
  NCATE Focused Visit November 6-8, 2005, IPFW 

 1

I.  Overview of the Institution 
 
Introduction  
 
The following is a brief sketch of Indiana University – Purdue University Fort Wayne (IPFW) 
and a description of the School of Education (SOE) within the context of the SOE’s mission 
statement. Tables depicting demographic information describing candidates and programs in the 
School of Education are also included. 
 
The University 
 
Indiana University – Purdue University Fort Wayne was established to provide excellence in 
higher education, reflecting the rich traditions of both Indiana University and Purdue University 
to the residents of northeastern Indiana. The core mission of IPFW is to “offer a broad range of 
high-quality undergraduate, graduate and continuing education programs that meet regional 
needs; to support excellence in teaching and learning; to advance and share knowledge through 
research and creative endeavor; and to work with the community to develop intellectual, cultural, 
economic, and human resources.” IPFW is a comprehensive, state assisted regional university 
offering some 170-degree options to approximately 12,000 students enrolled in eight academic 
units.  Currently, IPFW is the fifth largest university in the state of Indiana. The city of Fort 
Wayne is the second largest city in Indiana, with a metropolitan area population of 
approximately 450,000. IPFW serves the higher educational needs of four public metropolitan 
school districts and several private schools, including over 100 elementary, middle, and high 
schools and 30 additional nearby school corporations.   
 
IPFW students are primarily from nine contiguous counties in northeastern Indiana. In earlier 
years, all of these students commuted or lived in non-traditional housing. Residential housing for 
500 students opened in the fall of 2004. The student body at IPFW includes traditional and non-
traditional students. About one-half of all undergraduates are enrolled as full-time students, and 
most graduates are considered part-time students. IPFW is accredited by The Higher Learning 
Commission of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools.  
 
Table 1   
2004-2005 IPFW Student Institutional Enrollment 

 
 Full-time students Part-time students Totals 

Undergraduate 5966 4386 10352 
Graduate 85 635 720 
Totals 6051 5021 11072 
Source: National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
 
The history of IPFW is a history of mergers. IPFW has steadily evolved since the initial merger 
of Indiana University and Purdue University regional campuses in 1964. A gift of additional land 
has increased the size of the campus to 566 acres, including land on the east and west banks of 
the St. Joseph River. In 2003, IPFW was approved to participate and compete in Division 1 
athletics and has recently received funds to build a new Music and Fine Arts facility and a new 
building that will house the Medical, Nursing, and Dental Education Programs. IPFW continues 
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to provide northeastern Indiana with programs linked to and maintaining the special strengths of 
Indiana and Purdue Universities. From this collaborative Indiana University – Purdue University 
background, IPFW’s initial and advanced programs were created.  
 
The School of Education 
 
The mission of the IPFW School of Education is “to prepare professionals in teaching, 
counseling, and leadership who demonstrate the capacity and willingness to continuously 
improve schools and related entities so that they will become more effective with their clients.”  
There are 38 teacher licensing colleges/universities in the state of Indiana. IPFW’s SOE ranked 
sixth of these 38 institutions in issuing original teaching licenses for the 2004 calendar year. Our 
goal is to prepare candidates to work effectively in a variety of diverse settings. In addition, 
school counselors and school administrators completing SOE certification programs are widely 
sought by school corporations. The IPFW School of Education has been accredited by the 
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) continually since 1982. The 
SOE was last visited by NCATE in 2003 and was approved for continuing accreditation, except 
for Standard 2 (Advanced Programs). The SOE has worked diligently to address the weaknesses 
identified in the last visitation. 
 
The School of Education is the professional education unit at IPFW, administered by the Dean of 
the School of Education. The Associate Dean assists the Dean and is Chair of the School of 
Education Unit Assessment System (UAS) Taskforce that meets on a weekly basis as needed.  
The SOE is located on the second floor of Neff Hall. Prior to January 2001, the SOE operated as 
a Committee of the Whole with faculty decisions originating at the committee level.  Currently 
the School faculty and programs are organized into two departments, Educational Studies and 
Professional Studies. A revised governance structure was approved by the faculty on January 23, 
2003.  In the fall of 2003, the secondary education program was moved from Professional 
Studies to Educational Studies. Each department has a chair to oversee operations within each 
department; both chairs report to the Dean of the School of Education. The Dean reports to the 
Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs who, in turn, reports directly to the Chancellor of the 
University.   
 
The SOE ultimately will be assessed by the quality of its candidates. According to 2004-2005 
data, 1360 candidates were enrolled in the SOE. This data indicates there were 1065 
undergraduates and 295 graduates. These candidates come from many different areas; urban, 
rural and suburban. Many of our candidates are considered to be non-traditional, either starting 
or continuing their education after raising families, or changing careers. The SOE strives to 
provide flexibility in scheduling of courses and making personnel available to meet the needs of 
these candidates. Tables 2 and 3 that follow describe the candidates of the SOE in 2004-2005. 
 
Table 2 
2004-2005 Candidate Enrollment in the Professional Education Program by Gender 

 
 Full-time candidates Part-time candidates Totals 

Undergraduate 732 333 1065 
Graduate 10 285 295 
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Female 587 424 1011 
Male 155 194 349 
Source: National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
 
Table 3 
2004-2005 Candidate Enrollment in the Professional Education Program by Ethnicity 

 
 Undergraduate Graduate Totals 

American 
Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

0 1 1 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

9 2 11 

African American, 
Not Hispanic 

26 19 45 

Hispanic 25 9 34 
White, Not Hispanic 992 261 1253 
Other 6 3 9 
Non-Resident Aliens 1 0 1 
Data Unavailable 6 0 6 
Totals 1065 295 1360 
Source: National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 
 
Analysis of the data indicates that ethnicity within the School of Education closely reflects the 
ethnicity of the campus as a whole. The SOE is cognizant of the need to increase the number of 
minority candidates seeking careers in education. In 1998 there were 845 undergraduate 
candidates in the SOE and 429 graduate candidates for a total of 1274 candidates. Data from the 
spring of 2005 indicates there were 1360 candidates in both undergraduate and graduate 
programs. This reflects an overall increase of 86 candidates or an approximate 6% increase.  In 
the graduate program specifically, the number of candidates decreased by 134 students from 
1998 to 2005, an approximate decrease of 31%.  
 
The SOE at IPFW includes 23 full-time faculty, three visiting instructors, and approximately 20 
part-time or adjunct faculty that are supported by 10 professional and clerical staff. The state of 
Indiana passed legislation in 2001 mandating an alternative route to teacher licensure, called 
Transition to Teaching (T2T), for graduates holding baccalaureate degrees.  The T2T programs 
target career changers who wish to enter the teaching profession. Units must offer a 24-credit 
hour program in Elementary Education and an 18 credit hour program in Secondary/Middle 
School Education leading to licensure. After careful screening, the T2T program commenced in 
the summer of 2002 with 23 candidates, in 2003 and 2004 also with 23 candidates each, and in 
2005 with 17.   
 
In 2002 the SOE initiated a collaborative program with Indiana University at Bloomington to 
offer Education Specialist Degree opportunities for graduate students in Northeast Indiana. The 
development of this program was in direct response from area superintendents and principals 
who wanted access to advanced graduate programs in Northeast Indiana. Twenty-nine candidates 
enrolled in the first two courses while a joint search committee resulted in hiring an experienced 
director who teaches, advises, and recruits candidates for the program. The first candidates from 
this program graduated in May of 2005. 
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The leadership program is further enhanced with our collaboration with Fort Wayne Community 
Schools (FWCS) in the Leadership Education for Academic Development (LEAD) Project. The 
Dean and the Educational Leadership faculty are actively involved with the project from serving 
on the Design Team to program development and implementation. FWCS was awarded a five-
year $5,000,000 grant to implement the LEAD Project. Through the Wallace-Reader’s Digest 
grant, FWCS has established the Learning to Lead Collaborative to recruit, prepare, and support 
school leaders. The Educational Leadership program at IPFW has revised its program and 
curriculum to attract prospective teacher-leaders. In addition to the traditional option, a cohort 
option has been initiated and began in the summer of 2005. The SOE is in the process of building 
a M.S. program in special education and is currently undergoing discussions with partners at 
other institutions to offer an Ed.D. These discussions are still at the initial stages of development. 
 
The present faculty in the SOE is composed of dedicated educators who combine their activities 
in teaching, research, service. They make numerous presentations each year at educational 
conferences, provide service expertise to the greater northeastern Indiana educational 
community, and publish articles in peer-reviewed journals and books with national publishing 
companies. Some of these activities have resulted in an increase in external funding to assist in 
the support of valuable educational programs, others have created enriched on-site teaching-
learning experiences with our candidates, faculty, and at-risk students. The faculty and 
professional staff have worked diligently to initiate and sustain changes mandated by national 
organizations (e.g., NCATE) and the state of Indiana (e.g., IDOE/DPS) in moving to a 
performance-based accreditation system. 
 
