
             Page 1 of 8 
 

 
Indiana University Purdue University Fort Wayne 

Assessment Report 2010 (through July 2011) 
for the Education Departments: Educational Studies and Professional Studies 

in the 
College of Education and Public Policy (CEPP) 

Submitted July 28, 2011 
 

Criterion Y/N Comments/recommendations 
All programs have assessment 
plans. 

Y There are two Education Departments in the new College of Education and Public Policy 
(CEPP): Educational Studies and Professional Studies. They both house graduate and 
undergraduate degree programs. The academic programs also lead to state licensure, or 
certification, in elementary and secondary teaching, school counseling, educational 
leadership, and special education, All academic/certification programs have assessment 
systems. The graduate program assessment systems are all available on the SOE website: 
 http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/education/resources/advising/graduate.html. The 
undergraduate initial licensure programs have the assessment system on the program sheets, 
as for example the new Elementary Education program sheet: 
http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/06237cf6-eec3-4810-8f81-26079eaa832b.pdf and the 
Guidelines for Preparing a Portfolio: http://new.ipfw.edu/dotAsset/146090.pdf. The 
assessment system is organized around a portfolio, which is submitted in its final form 
during our candidates’ last semester, the student teaching semester. The portfolios are all 
electronic, submitted through TaskStream (See 
http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/education/resources/resources/taskstream.html for details). 
 
We are currently going through an accreditation process with NCATE. We are piloting 
something called the Continuous Improvement Option which means preparing the 
Institutional Report (IR) 6-12 months before the Onsite Visit by submitting it for an Offsite 
Visit. We submitted the IR on February 18, 2011; the Offsite Visit took place June 7, 2011. 
We received feedback from the Offsite Visit, the Offsite BOE Team Report, on June 28, 
2011. We have to submit an IR Addendum between 30-60 days before the Onsite Visit, 
October 30-November 1, 2011. The goal of the CI option is to have any weaknesses in 
content or presentation addressed before the Onsite Visit to help insure a positive outcome.  
 
The NCATE Institutional Report and all the documentation are available on the 
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College of Education and Public Policy home page or directly at 
http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/education/standards/2011accreditation/index.html.   
 

NCATE’s Standard 2, Assessment and Unit Assessment System, documents 
particularly well our assessment plans and the history of our assessment systems. See 
http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/education/standards/2011accreditation/standard2/.  
 
The results of all our program reviews are on that site under Standard 1, Exhibit 1.1. 
See http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/education/standards/2011accreditation/standard1/.     
  

Assessment measures are linked to 
program goals. 

Y The program goals are all linked to the SOE Conceptual Framework as well as to the State 
and Professional Association pedagogical and content standards. We reviewed our 
Conceptual Framework in Spring 2009 and decided to recommit to the Conceptual 
Framework we have had since 1999. In Spring 2010 we revisited it again, in light of our 
merger with Division of Public and Environmental Affairs into the CEPP. We decided that 
the Conceptual Framework would just be for the two Education Departments, not for the 
whole college. At this point we have a working draft of the new Conceptual Framework; 
both the old one and the new one are included in the new Governance Document for the 
CEPP.  
 

Assessment Plan Standards in 
Paragraph III.B.1 of SC 98-22 
have been followed. 

Y Because of the requirements of the state and NCATE, we collect data every semester in 
accordance with the assessment plans. We are required to have a Data Management System 
(DMS) where we enter the data and report on it to the faculty in the August Retreat, when 
we meet to review the data and make recommendations, by program, for changes that the 
data suggest need to be made.  
 

All programs have submitted 
reports. 

Y/N The programs do not submit reports as such; the Data Manager and the Assessment 
Assistant write reports and present the data in charts and graphs for all the programs to the 
faculty. In other words, it is more like a unit (Education Departments in the CEPP) report 
which includes data from all programs, which the faculty, then, reviews by program area.  
 

Programs use assessment for 
program improvement (please 
include examples from each 
program). 

Y/N The reports reviewed at the Retreat usually substantiate that we are doing well on those 
things we measure in an ongoing way. We often come away with more questions about 
whether our assessments are reliable, as well as how we can get data that allows us to more 
clearly pinpoint what standards the candidates have or have not met. We plan to revise all of 

http://new.ipfw.edu/departments/education/standards/2011accreditation/index.html�
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our assessment systems in the course of the next 2 years to align better with the currently-
being-revised standards of the Specialized Professional Associations (SPAs) who work 
under NCATE. We will be submitting our program reviews to the SPAs during our next 
accreditation cycle. 
 
What has driven change/improvements in our DMS, UAS, and programs this past year have 
been changing rules by the state, changing interpretations of the rules by the state, and 
changing expectations of NCATE. The changes at the state level have, in turn, been driven 
by “reforms” of education at the federal level (NCLB, 2001, and Race to the Top, 2009) 
which focus on high-stakes testing of P-12 students. The workplace for P-12 teachers is also 
in the process of change, for the state has recently enacted legislation that reduces the scope 
of Collective Bargaining for teachers, reduced pay increments for Master’s degrees of 
teachers, and tied some of teacher evaluation to P-12 students’ high-stakes tests. We have to 
change how we prepare teachers to fit with this new reality. 
 
