Biennial Report Examples
Section A. Part III and IV
Analysis of Candidate Assessment Data

Please note:  The following examples were provided by institutions that participated in the pilot biennial reporting process.  They provide examples of ways in which programs could respond to this particular section of the report, however, in some cases they do not include ALL of the information required by the revised template.  Please be sure to refer to that document in preparing your report.  
Example 1. (MS/SS Credential Program)
A brief analysis of the data presented for the four evaluation tools in section II are presented below.

Analysis of First Time Passage Rates for TPA 

Refer to charts on pages 6 and 7.

First time passage rates for TPA Tasks 1, 2, 4 are strong, indicating students are prepared to accomplish these tasks.

First time passage rate of TPA 3 lags considerably behind Tasks 1, 2, 4(Going back through data for previous groups 1-4, TPA 3 has consistently had a lower passage rate).

This indicates candidates are not as confident or prepared for TPA 3. 

Passage rates are lower for students taking TPA 3 in fall semester as opposed to spring semester.  Possible reasons for this have been posed:

· Students completed coursework the previous spring and have a summer between coursework and student teaching.  Whereas, students finishing coursework in the fall go directly into student teaching in the spring semester.

· The administration of TPA 3 comes too early in the student teaching semester.

Analysis of Evaluation of Field Experience Performance

Refer to charts on pages 9 and 10.
Candidates have consistently received high marks throughout the years in professionalism in their pre-student teaching field experiences. Semester 2007 data provided in Section II is indicative of the typical scores students receive.

Analysis of First Year Teacher Survey

Refer to charts on pages 11-13.
Overall data indicates students are performing well in implementing the Teaching Performance Expectations in their first year of teaching.

· Mean scores for each of the six Domains indicate first year teacher performance to be in the Strong to Outstanding range.

· Peers and principals give first year teachers a score above Strong (4) or above in all six Domains.

· Principals and peers scored first year teachers higher than the teachers’ self-assessments in 27 of the 33 items

· Teachers lowest mean score of 3.8 was for English Learner Competency

Analysis of Cooperating Teacher’s Evaluation of Program

Refer to charts on pages 14 and 15.

XXXX’s director of student teaching began charting the resulting data from the cooperating teachers’ evaluations of the student teaching program in fall 2005 when he first began in this position.  

· Overall the data indicates the cooperating teachers rated the program in the Good to Excellent range except for item #2, which deals with the introductory contact of the university supervisor with the cooperating teachers.

· Means scores have improved in all categories from the fall 2005 data.

Analysis of Overall Evaluation of Candidate and Program Effectiveness

The overall strength of XXXX’s assessment and evaluation of teacher candidates is in collecting data and assessing each individual candidate.  Candidate assessment is viewed each step along the way, which provides good indicators for going to the next step in the program. When candidates have completed the program, their extensive candidate files document their strengths and weaknesses. 

However, the major weakness of XXXX’s evaluation program is not compiling the data to analyze the whole.    We are good at collecting lots of data and then filing it away in the student files.  This does not allow for whole group analysis which is important for program evaluation and analyzing separate groups.  We have been in the process this year moving to whole group analysis. Preparing this pilot report has verified the importance of doing such. A composite of all data needs to be compiled to show both progress and overall achievement.

IV—Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance
As a result of the data presented and analyzed in previous sections, XXXX has set several objectives to be accomplished in the next year.  The following chart exhibits the objectives and the implementation course to accomplish these objectives.

	Specific Objective
	Strategies/Tasks
	Person Responsible
	Date

	Improve First Time Passage Rate of TPA 3
	Add more differentiation strategies for assessing students to coursework

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

Schedule TPA 3 administration date later in the semester

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Analysis of Records of Evidence from TPA 3 from previous 4 semesters


	Course instructors

--------------------------

TPA Coordinator

-------------------------

Research Assistant
	Spring 2007

----------

Summer 2007

----------

January 2008

	Develop systematic evaluation system that compiles and analyzes whole group and subgroup data for following evaluation tools:

· Evaluation of Field Experience Performance 

· Evaluation of Student Teaching Performance

· First Year Teacher Surveys

· Student evaluation of programs
	Compile and record data from evaluation tools for whole group

analysis in addition to individual candidate analysis

-----------------------------------------------------------------

Analyze data for trends and program improvement

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Compare and contrast semester and yearly data to previous semesters and years