Several of the faculty have utilized technology to develop distance-learning courses. Examples 
of such courses are K201, Schools, Society, and Exceptionality; and K206, Teaching Methods 
for Students with Special Needs. Additionally, A500, Introduction to School Administration; 
S655, Supervision of Secondary School Instruction; and S503, Secondary School Curriculum, 
have been developed as web-based courses. The Counseling program has recently expanded its 
facilities to include an off-site counseling clinic, which will allow for expansion of their 
programs; a new faculty in Counseling has been approved for next year.   
 
The School of Education has twelve Initial Programs that lead to initial P-12 licensure. They are 
Art, Biology, Chemistry, Elementary Education, English, Mathematics, Music, Physics, Physical 
Science, Earth/Space Science, Social Studies, and Foreign Language. Additional licensure areas 
are Theater, Mild Interventions, Computer Education, Gifted and Talented, and Reading. 
Advanced Programs with licensure, or licensure renewal, include Elementary and Secondary 
Education (license renewal), Counselor Education (School Counseling license), and Educational 
Leadership (Building Level Administrator license), and Ed.S. in Educational Leadership 
(Superintendent license). The Ed.S. program is under the administration of Indiana University, 
Bloomington. The chart below summarizes details of each program. 
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IPFW Teacher Education Initial Preparatory Programs (Licensure) 
 
Program Name Award Level Number of 

Candidates in 
2004-2005 

Program Reviewed 
By 

Status of 
Review 

Art BA   31 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Biology BS   12 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Chemistry BS     3 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Elementary Teacher Ed BS 714 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
English BS   97 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Mathematics BS   56 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Music BS   29 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Physics BS     6 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
General Science, 
Earth/Space Science 

BS   13 IPSB/NCATE Approved 

Social Studies BS 143 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Foreign Language (Spanish, 
French, German) 

BS   25 IPSB/NCATE Approved 

Physical Science Cert Only  IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Other Programs BS     2 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
 
IPFW Teacher Education Advanced Preparatory Programs (Licensure) 
 
Program Name Award Level Number of 

Candidates in 
2004-2005 

Program Reviewed 
By 

Status of 
Review 

Elementary Education MS   59 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Secondary Education MS   41 IPSB/NCATE Approved 
Counselor Education, School 
Counseling 

MS   69 IPSB/NCATE Approved 

Educational Leadership and 
Supervision 

MS   95 IPSB/NCATE Approved 

Educational Leadership 
Specialist 

Ed.S., IU 
Bloomington 

  11 IPSB/NCATE Approved 

 
In order to support the Mission of the SOE, 932 teacher licenses were processed by the Office of 
Licensing and Advising in 2004. These fell under the description of originals, renewals, 
professionalizations, and additions.   
 
In conclusion, our programs provide teachers, counselors, administrators, and consultants to 
public and private schools in Northeast Indiana. Participants on the Dean’s Community Advisory 
Council represent many of the schools in the area. Strong partnerships have been established 
with several of the schools. Our University has developed a multi-faceted strategic plan, which 
requires all units to align their programs with this plan. The conceptual framework has been 
revised, collaborative pre K-16 partnerships have been expanded, communication with other 
units on campus has been improved, external funding has increased, new programs in 
undergraduate and graduate education have been developed, and efforts to address all areas 
identified as weaknesses in the last NCATE visitation have been implemented. 
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II.  Conceptual Framework and Knowledge Base  
 
Introduction 
 
A fundamental component in the SOE’s Conceptual Framework (CF) has always been a 
commitment to democratic principles, built on the foundational work of John Dewey. Today, 
more than 100 years later, educational researchers such as Jeannie Oakes and Martin Lipman and 
educational policy analyst Linda Darling-Hammond challenge that teaching for social justice is a 
lifelong undertaking that requires teachers to have a professional groundwork of social theory to 
make efforts credible to others and sustainable for themselves. (See NCATE 2003 IR, 
Conceptual Framework, for references.)  
 
We, as educators, find ourselves in this one-hundred-year-old tradition of preparing future 
educators—our candidates—to undertake, in all its complexity, the task of preparing the next 
generation of children for the daunting challenges of the twenty-first century.  
 
Shared Vision 
 
The conceptual framework of the SOE is a “living” document that reflects the shared vision of 
the faculty, staff, and our stakeholders. Our Mission Statement is one cornerstone of that 
Conceptual Framework: 
 

To prepare professionals in teaching, counseling, and leadership who demonstrate the 
capacity and willingness to continuously improve schools and related entities so that they 
become more effective with their clients … 

 
We, the faculty, envision the candidates … 
 

 Becoming more caring, humane, and functional citizens in a global, multicultural, 
democratic society; 

 Improving the human condition by creating positive learning environments; 
 Becoming change agents by demonstrating reflective professional practice; 
 Solving client problems through clear, creative analyses; 
 Assessing client performance, creating and executing effective teaching, counseling and 

educational leadership, by utilizing a variety of methodologies reflecting current related 
research; 

 Utilizing interdisciplinary scholarship, demonstrating technological and critical literacy, 
and effectively communicating with all stakeholders. 

 
Since 2003, each advanced program has created a program-specific vision statement. The 
Elementary and Secondary programs adopted a Scholar-Practitioner Model to prepare Scholar-
Practitioner learning communities for engaging in a democratic and diverse society; the 
Educational Leadership Program’s Proficiency Model prepares leaders proficient in theory, 
practice, scholarship, and reflection who can creatively take on the educational challenges that 
confront 21st Century urban, suburban, and rural schools; School Counseling adopted a Scientist-
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Practitioner Model in which graduating students have the knowledge of counseling, are 
competent in providing professional services, and have the skills necessary to conduct research. 
 
In our mission of preparing professionals in education, we work integrally with our stakeholders.  
Local superintendents, principals, teachers, leaders in community service agencies, counselors, 
Arts and Sciences faculty, and our candidates themselves have voice in the SOE through various 
governance practices, councils, and committees such as the Community Advisory Board, 
Teacher Education Council, and the UAS_Taskforce. (See also NCATE 2003 IR). In addition to 
their service to the SOE, we have created dynamic partnerships through grants for leadership, an 
IPFW Center for Excellence, “Scholar Practitioner Center for the Advancement of Educational 
Leadership and Learning Organizations,” and a new journal, ScholarlyPartnershipsEdu. 
 
The SOE’s Mission and Vision are also aligned with IPFW’s Strategic Plan, which is currently 
under revision for 2006-2011, per the SOE Dean’s Annual Report 2003 and 2004. Thus, our 
mission and vision are shared within the SOE, within the wider IPFW community, and with all 
educational professionals who help us prepare candidates. 
 
Coherence 
 
The development of a core CF was propelled by the faculty’s understanding of the broader 
educational context that was critical of the effectiveness of teachers, candidates for certification, 
and teacher educators. This context was engendered by the standards movement for P-12 
students, teachers (e.g., INTASC and National Boards for Professional Teaching Standards, 
NBPTS), other educational professionals, and teacher educators, as well as performance-based 
assessment at all levels. See NCATE 2003 IR for the history of the CF’s development. 
 
The Conceptual Framework core articulates the tremendous complexity of all its six major parts, 
and emphasizes the interrelatedness of all of the parts to one another. While individual courses 
may focus more on some parts than others, we truly believe that our courses each touch, in some 
way, on all the parts. The Candidate Proficiency Outcomes more completely describes the 6 
components: Knowledge, Democracy and Community, Habits of Mind, Pedagogy, Experience, 
and Leadership. 
 
The coherence of our CF work has solidified program revisions in all four advanced programs 
since 2003. This work was lead by program faculty, students, and stakeholders. The goals of the 
revisions included: 1) revamping and rebuilding the Unit Assessment System (UAS) for each 
program and 2) imbedding the CF in sequenced, performance-based assessments. The UAS 
Committee that is comprised of SOE colleagues, community stakeholders and is chaired by the 
Associate Dean of the SOE has met consistently since 2003 to coordinate these program 
revisions. All of the advanced programs, School Counseling, Educational Leadership, and 
Elementary and Secondary, have checkpoints embedded to monitor the progress of all students.  
To illustrate, in the Elementary and Secondary Education programs, checkpoints occur in the 
first required course, after completing 18- and 33-credit hours, and during a capstone course.  
Data gathered during these points are used to scrutinize programs’ effectiveness.   
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When admitted to the SOE, candidates are provided a copy of the appropriate M.S. Program 
Guide & United Assessment System (UAS) to inform them of educational degree requirements. 
The Guides/UAS were developed collaboratively through the efforts of faculty committees that 
sought to spell out the procedures and expectations for each M.S. program, including the 
portfolio and checkpoint processes. These guides will be reviewed by the UAS Committee each 
Fall as we fine-tune our assessment process. 
 