We did program reviews of all of our programs (18) through the state, not through the SPAs 
who work with NCATE. We received feedback from the state to our program reviews that 
were assessed after the new State Superintendent of Instruction, Dr. Tony Bennett, took 
office in February 2009. The feedback stated that we had to document the impact of our 
candidates on P-12 student learning. We were given an extra year to revise assessments and 
have these assessments in all of our programs, initial and advanced. NCATE also is 
requiring this kind of data. 
  
Several of our licensure programs (Gifted and Talented, Computer Education, Reading, 
Special Education, ENL) were originally “endorsement” or “add-on” licensure programs. 
By taking 4-6 additional courses, candidates could “add” this onto their initial license. 
These programs did not have assessment systems separate from the Masters programs in 
Elementary or Secondary Education which they could be embedded in. ENL was not 
reviewed at that time because it was a new program with no candidates. When we did our 
program reviews of these licensure programs, they were reviewed as if they were 
degree/licensure programs, and held to all the same standards. (The state no longer has 
“endorsement” or “add-on” programs.) Computer Education passed with conditions, but 
since we had no candidates in this program, we chose not to write a rejoinder, and, thus, 
closed the program. We wrote rejoinders for G&T, Reading, and Special Education. We 
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added many assessments, with rubrics, and field experiences to these small programs. 
Special Education was approved, but G&T and Reading were not. Our students in the G&T 
or Reading pipeline need to complete their program by December 2011. Thus, of 18 
programs, three (Computer Education, G&T, and Reading) were not approved. To revive 
these programs we need to present a new program proposal.  
 
In June of 2010 we were required to submit program reviews of our Elementary and 
Secondary T2T programs. The protocol was much reduced from the one we used for the 
other program reviews, whose review cycle began in 2008. We learned in the last week of 
December 2010 that our Elementary T2T was not approved, and we weren’t given the 
opportunity to rejoin. Because we had already admitted candidates to the Elementary and 
Secondary programs, and we hadn’t heard about the fate of our Secondary program in 
January, we were allowed to offer both programs in 2011-2012. In February we learned that 
our Secondary T2T had passed with conditions. We rejoined on May 15, 2011. We 
completely revised the program and had high hopes of it being approved. We revised all the 
assessments to fit the new NCATE model of key assessments. We had a workshop in the 
Fall of 2010, attended by over 40 faculty members across campus, by a consultant who has 
worked with NCATE for years on how to write these new assessments. We learned June 10, 
2011, that our Secondary T2T program was not approved. 
 
In both the “endorsement” programs and the T2T programs we essentially were critiqued 
because of the ever greater emphasis on getting data showing impact of our candidates on 
P-12 student learning. We realize this is very important and are working to be able to have 
our candidates have experiences early in their programs to be able to document their impact 
on P-12 student learning. In Fall 2009 we added to our portfolio for the initial candidates an 
assessment during student teaching to show candidate impact on P-12 student learning. This 
means candidates would teach a unit or a series of lessons, with a pre-test and post-test, 
analyze whole class scores as well as those of three individual students, and interpret how 
the results would lead to changes in their future teaching strategies. In the state’s response 
to our Secondary T2T rejoinder it essentially said that we needed to have data of impact on 
P-12 student learning throughout the program (Su I, Su II, Fa, and Sp). We had gradually 
introduced the skills needed to teach effectively. They culminated in the P-12 student 
learning assessment in the final semester of the program, student teaching. The state found 
that we needed to be getting data on candidate impact on P-12 student learning from the 
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very beginning of the program. Also, the state wants all field experiences to be observed 
and assessed by a faculty member. (Assessments of field experiences prior to student 
teaching are currently assessed by the cooperating teacher; during student teaching they are 
assessed by a University Supervisor, i.e, a faculty member.) While we had increased the 
number of observations by faculty, it wasn’t enough to meet the state’s requirements.  
 
In the end, the state wants P-12 students to be able to pass high-stakes tests as its main 
measure of “student learning”; it wants us to prepare teachers who can accomplish this. Of 
course, we also want P-12 students to do well on high-stakes tests. The state wants us to 
guarantee that the teachers we prepare will be able to be 100% effective when they enter the 
field. What formerly might have taken a teacher 5 years to be able to do, now must be 
accomplished in the first year. 
 
This is a tall order, and we are taking it very seriously. In order to better understand the 
state’s new expectations for teacher licensure programs, a group of us met with the 
Coordinator for Educator Preparation, July 13, 2011, in Indy. Before we reapply for new 
programs in Elementary and Secondary T2T, we needed to understand the state’s 
expectations. Clearly many things have changed. The whole country is going in the 
direction of residency models for Field Experiences and Student Teaching. We needed to 
understand the state’s overall thrust and what kind of program they would see as ideally 
meeting their standards. We also arranged a telephone conference with another key person 
at the IDOE to help us better understand the many ramifications of the new certification 
rules and the new legislation about P-12 teachers and the new learning standards for P-12 
students. The discussions were very helpful and gave us greater insight into the quickly 
changing world of education.  
 
