﬁwt el Sl 3 NP fE Rty lle D s St g pea L F F~
‘;?;Iﬂ;‘_‘.'_é.?_-#?_’ T j?zl_.l_'ﬁ_ ;J{;Aj_ = . ,-a_.:u..,f:’1 FPEL s S on Poia
FEi gﬁ#@ﬁ-ﬁfﬁe‘{'.:} [ e o Tt Ao LAWY % Frala 50 )

r
.
3 Wil sleps, I anvy, will ba tukan with repartd to curricolom. prosrms, pracifes, asscesmenl procesees?

SER ¥ e O f?&;’;{ T el wfvhin e f’fﬁ*é‘»&

L}

—_— —_——

*?éffffd’mfﬂr-a-r Canolirebny Ty Zﬁ?m,@;i e

f-/*'_;j- feant !.?%lf:?{-. f?i:‘fﬁg‘zﬂj Mﬁﬂ""fe'-‘“-f—ﬂ__
t @ Wff"?’fﬂiﬁ;’ Fratl @L@,&{J d&f_—?-ﬁ?i"?“ﬂ“’;i‘l-f_
5 (e ﬁmw'f o T ped oo o, Fore Sy Lot

PR o

Multiple Subject Credential Program Annual Report 2011-2012 Page 30 of 31



.ﬂmalyrs[s an d .&ctlnns

Names of Discussant(sk {[‘f

f‘_..l'r{ [ \".T et el E%] ':h..‘: I.-__._;. A |rfl_'Jf*’. il
Courses Focused on During the Discussion: T o i

,"L{ foo b 'h,_ e i

1. What do the data tor =ach outrnme sav regarding candidats perfcrmancs znd pragram effectivenass?
Flease role g licular areas of strenglhoar o need ol impcsvemeal,

Z, How do those findings compare W past asgessment findings?

4. wehat steps f zoy, will Betakan with rs-_g'm'_' to I.Irrll'_L larrn, progiams, pr.,l.llms ALEESEMENT QNDFRRERE?
F&-ﬁ&ﬂ{u_; .-' .J- Pt A ."fiz}*"a?}f. A'J‘;h LA 7 e ‘/’F/E?"\"”"_Lz’
h 3 zk,f St AL ,fh .
'_'|I; ’__r.{_‘.[;(i; A -"Wa_ ' A ,-f ).:
.-fb’Ma Jﬂ‘_,r /J{-‘f, ,.f)..- j{"fﬁ_é,-z[ -“'—-”'i:""" fjr"&*-. .o j,r B "ﬁ. e
£ . I
/‘?f{fﬁ" . Foo Faiaa JJ :ﬁ-’ru. e g e e’ﬂ_a xﬂwff"”- L
u‘f;’ R
i Ll 2
J/,H{']'Sl e v/ f,?‘ '-f""--{f*”””"”': 'f‘—?-"':’"‘ == l_f?'! -1‘..&4

£ ! i
""\.,_H |.&J.’5‘\-f'l-"'-'_‘i' {T.-f;o- E\WL.-;IF S'F-:-‘l.-(-':.-’t"r-fl"’_;'

4

Multiple Subject Credential Program Annual Report 2011-2012 Page 31 of 31