Professional Commitments and Dispositions 
 
The SOE sees its deepest professional commitments and dispositions articulated in the six core 
parts of the CF: Democracy and Community, Habits of Mind, Pedagogy, Knowledge, 
Experience, and Leadership. These parts, however, are as broad and rigorous as the faculty and 
students whose academic, intellectual, political, moral, and ethical capacities bring them to life. 
The core CF is a living document, a process of engagement in the ideas, practices, and 
commitments that faculty and candidates share as they seek the most effective means of realizing 
“learning and leadership.”   
 
The faculty draws on various theoretical, ideological, and philosophical knowledge bases. (See 
NCATE 2003 IR for more details.) This, we believe, is a strength of our programs. The 
dynamism which characterizes educational research, policy, and social issues, at a time of great 
change in the delivery, financing, and assessment of education, is a reality we live with, one we 
hope to bring our candidates into. Our candidates will face the same critical educational equity 
and quality issues that challenge us. There is not one educational narrative; there are many. Our 
faculty members do not speak with one voice, and we value their differences. (See Dean’s 
Annual Report, 2003 and 2004, Part C 1-4.)  Through our programs we seek to engage our 
candidates in these narratives as they begin to find their own voices and write their own 
narratives, as they enter the world of teaching and learning in the context of a changing world. 
 
For ourselves, our commitments and dispositions are tied to our CF core. For our candidates, we 
have developed an assessment system that, in the end, asks them to show reflection and 
competence in meeting the 6 CF components, NBPTS’s 5 core propositions, and/or relevant 
program standards. Candidates’ progress in developing and proving these competencies is 
monitored at checkpoints, as described in the Guides. To promote student success, we have 
sequenced each program’s dispositions assessments for School Counseling, Educational 
Leadership, and Elementary and Secondary. For example, in the Educational Leadership 
program, assessments of dispositions occur during A500, after A695, and at the conclusion of the 
program. At each checkpoint, the faculty and/or other stakeholders reflect on and assess the 
candidates’ dispositions. Through this process, the SOE garners data to inform our understanding 
of candidates’ dispositions, to reflect on our CF core, and to revise programs as necessary to 
better meet our standards. Thus, our assessment and program development processes are part of a 
continuous, dynamic loop. 
 
Commitment to Diversity 
 
In the United States, ethnic, social, racial, economic, ideological diversity is the root of our 
strength as a nation and the center of our challenges. This social context outside our schools is 
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reflected inside our schools. Dealing with diversity constructively, making it a strength instead of 
a weakness, is a central challenge to educators today.   
 
In our Mission Statement we say we envision our candidates “Becoming more caring, humane, 
and functional citizens in a global, multicultural, democratic society.”  This is further delineated 
in several components of our CF. Our goal is to assist candidates with creating learning 
communities that build on and celebrate the diversity that is an integral part of that community. 
Thus, our commitment to diversity is at the same time a commitment to social justice, a justice 
that is based on the twin pillars of moral and intellectual clarity that we feel our Mission 
Statement, core CF, and educational programs address. Candidates in all advanced programs are 
provided with focused experiences to construct the necessary knowledge, habits of mind, and 
dispositions for creating democratic learning environments. The Educational Leadership and 
Elementary and Secondary programs have specifically added 30 hours of field experience, 
“Service Learning for Diversity” toward these ends. 
 
Commitment to Technology 
 
As the world has been enveloped in the technological revolution, so have we at IPFW, especially 
in the SOE. We are thankful that IPFW and Helmke Library have been on the forefront of 
bringing technology to our faculty, our candidates, the University at large, and its library system. 
(See NCATE 2003 IR and Helmke Library.) From implementing online advising/registration to 
more than doubling online/distance learning courses, IPFW’s educational landscape has seen 
significant technological advances over the last 2 years and continues to advance on this front.  
Technology use and proficiency is assessed for candidates in all advanced programs (School 
Counseling, Educational Leadership, Elementary and Secondary). To further integrate 
technology, SOE faculty have selected TaskStream® as the e-portfolio program to be used by 
candidates beginning in spring 2006. We are in the process of receiving training so that faculty 
can be proficient with the system before teaching it to our candidates. Moreover, our 
Curriculum/Computer Lab (CCL) offers a technology-rich public space for carrying out SOE 
missions and goals.   
 
Candidate Proficiencies Aligned with Professional and State Standards 
 
The SOE’s CF has been overlapped with state and professional standards for all advanced 
programs. (See Standards-Alignment Matrices: School Counseling, Educational Leadership, 
Elementary and Secondary.) The UAS Committee has coordinated this effort in response to the 
NCATE 2003 BOE Report. In all four advanced programs we have integrated checkpoints for 
assessing the growing proficiencies of our candidates as they progress through our programs.  
We review assessment data to evaluate our programs, curriculum, and UAS. As these processes 
are newly in place for three programs, our limited data suggest that students are in fact meeting 
high performance standards that we have set for them. For example, a student at the 33-credit 
checkpoint for Elementary Education stated that she uses “technology such as web search or web 
investigations [so] students will cultivate their natural sense of curiosity and become life-long 
learners.” This provides evidence that we are fulfilling our mission of preparing professionals 
who demonstrate the capacity and willingness to continuously improve schools. 
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Standard 2:  Assessment System and Unit Evaluation of Advanced Programs                        
 
Introduction 
           
The unit has an assessment system for each of its four advanced programs: School Counseling, 
Educational Leadership, and Elementary and Secondary. We collect and analyze data on the 
applicant qualifications, candidate and graduate performance, and unit operations to evaluate and 
improve the unit and its programs. The NCATE Accreditation Action Report of October 2003 
cited the following areas for improvement for Standard 2 Assessment System and Unit 
Evaluation (Advanced Preparation Level): 
 
*(Advanced preparation level) The unit does not clearly articulate its plan to assess the 
 dispositions of candidates in elementary education, secondary education, and school 
 administration programs. 
*Performance assessments with courses, field experiences, and portfolios do not consistently 
 reflect the conceptual framework. 
*(Advanced preparation level) The unit’s assessment system does not include advanced 
 programs in elementary education and secondary education. 
*(Advanced preparation level) The unit does not systematically analyze data from the school 
 administration and the counselor education programs. 
*The unit does not ensure consistency in its procedures for rating portfolios. 
*The unit does not ensure consistent assessment of candidate learning based on content area 
 standards, developmental standards, and institutional standards. 
*(Advanced preparation level) The unit does not consistently assess the technology competence 
 of advanced program candidates. 
 
We make the case in the text that follows that we have developed and implemented a fully 
functioning assessment and evaluation system for the advanced programs and, in so doing, 
addressed or are addressing all of the above areas for improvement.  

Element One: Assessment System 
 
The 2002 Unit Assessment System at Indiana University–Purdue University Fort Wayne, Indiana 
was created in response to a professional responsibility to ensure that our programs and 
graduates of our programs are of the highest quality. The advanced programs’ assessment 
systems were incorporated into that document, which was, however, dominated by the Initial 
Programs’ UAS. Since our NCATE Visit in April 2003, we have developed the UAS of each of 
the advanced programs as separate documents in what we call “Program Guide & Unit 
Assessment System (UAS)”: School Counseling , Educational Leadership, and Elementary and 
Secondary Education. The documents for Educational Leadership and Elementary and 
Secondary Education also serve as introductions to the programs for candidates in those 
programs. Candidates for School Counseling receive the Counselor Education Graduate Student 
Orientation Handbook, which includes the elements pulled out for the separate UAS document. 
Some items necessary for a UAS have been added as UAS Addenda to the 2002 UAS. These 
augment the Program Guide & Unit Assessment System (UAS) for all of the Advanced 
Programs. We have developed and revised these advanced programs’ assessment systems to 
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insure that 1) instruction and curriculum are aligned with professional, state, and institutional 
standards (e.g., Conceptual Framework); 2) courses, field experiences, and programs are 
efficient; and 3) candidates can demonstrate meeting program performance standards. We have 
addressed all Areas for Improvement cited in the NCATE Accreditation Action Report of 
October 2003. 