In addition, in June 2011, the state requested that we undergo a program review of our ENL 
program, which didn’t have a program review when the cycle started in 2008, because it 
was a new program then and had no candidates. We were told in 2008 that ENL would not 
have a review until the next review cycle, prior to our next NCATE Visit. We will now 
submit a program review to the state of the ENL program by October 15, 2012 We will also 
have a program review of ENL through a SPA prior to our next NCATE Visit.  
 
Thus, changes in education at the state and federal levels requiring high-stakes testing of P-
12 students, changes in state laws about P-12 teacher assessment and evaluation, and 
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changes in state standards as to what to assess and how to assess it for pre-service teachers, 
changes in the thinking about how to structure field experiences for pre-service teachers, 
and our program review feedback from the states are driving changes to our programs much 
more at this point in time than our regularly collected data.  
 
In a way, assessment at the program level is both the least of our challenges, and the most 
central of our challenges. We find ourselves in the midst of a storm over the future of the P-
12 teaching profession and the future of teacher education, particularly in P-12 public 
schools and in public institutions of higher learning. It’s exciting and exhausting!  
  

Programs base recommendations 
on data. 

Y When possible. This past year our recommendations have been mostly driven by changing 
approaches to assessment by the state and NCATE, and feedback from the state to our 
program reviews. Nonetheless, we review data from all of our assessments every year. For 
the past two years the data have been very consistent.  
 

Prior year recommendations were 
implemented. 

Y We have been working all year on rejoinders to program reviews, additional program 
reviews of Elementary and Secondary T2T, implementing the assessment of P-12 student 
learning into our teacher education programs, and preparing for our NCATE Visit. The 
Offsite Visit took place June 7, 2011; the Onsite Visit takes place October 30-November 1, 
2011.  
 

School support for assessment 
requested/needed. 

Y/N We have a half-tine Data Manager, a graduate student in CS. The person we had hired for 
two years finished her CS program in December 2009, thus, we hired a new Data Manager 
in December to begin work in 2010. We didn’t ask for more support, because we were told 
there was a freeze on hiring, and in the past we have been told that we would have to give 
up a faculty line to have a full-time Data Manager. In December 2010 we had to find a new 
Data Manager for 2011, to replace the Data Manager who had graduated. The ongoing 
problem we have with this arrangement is that students are only here for a short time, 2 
years or less, thus, we constantly have to bring someone new onboard. We have built what 
has come to be a complicated system, and training someone new to take over is very 
challenging.  
  
We still have a half-time secretarial position to support the Associate Dean with assessment 
work. Her work has evolved and she has taken increasing responsibility for our website. To 
manage the assessment of the initial teacher education programs we have turned to 
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TaskStream, so our candidates can submit their portfolios electronically. Both the Data 
Manager and the new half-time secretary help manage the TaskStream process.  
 

School-level review effective. Y In effect, we review our data at what was the school level. Since we are no longer a school, 
now it’s for the Education departments in the CEPP.  
 

University-level support for 
assessment requested/needed. 

Y/N We could always use a full-time data manager but that doesn’t look like it is a possibility in 
the foreseeable future. We sought help from IT Services to help us redesign and streamline 
our DMS, particularly its database. It has been added to without an overall design and needs 
some reorganization as we progress. Since IT has been very involved in revising the 
websites for all departments in the University and changing the format, we haven’t been 
able to follow through with this plan with IT Services to revise our system.  
 

Recommended changes to program 
plans. 

on-
going 

With the ever changing requirements by the state and NCATE, we are changing our 
programs to meet these changes. To better understand the new state mandates, we are 
initiating a conversation with the state’s Coordinator of Educator Preparation, as well as 
with other IDOE personnel, so we can better understand the newly required standards for 
teacher licensure programs. 
 

Recommendations to Assessment 
Council 

N None at this time.  
 
Because of the necessary work on our program reviews, we postponed our NCATE visit 
planned for Spring 2010 to Spring 2011. Because of the impending merger of the SOE with 
the Division of Public and Environmental Affairs into the CEPP, we postponed our NCATE 
visit again until Fall 2011. We are in the midst of that process now.  
  
The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) was in process in Fall 2009 of revising its 
certification rules. One of the outcomes of that is that the state will no longer do program 
reviews. All programs will have to be reviewed by the SPAs that operate through NCATE. 
Because of that we are also in the process of revising our assessment systems so they will 
be aligned with the data we will eventually need for the SPA reviews. That is why we had a 
consultant give a workshop in Fall 2011 on how to write assessments and rubrics that will 
be needed for the program reviews under NCATE’s auspices three years before we go up 
for accreditation again in 6 years. 
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*includes ACCS & Honors Program 
Revised and approved by the 
Assessment Council, February 2005  

  

 
Submitted July 28, 2011 by Kathleen Murphey, Professor and Associate Dean, CEPP 