Unit Assessment System Development  (1)  
 
The UAS was the result of a joint collaboration with stakeholders in our advanced programs. 
(See 2002 UAS, pp.2-4; UAS Addenda, Criteria 1.) All school districts in Allen County are 
represented, as well as students in the four programs, faculty from the School of Education 
(SOE) and School of Arts and Sciences, and Alumni. The Dean’s Community Advisory Board 
and Teacher Education Council periodically review the UAS plans. The Advisory Board is 
comprised of the four Allen County School Corporation superintendents and members from local 
organizations, such as Allen County Superior Court, Mental Health Associations, Region 8 
Education Service Center, Stop Child Abuse and Neglect, Inc., Three Rivers Literacy Alliance, 
and Wood Youth Center. In addition, candidates and recent graduates are represented. In the 
summer of 2005 the UAS of the programs with a newly revised UAS, Elementary and Secondary 
Education and Educational Leadership, was sent to off-campus stakeholders for further feedback. 
Additionally, students, faculty, and stakeholders who have been involved in using the assessment 
system have given us feedback on it at the time that they participated in it. 
 
The School Counseling UAS was well developed at the time of the NCATE Visit of April 2003, 
but is now formatted as a separate document. Data collected prior to Spring 2003, but not then 
entered into the Data Management System (DMS), as well as current data, have been entered 
into the DMS. The School Counseling UAS has been fine-tuned with additional input from a 
new School Counseling faculty member in Fall 2004, as well as on-going feedback from their 
assessments. An assessment of technology use has also been added. School Counseling has 
created an Advisory Board consisting of their adjuncts to review the collected data from the 
DMS. They have also developed a post graduate employer survey emailed for the first time in 
Fall 2004. During the 2004-2005 academic year the Counseling Clinic moved into its own 
facility across the street from IPFW, in space formerly occupied by the Indiana Developmental 
Center. This new space will allow for eventual expansion of Counseling programs. An additional 
new faculty line has been approved for 2005-2006. Counseling is pursuing MFT accreditation 
through COAMFTE in 2006 and School Counseling accreditation through CACREP in 2007. 
 
The Educational Leadership Program has sequenced its program, so that a mid-point portfolio 
check occurs in A695, Practicum in School Administration. The previous Associate Dean, who 
resigned in June of 2003, had also been coordinator of the Educational Leadership program. The 
new Dean and the Educational Leadership faculty member hired by Indiana University 
Bloomington (IUB) to coordinate the IUB Ed.S. in Educational Leadership offered on the IPFW 
campus, worked with the other Educational Leadership faculty to revise the programs and 
rebuild the UAS. The program changes have allowed further development of the UAS so as to 
gather data which students accumulate in a portfolio, which is assessed at two checkpoints: one 
in the Practicum course, A695, and one at the end of the program. The Educational Leadership 
faculty and other SOE faculty, as well as area principals, gather together at a Portfolio Day to 
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assess the portfolios completed in the Practicum. A new 30-hour Field Experience: Service 
Learning for Diversity was added to the program, as were assessments of technology use and 
professional dispositions.   
 
In the course of 2004-2005 a new 14-month Cohort Option was developed in Educational 
Leadership; it began in Summer I 2005. The Cohort Option and the Traditional Option use, with 
slight adjustments, the same UAS. 
 
The Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education Programs were required by IPFW to 
undergo a Program Review in 2003-2004, a Program Review that had been postponed in its 7-
year cycle because of the 2003 NCATE Visit. It was also necessary for us to sequence the 
courses in the programs, in order to build a sequenced UAS into the programs. Our former UAS 
for these programs was not performance-based, nor sequenced, as noted in the NCATE 
Accreditation Action Report of October 2003.      
 
The Program Review of the Elementary and Secondary Programs was organized and led by the 
then new Associate Dean, who was that Fall 2003 semester also still Chair of the Educational 
Studies Department. Educational Studies was then home to Elementary Education, Early 
Childhood Education, and Social Foundations of Education. During that semester the Secondary 
Education Program, then in the Professional Studies Department, was also moved to Educational 
Studies, so that both Elementary and Secondary Education were housed in the same department. 
A new chair began serving Educational Studies in Spring of 2004.   
 
The Program Review Committee, which consisted of all Educational Studies faculty, the Dean, 
the Certification Officer, and Director of the Curriculum/ Computer Lab, as well as other 
selected stakeholders, met monthly beginning in October of 2003, with several sub-committees 
and workgroups that met on a weekly basis. Input was solicited with a survey sent to graduates 
of the Elementary and Secondary programs, as well as principals in area school districts.  With 
this stakeholder survey input, the Program Review Committee developed a new Vision 
Statement, based on the Scholar-Practitioner model, for the programs; sequenced the courses to 
reflect the new vision; added several different majors within the two programs; added a 30-hour 
Field Experience: Service Learning for Diversity; tracked candidate technology development; 
assessed dispositions at several points; added a new introductory course, EDUA F500, Learning, 
Teaching, Leading; and developed a research sequence emphasizing action research, as well as a 
capstone course. (See Elementary and Secondary UAS.) 
  
In the late Spring of 2004 and Summer of 2004 the UAS was fully articulated within the newly 
sequenced programs, and data collection began in Fall 2004. Candidates would not officially 
enter the newly revised programs until Spring of 2005, but many assessments occurred in 
courses that were required of all candidates taking the courses. In Spring 2005 and Summer II 
2005 students who had completed 18 or 33 hours participated in checkpoints. While these 
candidates could not possibly have completed their hours of credit in the newly revised 
programs, they participated in scaled-back checkpoints, to give us initial feedback on our newly 
revised UAS.   
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Linkage to the Conceptual Framework, Professional and State Standards (2) 
 
The UAS for each of the four programs is clearly linked to our Conceptual Framework, as well 
as to the appropriate state and national standards for each of the programs. Matrices demonstrate 
how courses address the SOE’s Conceptual Framework, as well as program appropriate state or 
national standards. (See Standards-Alignment Matrices: School Counseling, Educational 
Leadership, Elementary and Secondary.) Links to the Conceptual Framework and other 
professional standards are included in all syllabi. All SOE programs assess candidates’ growth 
in their understanding of the Conceptual Framework at multiple points in their programs. 
The Educational Leadership, Elementary, and Secondary Programs require an essay based on the 
Conceptual Framework as part of the admittance application. Professional and state standards are 
also assessed at multiple points. Candidates present these assessments in portfolios, which are 
required in all programs. Faculty members align six items on their Faculty course evaluations 
with the Conceptual Framework. Each instructor of a School of Education advanced course is 
responsible for selecting at least one question for each of the six components of the Conceptual 
Framework. 

Examination of the validity and utility of data at key assessments (3)   
 
The 2002 UAS Addenda outline a system for utilizing the data collected to continuously improve 
programs. We are using our database to collect and analyze the aggregate assessment data of 
candidates. The Educational Leadership program has been developing portfolios for the past two 
years. Data have been collected since Fall 2004, though the data that semester were incomplete 
and the format continued to evolve. The first Portfolio Day, to assess the portfolios with the help 
of administrators from the district school systems, was held in Spring 2005. For the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Programs, we have collected data, which will eventually be included in 
a candidate’s portfolio, since Fall 2004 from assessments done in classes. We developed 
qualitative Narrative Reports of these assessments, which will be an on-going part of the UAS. 
(See UAS Addenda, Criterion 5.1.) We also did 18- and 33-credit hour checkpoints in Spring 
2005 and Summer II 2005 to field test our assessment system. We have created Checkpoint 
Reports, written by faculty who participated.  School Counseling has collected data from 
portfolios for the past two years, as well as information collected but not entered into the DMS 
for previous years. We are correlating the multiple assessment and performance data points to 
reveal patterns. We also compare aggregate data across all four programs in candidate 
understanding of the Conceptual Framework. (See Element 3 below.)  
 
The UAS Taskforce assessed the data regularly, as it was made available to them. Additionally, 
and since our UAS Plans for each program have been revised, we take the summary reports to 
the faculty for discussion, analysis, and recommendation at the Annual Faculty Retreat in the 
week prior to the beginning of classes in the fall. (See UAS Addenda, Criterion 7.4.) The four 
programs meet separately to review and analyze the aggregated data reports of the Data 
Manager, as well as the Narrative Reports written by faculty about candidate reflections on 
growth related to program appropriate standards. The faculty assesses the validity and utility of 
the data. They, then, forward their recommendations for changes in, additions to, or deletions 
from the UAS Plans for the various programs to the UAS Taskforce, to act on during the 
academic year. Recommendations for programmatic changes will be put on the department 
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agendas in the fall semester. Any significant changes recommended by the UAS Taskforce or the 
departments would then be forwarded to the standing Academic Affairs Committee, who would 
make recommendations to take to the full faculty for consideration.   
 
Since the UAS Plans for Educational Leadership and Elementary and Secondary Education are 
newly in place, and all require significantly more assessments than the candidates or the faculty 
are used to, we were particularly concerned with the validity and utility of the data. Our Faculty 
Retreat discussions concluded that it might be necessary to modify our assessment procedures, 
and our programs, or, at the least, better articulate the assessments, so that faculty and candidates 
understand the rationale for them more clearly. Because our assessment systems and our 
programs are so new, however, we also concluded to put off any major changes until we have 
more data and have studied the proposed recommendations more thoroughly. Thus, we will 
continue to use data for making modifications in our programs and in our UAS documents, when 
necessary.   

Multiple Assessment Points and Candidate Performance (4)   
 
All UAS plans (School Counseling, Educational Leadership, Elementary and Secondary) 
indicate multiple forms of candidate performance employing both formative and summative 
assessment. Data are collected and evaluated at several points in each program. To illustrate, in 
all four programs candidates must provide evidence of meeting entrance requirements in order to 
be admitted to the SOE. Elementary and Secondary and Educational Leadership entrance 
requirements include an essay based on the Conceptual Framework. This is evaluated by the 
program chair or program coordinator. Candidates in all programs must complete a 
performance-based portfolio, which is evaluated at least twice. Portfolios are linked to each 
program’s Vision Statement, the SOE Mission Statement, the SOE Conceptual Framework, and 
appropriate state and professional standards. The University requires an accounting of forms of 
assessments in all programs, as well as SOE Annual Assessment Reports. The Assessment 
Council of IPFW, on which the Associate Dean of the SOE serves, has praised the SOE for 
having a strong, clear system of assessment in place.  

Fairness, Accuracy, and Consistency of Performance Assessment (5)   
 
The UAS provides for minimizing bias in the admission and evaluation of candidates. All 
requirements are made available to candidates in writing through the admission application and 
the program’s Program Guide & Unit Assessment System (UAS): School Counseling, 
Educational Leadership, Elementary and Secondary). Application forms and Program 
Guides/UAS are also available on the SOE website. An SOE Graduate Student Handbook has 
been developed, separate from the Student Handbook, designed mainly for candidates in Initial 
Programs, to inform candidates of SOE and campus policies and procedures that pertain to 
student rights and responsibilities. Both are available on the SOE website. The IPFW Graduate 
Bulletin is available at the University’s website. At the graduate level these procedures have 
been mainly used for Grade Appeals and cases of Academic Dishonesty. In the first case, records 
are kept by the Student Affairs Committee; in the second, by the Department Chair and/or the 
Dean or appropriate campus committee. Guidelines for portfolio development and assessment 
are made available to candidates in the Counselor Education Graduate Student Orientation 
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Handbook, also available on the SOE website. For the Educational Leadership and Advanced 
Elementary and Secondary Education programs, the new Program Guide & Unit Assessment 
System (UAS) has been handed out to all candidates. These guidelines explain the rubrics and 
the process for completing the portfolio. Educational Leadership has also developed Portfolio 
Guidelines to help candidates further understand expectations. This, too, is on the SOE website. 
 
To minimize the possibility of unfair assessment of portfolios, training of raters and levels of 
acceptable fairness, accuracy, and consistency have been set for portfolio evaluation. For 
School Counseling the training has been continually practiced by a small faculty, which has well 
established procedures for a collaborative evaluation process of portfolios, candidate Annual 
Reviews, and the Comprehensive Exam. (See School Counseling.) The faculty also has 
procedures consistently practiced for candidates appealing an assessment. 
 
Educational Leadership is in the process of developing fairness and consistency in the 
assessment of portfolios.  In Spring 2005, faculty revised the grading rubric of their newly 
required portfolios after the experience with them in Fall 2004. In Spring 2005 they wrote 
Portfolio Guidelines, which were further developed in summer of 2005, to make the process 
clearer to the candidates, and they invited area administrators to help assess the portfolios on a 
newly initiated Portfolio Day, following our Initial Programs’ model. This allowed each of the 
portfolios to be assessed by two assessors, instead of just the instructor of the Practicum, A695. 
After the first Portfolio Day in Spring 2005, an Educational Leadership faculty member reviewed 
the assessment process and the criteria for assessment with the assembled group of area building 
administrators, Educational Leadership faculty, other SOE faculty, as well as the Associate Dean 
and Dean. That experience has led the faculty to plan a more thorough training for the evaluators 
before Portfolio Day in Fall 2005. 
 
Elementary and Secondary Education have embedded many assessments in courses, plus the two 
portfolio checkpoints, and capstone course. The course-based assessments, aligned with the 
Conceptual Framework and the NBPTS 5-Core, were field tested with faculty in the Program 
Review process in Summer 2004, when rubrics were developed.  They were also field tested 
with candidates in two graduate courses. Four candidates in one of the courses met with the 
course instructor and Associate Dean to evaluate the assignment. The Narrative Reports on 
reflections aligned with the Conceptual Framework, NBPTS, and Service Learning for Diversity 
get squarely at the challenge of consistency in scoring.  In fact, the reports have led to 
discussions regarding not only assessment consistency, but also the understanding of the 
assignment as well as the rubric used to assess the reflections on the artifact. These factors were 
all discussed and analyzed at the Faculty Retreat. Our assessments are part of a continual 
feedback and improvement cycle. 

The UAS and Candidate Success (6) 
 
We are still in the process of determining to what extent our key assessments are predictors of 
candidate success.  School Counseling, which has kept data the longest, monitors success on 
candidate Annual Reviews and sees a correlation between yearly success and success on the 
Comprehensive Exam on the first try. Educational Leadership, still in the initial stages of its 
portfolio development, at this point sees candidate success on the portfolio related to the ever 
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more clearly delineated guidelines for creating and presenting the portfolio. Candidate portfolios 
for School Counseling and Educational Leadership demonstrate candidate success. (See 
Portfolios.) The Checkpoints for Elementary and Secondary indicate measured success in the 
program for those at the second, 33-credit hour checkpoint. We anticipate greater success when 
candidates have experienced the newly revised programs and their Assessment System from the 
beginning of their graduate study. The introductory course for the Elementary and Secondary 
Programs, F500, Learning, Teaching, Leading, is being offered for the first time this Fall 2005 
semester; it has 11 candidates. In the Elementary Capstone course, E595, offered in Fall 2004, 
the candidates presented their papers, as per the UAS, to their classmates as well as invited 
faculty. (See Letters to Candidates in E595, Fall 2004.)  
  
We have analyzed data from our “Post-Graduate Questionnaire for Graduates of Master’s Degree 
Programs.” Unfortunately, the return rate has been very low and the analysis showed us little 
useful data, but gave us direction for how we might get a greater return rate in the future. (See 
Post-Graduate Survey Report.)  We are in the process of revising this graduate survey instrument 
so that it is streamlined and aligned explicitly with our Conceptual Framework and appropriate 
program standards. School Counseling sends a “Post Graduate Counseling Questionnaire” to its 
graduates, and analyzes that data in its annual program review.   
 
Educational Leadership cites data to show that many area administrators in all school districts 
that we serve have received a Master’s degree and Building Level Licensure from IPFW. We 
have a 100% pass rate for Educational Leadership candidates on the Licensing Exam. (See 
Licensing Exam Report.) All six candidates who received an Ed.S. in May 2005, offered through 
IU Bloomington on our campus, received a M.S. in Educational Leadership and Building Level 
Licensure from IPFW. 
 
Modification of the UAS and programs (7)  
 
Since the 2003 NCATE Visit, we have fine-tuned the UAS of School Counseling and put it in a 
document separate from the Counselor Education Graduate Student Orientation Handbook 
(revised 5/23/04). We have also modified it to address the citations in the NCATE Accreditation 
Action Report of October 2003 and in the faculty evaluations of it at the Faculty Retreat, August 
2005.   
 
We have used the NCATE Accreditation Action Report of October 2003 as a starting point to 
sequence the Educational Leadership program and develop a UAS built on the sequenced course 
of study. We added assessments of dispositions, technology use, understanding of diversity, a 
diversity field experience, assessments that reflect the Conceptual Framework, and systematic 
analysis of all data. 
 
At the time of the 2003 NCATE Visit, the Elementary and Secondary Education Advanced 
Programs were still using an assessment system based on a format defined by the University’s 
accreditor, North Central. Candidate work was systematically collected and assessed, but the 
assessments were not performance-based or tied to NBPTS 5-Core Propositions. We believe this 
led to the NCATE Accreditation Action Report of October 2003 stating: “The unit’s assessment 
system does not include advanced programs in elementary education and secondary education.” 
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The Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education Programs went through a thorough 
University required Program Review in 2003-2004 and we built a new UAS around those newly 
sequenced programs. We added assessments of dispositions, technology use, understanding of 
diversity, and a diversity field experience. We incorporated the Conceptual Framework and 
NBPTS 5- Core Principles in assessments throughout the courses in the Elementary and 
Secondary Advanced Programs. We systematically analyze all data.   
 
Thus, modification of the UAS for all four advanced programs resulted to a large extent from the 
findings of the NCATE Accreditation Action Report of October 2003, as well as some findings 
in the 2003 NCATE BOE Report. As we have continued assessments in School Counseling, and 
begun them in their new forms in Educational Leadership and Elementary and Secondary 
Education, we are monitoring the results and using them to rethink the respective UAS 
documents as well as our programs, and make changes when necessary.  
 
The UAS Addenda, Criteria 6 & 7, articulate the process and timeline for review and revision of 
the assessment system. School Counseling has been fine-tuning their UAS for greater clarity 
following program level review every year. This process continues, but now it is electronically 
generated data, which they have reviewed with the SOE faculty at the August 18, 2005, Faculty 
Retreat. The assessment system for Educational Leadership and Elementary and Secondary 
Education has been constructed in our DMS during the 2004-2005 academic year. 
 
In response to our mushrooming assessment needs, a Graduate Student Professional was hired in 
August of 2004. (See UAS Taskforce August 2004.) He is a Master’s candidate in the Computer 
Science Department at IPFW and has the skills necessary to expand and update our DMS.  We 
have also adopted TaskStream® as the e-portfolio to be used by candidates. We are looking, as 
well, for a vendor for our DMS, as explained more completely below in Element 2.   
 

Element 2: Data Collection, Analysis, and Evaluation 
 
The Organization of Data Collection, Analysis, and Evaluation: The UAS Taskforce (1) 
 
Prior to the development of our UAS on June 12, 2002, data was collected for the University’s 
North Central Accreditation report. We had an extensive file of sample work from all teacher 
education courses, graduate and undergraduate, as well as reflection on that work by course 
instructors. The development of the 2002 UAS for the School of Education at IPFW began in 
August 2000, and was approved by the Dean of the SOE on June 12, 2002. The 2002 UAS, 
however, covered mainly the then newly initiated four Areas of Concentration in the Initial 
Elementary and Secondary Education Programs. That UAS document included appropriate 
references to our four Advanced Programs, but they were very much overshadowed by the 
extensive focus on the Initial Programs. The Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education 
Programs only made reference to the North Central Assessment Plan. (See North Central 
Assessment forms.) 
 
The UAS Taskforce which built the 2002 UAS consisted of the Associate Dean, the two 
Department Chairs, two faculty members, the Certification Officer, the Director of Secondary 
Curriculum of East Allen County Schools (EACS), the SOE Data Manager, and the SOE 
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Education Specialist. This Taskforce, which then became the UAS/NCATE Taskforce in 2002-
2003, was resuscitated in January of 2004, after a new Dean and a new Associate Dean picked 
up the challenge of responding to Standard 2 for the Advanced Programs in an NCATE Focused 
Visit to take place November 6-8, 2005, as well as maintaining the DMS for the Initial Programs. 
Under the leadership of the new Associate Dean, the new UAS Taskforce consisted of the Dean, 
the two Chairs, two faculty members, the Certification Officer, the Director of Secondary 
Curriculum of EACS, and the Data Manager. Prior to the beginning of the UAS Taskforce in 
January 2004, the Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education Programs had begun their 
Program Review, per IPFW requirement, in Fall 2003. Educational Leadership faculty members 
also were working to re-sequence their courses, so they could accomplish a mid-point portfolio 
checkpoint. They were also working to better define the portfolio, and to build a Cohort Option 
in the Educational Leadership Program. School Counseling had been fine-tuning its assessment 
system and working with the Data Manager to build the DMS and enter data for the School 
Counseling Program.  
 
Data Collection and Analysis (2) 
 
The UAS maintains, analyzes and summarizes a comprehensive database from internal and 
external sources (applicants, candidates, graduates, faculty, and other members of the 
professional community) from formative and summative assessments to improve candidate 
performance, program quality, and unit operations, as outlined in the Program Guide & Unit 
Assessment System (UAS) for the four advanced programs, School Counseling, Educational 
Leadership, Elementary and Secondary, along with the UAS Addenda. Data is entered in the 
DMS at the end of every semester; surveys are sent to graduates the semester after they graduate; 
Narrative Reports on aspects of the data are written once a year, DMS reports are completed 
twice a year. The DMS data is analyzed by the Data Manager; the faculty analyzes the DMS 
reports and compare them to the Narrative Reports. The Associate Dean oversees the process.   
 
With the building of the DMS to service the Advanced Programs reports, aggregated data have 
become available as of Fall 2005 on the data from all assessments completed in Fall 2004, 
Spring 2005, and Summer I and II 2005. These reports will be completed in the future on fall 
data in the following Spring, and on Spring and Summer I and Summer II in the fall. The Reports 
for both assessment points, as well as Narrative Reports, will be reviewed by faculty at the 
Faculty Retreat before the beginning of the fall semester (see UAS Addenda, Criterion 7.) 
 
New Assessments, New Data, New Analyses (3) 
 
At the end of Summer II the Data Manager did queries of our newly entered data in the DMS for 
all four programs: Educational Leadership, School Counseling, and Elementary and Secondary. 
(See Candidate Performance.) Data presentation and analysis, with an accompanying chart, were 
brought before the respective program faculty at the Faculty Retreat. For two hours the 
Counseling faculty reviewed reports on Comprehensive Exams, the Conceptual Framework, and 
on-line data; Educational Leadership faculty reviewed reports on Dispositions—self-assessed by 
candidates and assessed by Cooperating Administrators—Conceptual Framework, NBPTS, and 
ISLLC/IPSB; Elementary and Secondary faculty reviewed reports on the Conceptual 
Framework, NBPTS, Service Learning for Diversity, Dispositions, and technology. Elementary 
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and Secondary faculty also compared the four DMS Reports with the Narrative Reports done by 
faculty on the same four areas: Conceptual Framework, NBPTS, Service Learning for Diversity, 
and the Portfolio Checkpoint Report, which included an assessment of Dispositions and 
technology. Each faculty group, School Counseling, Educational Leadership, and the four 
Elementary and Secondary groups wrote reports on their discussions and recommendations. (See 
Faculty Retreat Reports.)   
 
The process was very engaging for the faculty. All were asked to answer the following: 1) What 
does the data tell us about our candidates’ performances? 2) What does this data tell us 
about the assessment assignment and rubric? 3) What, if any, implications are there for 
program or curriculum changes? and, 4)What implications does this have for the UAS of 
the program(s) in which this assessment is used? Then, 5) In not more than 3 sentences, 
write a summary statement about this report. Their reports show the different directions their 
discussions took them. School Counseling, for example, felt the data left them unclear how to 
answer the above questions. They spent most of the time considering adjustments in the way they 
collect and report data, as well as initiating an Advisory Board to include adjunct faculty. They 
also suggested new assessments that they felt were necessary to fully comply with Standard 2. 
Educational Leadership concluded that all sets of data confirmed for them the same general 
finding, i.e., that candidates were weaker in vision and theoretical perspectives and stronger in 
traditional management skills. The faculty concluded that “The Cohort was established to 
address some of these issues, e.g., the goal of transitioning from the traditional model to our 
visionary leadership model.”  
 
The Elementary and Secondary faculty reported that candidates showed the most growth on the 
Conceptual Framework in the area of Democracy and Community, and the least in the areas of 
Knowledge, Pedagogy, and Experience. The faculty group concluded that “Professors need to 
reflect on UAS outcomes in relation to their individual courses before systematic improvement 
can occur,” but first more “comparative data are needed.” The group recommended that whole 
faculty reflections and reports, as practiced at the Faculty Retreat, were a good model and should 
be repeated more than once a year. The NBPTS group saw high assessments in all areas, but 
wondered if candidates interpreted the assignment in different ways. The Narrative Report noted 
that some candidates assessed their students’ growth, not their own. There was a great deal of 
variety in what candidates chose to write about, which was judged positively, but there were 
questions about differences in the way the assignment was interpreted by candidates and faculty. 
Future data should strengthen suggestions for refining the assignment. The Service Learning for 
Diversity group noted that candidates “seemed to have gained much insight from their 
experiences.” Nonetheless, in this new assessment the group found “a lack of consistency in 
requirements and assessment.” Service learning needs to be more clearly understood, and 
instructors must “sell” the advantages of service learning to candidates. The Checkpoint group 
found that candidates’ beliefs were higher than their behaviors in evaluating their dispositions; 
yet responses generally tended to be high. The group raised questions about whether this self-
reporting instrument was the best way to measure dispositions, whether the questions were 
appropriate and varied enough, and whether it would be more effective to have candidates, for 
example, “analyze their behavior through a video-tape.” (See Faculty Retreat Reports for 
additional details and conclusions.) 
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We have focused particularly on several areas because they were cited as needing improvement 
in the NCATE Accreditation Action Report of October 2003. They are, respectively, 1) 
candidates’ dispositions, 2) candidates’ understanding of diversity, 3) candidates’ use of 
technology, 4) assessments that reflect the Conceptual Framework, and 5) systematic 
analysis of data for all programs on Conceptual Framework. 
 
Candidates’ Dispositions 1) All programs assess dispositions toward their professional content 
area measured against appropriate standards for that area. School Counseling assesses 
dispositions in candidates’ Annual Reviews.  The data (SC_FF_Report) show most candidates 
fall within the middle range: “Meets Program Expectations.” Elementary and Secondary measure 
against the Conceptual Framework and conclude that beliefs and behaviors were lowest for 
“Experience” for both Elementary and Secondary candidates. Secondary candidates scored 
highest in their beliefs toward “Leadership” and “Democracy and Community”; Elementary 
candidates scored highest in their beliefs toward “Pedagogy” and “Habits of Mind” (see 
ES_SD_Report).  Educational Leadership measures dispositions against the SOE’s Mission 
Statement. What stands out is that the Cooperating Supervisors assessed the candidates’ 
dispositions much higher in all areas than did the candidates on their self-assessment of the same 
dispositions. The candidates assessed themselves strikingly high on area 7, professionalism & 
collaboration.  They assessed themselves much lower on areas 4, 5, and 6, respectively: creative 
analysis, methodologies reflect research, technological and critical literacy. In between the highs 
and lows were caring and humane, positive learning environments, and change agents 
(EL_SDSR_Report).  On the other hand, Cooperating Supervisors evaluated candidates’ 
dispositions high in all areas, particularly positive learning environments, methodologies reflect 
research, and professionalism & collaboration (EL_SDPA_Report).   

 
Candidates’ Understanding of Diversity 2): In Fall 2004 the Elementary and Secondary 
Programs initiated a 30 hour field Experience, Service Learning for Diversity. Ten hours were 
attached to each of three courses as a field experience. In Spring 2005 Educational Leadership 
also initiated this requirement into its program. The Special Education M.S., currently going 
through the approval process, also will include this field experience in its program.  The 
programs were responding to NCATE concerns about a lack of field experiences in the 
Elementary and Secondary Programs, and unclear expectations about diversity, especially in the 
Educational Leadership Program. The program faculty themselves favored a service learning 
approach to address both of these concerns. The DMS data for Elementary and Secondary show 
that candidates scored high on the two elements of the Conceptual Framework against which 
their growth was measured: Democracy and Community, and Experience. The Data Manager 
broke out the data for Elementary and Secondary, which shows that the Secondary candidates 
scored slightly higher than the Elementary candidates, especially in Democracy and Community 
(ES_SLD_Report; lists of sites in ES_FES_Reports). The DMS data for Educational Leadership 
show very similar results. (EL_SLD_Report; list of sites in EL_FES_Report). The Narrative 
Report on this Service Learning Field Experience praised the learning the candidates 
experienced, but raised questions about faculty and candidate understanding of the assignment 
and its assessment. The field experience is expected to be more successful over time, especially 
as faculty and candidates become more understanding and accepting of the assignment. Most 
positively, it has heightened the discussion about diversity—what it is, whom it includes, and 
what candidate growth in this area can be—among both faculty and candidates.  
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Candidates’ Use of Technology 3): Candidates in all SOE Programs keep a log to record their 
on-going use of technology. School Counseling has not collected reflections yet, but has built 
that into its UAS. Educational Leadership has candidates reflect on this in A500, the introductory 
course, and again at the Checkpoints. Elementary and Secondary candidates also reflect on this at 
the portfolio Checkpoints. The data (EL_TECH_Report; Narrative: Checkpoint_Sp05; Narrative: 
Checkpoint_Sum05) from both indicate candidate growth in technology use, but the database is 
too small to draw firm conclusions. We plan to initiate e-portfolios on a trial basis in some of the 
Advanced Programs in Spring 2006. This should help us increase the use of technology by our 
candidates. 
 
Assessments for each Advanced Program that Reflect the Conceptual Framework 4): 
School Counseling evaluates the Conceptual Framework in the Annual Review 
(SC_CF_Report). Candidates rated highest in “Experience,” lowest in “Knowledge” and 
“Democracy and Community.” “Habits of Mind,” “Pedagogy,” and “Leadership” were in 
between, tilting toward the lower responses. Educational Leadership data show that candidates 
scored very high in all areas of the Conceptual Framework (EL_CF_Report). Elementary and 
Secondary, as noted above, showed candidates demonstrated most growth in “Democracy and 
Community” and least in “Experience.” In all areas, Secondary candidates scored higher than 
Elementary (ES_CF_Report). Thus, there seem to be strong program differences in response to 
the Conceptual Framework. That “Experience” was highest for School Counseling and lowest 
for Elementary and Secondary is possibly explained by the fact that internships are an integral 
part of the School Counseling Program. Also, School Counseling was low on Democracy & 
Community, while Elementary and Secondary scored highest there. At the Faculty Retreat the 
programs reflected on the use of this data for their programs. 
 
Systematic Analysis of Conceptual Framework for all Advanced Programs 5): Even though 
there were considerable differences on growth in the areas of the Conceptual Framework for the 
respective programs, we have combined the data for an overview for the Advanced Programs 
(SOE_CF_Report). The opposing results for School Counseling and Elementary and Secondary 
cancel each other out, and Educational Leadership drives all numbers up. The data in aggregate 
yield generally high scores across the board, though Leadership shows particular strength. We 
conclude the data are more useful to us at the program level, than in the combined format.  
  
Information technologies maintain the UAS (4) 
 
After our 2003 NCATE Visit, our Data Manager, Richard Powell, continued managing our 
database on a part-time basis. In late summer 2004 we hired a graduate student in Computer 
Science, Jason Hoover, as a half-time Graduate Professional Assistant, to update, grow, and 
manage our DMS. The former DMS, built on Access, was not capable of handling the large 
amount of data we had, so Jason has moved it over to an Oracle system. He has designed the 
system to hold all of our newly developed rubrics, especially those for the Educational 
Leadership and Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education Programs. To enter the data for 
the Advanced Programs in the DMS we have hired two part-time data-enterers. Three secretaries 
are involved part-time to enter data for the Initial Programs.   
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Because of the amount of data we have the Associate Dean worked with a campus-wide interest 
group in Spring 2004 to begin searching for an e-portfolio system. The Dean, the Chair of 
Educational Studies, and the Director of the Curriculum/Computer Lab eventually joined the 
discussions. In the summer of 2004 we formed our own committee in the SOE and saw demos of 
two systems, TaskStream® and rGrade®, a Ball State University internal system. As we 
familiarized ourselves with the various products, we became less clear about what our needs 
were. In particular, the vendors we studied we believed would each require our Initial Programs’ 
Portfolio system to be substantially changed. Since we were also initiating many new 
assessments for our then recently reviewed and revised Advanced Elementary and Secondary 
Education Programs, we decided it was too much to initiate both the new assessments and e-
portfolios at the same time, especially since it would require some major changes in our then 
well-operating Initial Programs’ portfolio system. Thus, we decided to wait with the e-portfolios. 
 
In Summer 2005 we again formed an E-Portfolio Search Committee, consisting of interested 
volunteers and the UAS Taskforce. Our Data Manager, who had been hired in Summer 2004 
during the time of our e-portfolio demos, arranged three new demos: with TaskStream®, Chalk 
& Wire®, and iwebfolio®. After the demos, the Committee voted to initiate one of the systems, 
TaskStream®. A representative from the company will introduce the system to the rest of the 
faculty at the first faculty meeting, September 21, 2005. Following the meeting, a group of 
faculty will work with the representative to begin designing the system for the various SOE 
programs. We hope to begin on a trial basis in Spring 2006, after our NCATE Focused Visit in 
Fall 2005.  
 
Since one of the e-portfolio vendors also offered a DMS option, in addition to the e-portfolio 
option, the Committee was led to consider long-range possibilities for managing the ever 
mushrooming amount of assessment data and using it effectively for UAS and program 
evaluation. In particular, the discussion developed about the role of the Associate Dean, the Data 
Manager, and possibly other personnel, as well as the DMS equipment required for future needs. 
The Associate Dean and Data Manager will meet with the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs 
in the fall of 2005 to discuss the future needs of the SOE and the support it would need to fund 
various options. The SOE is considering the addition of a faculty line in Educational 
Technology, which would include teaching Educational Technology courses, as well as 
managing the DMS. 
 
Element Three: Use of Data for Program Improvement 
 
The use of data to evaluate efficacy of courses, programs, and clinical experience (1) 
 
The UAS for each program and our comprehensive database ensure that candidate assessment 
data is collected and made readily available to be regularly reviewed and analyzed by the UAS 
Taskforce to evaluate courses, programs, and field/clinical experiences. All four Advanced 
Programs have processes for systematically collecting data to evaluate the efficacy of their 
programs. School Counseling has some long-term data, recently entered in the DMS, to indicate 
long-term trends. Educational Leadership and Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education 
have been keeping data from their recently revised UAS plans since Fall 2004. Though we do 
not have long-term data available for those programs, the assessment collected since Fall 2004 
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have provided us with rich data, which we have analyzed for this report. UAS Addenda outline 
how data will be systematically reviewed to redesign individual courses, make program changes, 
measure program quality and needs, and track growth regarding understanding and integration of 
ruling principles and standards. The Addenda also include an academic year timeline for review 
and revision of the UAS plans themselves. The Associate Dean reports regularly about the UAS 
and data collection at Faculty Meetings. In Spring 2005 at three successive faculty meetings the 
program faculty presented their UAS to the whole faculty for discussion and feedback. 

UAS data are used to initiate changes (2) 
 
Even with minimal data for three of our four programs, there are already several instances that 
provide evidence of how data has been used to initiate changes in assessments, courses, and 
programs. To evaluate long-term effects of these changes, a process for continual review is 
included in the UAS.   

• In Educational Leadership weak performance of candidates on their portfolios in Fall 
2004 led to the development of Portfolio Guidelines to better communicate the 
expectations for developing a portfolio. Two new sections were added to the portfolio in 
Spring 2005, on the suggestion of some candidates: one assessment on “Discipline,” and 
one on “Special Populations.” Also, the assessment of the portfolios in A695, the 
Practicum course, was cumbersome for the instructor of A695 in Fall 2004. Thus, a 
Portfolio Day for assessing the portfolios was initiated in Spring 2005.  Evaluators 
included all Educational Leadership faculty, other SOE faculty, and area principals and 
administrators. Overall, Portfolio Day was extremely successful, but it raised questions 
for the Educational Leadership faculty about how to prepare stakeholders more 
thoroughly in the future. The passing scores seemed to be too high, i.e., high quality 
candidate work was often deemed only satisfactory, or sometimes in “Need of Major 
Improvement.” The faculty considered revising the passing scores on the portfolios, but 
has decided to wait for another semester’s outcomes before doing so. The faculty has also 
initiated a policy to guarantee greater consistency in the assessments. If the two 
assessment scores of a portfolio are more than ten points apart, there will automatically 
be a third reading. The two scores closest together will be averaged for the final 
assessment. 

•  The course-embedded assessments in the Advanced Elementary and Secondary 
Programs produced copious data about student growth in the various areas of the 
Conceptual Framework and the NBPTS 5 Core Propositions. Faculty wanted, however, 
analysis of the narrative reflections to better understand the utility of these assessment 
tools.  To that end, the UAS Taskforce applied to the IRB at Purdue for exemption status 
for the collected reflections. The reflective texts could be studied, if they could be de-
identified. The Taskforce applied March 2005, and the exemption status was granted June 
16, 2005. Once this came through, selected faculty studied samples of reflections on: 1) 
the Conceptual Framework, 2) the NBPTS 5-Core, and 3) the Service Learning for 
Diversity module. These Narrative Reports were shared with the faculty at the Faculty 
Retreat on August 18, 2005. The results of that discussion will be used to revise the UAS 
during the 2005-2006 academic year. We will also encourage faculty to use this data 
base, both the quantitative and qualitative, as a springboard for their research.  
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• A new, introductory course for the Advanced Elementary and Secondary Education 
Programs has been developed, EDUA F500, Learning, Teaching, Leading, to present and 
make understandable the programs’ Vision Statement of “Scholar-Practitioner learning 
communities for engaging in a democratic and diverse society.” Through this course, 
beginning candidates are informed of how they will be systematically reviewed 
throughout the program. This course also sets the agenda for the research sequence of 
three courses which will largely develop candidates’ understanding and implementation 
of action research. It was offered for the first time in Fall 2005. 

• The Conceptual Framework, revised February 9, 2000, was reaffirmed by faculty in 
2003. The Conceptual Framework is included as a part of the candidate evaluation of 
faculty; it is included in all course syllabi; and it has been made particularly central to the 
newly developed UAS for Elementary and Secondary Education. Because it is being 
assessed in all programs, we are now able to assess its impact on candidates across 
programs for the first time. (See Report 5, p.21, in Element 2 above.)  

• The Counselor Education program uses candidate and course data to identify trends and 
themes in a cohort. The data have been used to identify courses and processes that need 
improvement. The cohort data was used in Spring 2003 to assist faculty with updating the 
program and courses when IPSB implemented changes in the state standards. (See 
NCATE IR 2003.) Candidates in School Counseling performed atypically low on the 
Comprehensive Exams taken by the cohort graduating in Spring 2005. The Counseling 
faculty members are in the process of analyzing the possible reasons for this, so as to 
improve candidate performance in the future. 

 
Program Review Process and UAS Development initiate research project and journal (3) 
 
Out of the Program Review process for the Elementary and Secondary Programs, a group of 
faculty and the Dean initiated a study group to assess the NCATE assessment process and the 
effects on us, our thinking, our programs, and our use of aggregate data from performance-based 
assessment. The study group has evolved into a book project and a tool for professional 
development of the faculty. Participants are focusing on a particular aspect of assessment and the 
assessment process in their research. A book proposal will be submitted to a publisher before 
Spring 2006. We believe this in-depth study will contribute to bettering our UAS, and, then, 
improving our programs. 
 
Inspired by the Scholar-Practitioner model developed as a Vision Statement for the Advanced 
Elementary and Secondary Education Programs, the School of Education initiated an IPFW 
Center for Excellence, “Scholar Practitioner Center for the Advancement of Educational 
Leadership and Learning Organizations.” The Center has initiated a journal, sponsored jointly by 
the SOE and a local school district, East Allen County Schools: ScholarlyPartnershipsEdu. The 
Journal promotes collaborative research, especially action research, between University faculty 
and K-12 faculty to build scholar-practitioners. The first issue is planned for fall 2006. The 
Center and its Journal will serve to provide additional opportunities for professional development 
for our faculty and stakeholders as they encourage the use of action research to improve 
education. 
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Reflection on assessment and modification of performance (4)  
 
Candidates are systematically involved in their own assessment throughout the program, so that 
they are aware of their performance and can make necessary changes for improvement.  Program 
requirements and expectations are shared with candidates early in the program and reinforced 
throughout. We are currently in a transition stage for the Educational Leadership and Elementary 
and Secondary Programs’ UAS, as we have been initiating new assessments to advanced 
candidates this past year.  Faculty and students are learning the value and purpose of the 
assessments as they are introduced to them. We are engaged in a continuous cycle of feedback, 
analysis, and change as we use the assessments to assess our candidates’ performances, our 
programs, and our assessment systems.  
 
Candidates in all Advanced Programs receive ongoing feedback from course instructors, grades, 
advising, formal test scores, field experience evaluations, and portfolio assessment at the various 
checkpoints. This feedback is presented in a way that candidates reflect on their performance and 
make improvements as needed.  Counselor Education candidates are interviewed annually by 
faculty in an attempt to allow reflection on their performance, develop plans for improvement 
and receive feedback on their portfolio. Similar open dialogue is included throughout the 
Educational Leadership and Advanced Elementary and Secondary Programs, particularly their 
portfolio development and checkpoint systems. The first Educational Leadership checkpoint has 
been tied to a credit pass/fail checkpoint on candidate transcripts. Candidates may pass the 
course to which the checkpoint is tied, but not pass the portfolio checkpoint.  Candidates work 
with instructors to revise and resubmit the portfolio. Candidates cannot be licensed without 
having passed the checkpoint.  
 
Individual faculty, programs, and the SOE use formal candidate evaluations of faculty and 
courses. The data from these evaluations are used to assess course objectives and outcomes, an 
individual faculty member’s own teaching, and the overall effectiveness of the School’s 
programs. Faculty evaluates portfolio assessment scores and other comprehensive summative 
information to examine how courses and processes are contributing to candidate attainment of 
content knowledge and professional standards. There is a review each fall of the curriculum in all 
programs so that the Associate Dean may file an annual report with the campus Assessment 
Committee. 
 
Accreditation Action Report of October 2003 used to initiate changes (5)    
 
The NCATE Accreditation Action Report of October 2003 itemized the areas in Standard 2 for 
our Advanced Programs that needed improvement. We have systematically responded to these 
items, as well as to all of Standard 2, in this Institutional Report. We feel our UAS Plans for the 
Advanced Programs are much improved since 2003, as this Report demonstrates, and now meet 
the criteria of a fully implemented UAS for the Advanced Programs. 
 
 
 
 
 