	Administrative Assistants

  --------------------

Director of Student Teaching, Director of Credential Programs, Deans

------------------------
	January 2008

-----------

March 2008

------------

March 2008

	Improve communication between University Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers


	Detail expectation of University Supervisors making initial contact with Cooperating Teachers
	Director of Student Teaching
	January 2006

	Standardize evaluation tools that assess the TPEs to reflect a 4 point grading scale that aligns with the grading scale used in the TPA


	
	Director of Teacher Credentialing
	Fall 2007



Example II.  (Education Specialist Credential)
Analysis of candidate assessment data indicates that education specialist candidates are assessed at each transition point using multiple performance and other assessment measures.  While the amount of data has increased each semester, data is missing on candidate and varies across specializations and pathways.  Some inaccuracies in the data were found related to candidate rating, pathway, and course number.  The analysis of candidate assessment data is summarized below for each transition point.  Program strengths and areas for improvement regarding candidate competence and program efficiency/effectiveness are discussed.

Transition Point 1.  Entry to Student Teaching

Performance data analyzed for entry to student teaching includes fieldwork, portfolio, and disposition evaluations.  Field work data is reported for three semesters (spring 2007, fall/spring 2006) and portfolio and disposition data reported for spring 2007.

Strengths:  

· Multiple measures are used to assess the knowledge (e.g. minimum GPA and a grade of C or better), skills (fieldwork and portfolio evaluation), and dispositions (disposition evaluation) of credential candidates prior to approval for student teaching or the final intern practicum.
· Fieldwork and portfolio assessment measures are organized by CSTP standards and are individualized for each specialization.

· Ratings by domain and overall domains are higher for student teaching/final intern practicum than early field experience, indicating development over time.

· Data on performance measures in MM (fieldwork, portfolio, disposition evaluations) indicate consistency across domains and years.

Areas for improvement

· There is some inconsistency in fieldwork evaluation data across MM pathways, with SPED XXXX fieldwork rated somewhat higher than the other pathways.

· Cooperating teacher evaluations tend to be higher than the university supervisor and much of the teacher data is missing.

· A number of times for MM fieldwork evaluations were rated as “insufficient” evidence, particularly in assessment/IEPs (5.4-5.8 and 4.6) and in items that focus on collaboration (2.7, 2.9, 6.3, 6.4, 6.7).

· There is little data available in MS and DHH; it is therefore difficult to interpret findings.

· There is missing data in all specializations, including fieldwork, portfolio, and disposition evaluations.

Transition Point 3: Exit – Student Teaching

Performance data analyzed for exit from student teaching includes fieldwork, portfolio, and disposition evaluations.  Student teaching and intern practicum data is reported for three semesters (spring 2007, fall/spring 2006) and portfolio and disposition data reported for spring 2007.

Strengths

· Findings for MM indicate that student teaching/intern practicum ratings are consistent across the domains, pathways and years and the average rating in all pathways is 3.0 or above.

· Findings for MS indicate that interns ratings (SPED XXX) are consistent for fall/spring 2006 and somewhat higher than the traditional and XXX programs.

· Findings for DHH indicate that student teaching ratings are consistent across domains and the average rating is 3.0 or above.

· Findings for ECSE indicate that student teaching ratings are consistent across domains and the average rating is 3.0 or above.

· Portfolio data ratings are above 4.0 on a 5 point scale for MM, DHH, ECSE and consistent across domains.

· Findings for specializations on disposition data are consistent in each specialization with reported data above 4.0 across disposition categories.

Areas for improvement

· As in fieldwork data for MM, many of the evaluations from teachers are missing and a number of items were rated as “insufficient evidence” particularly in assessment IEPs (5.4-5.8 and 4.6) and in items that focus on collaboration (2.7, 2.9, 6.3, 6.4, and 6.7)

· Cooperating teacher evaluations tend to be higher than the university supervisory and much of the data from teachers is missing.

· Data needs to be interpreted with caution, given the small credential candidate numbers in MS, DHH, and ECSE.

· There is missing data in all specializations, including fieldwork, portfolio and disposition evaluations.

Transition Point 4.  Completion

Data analyzed for completion of the program includes exit surveys for 2005-06 and follow-up surveys from graduates who completed credential programs in 2003-04 and 2004-05 and their supervisors.

Strengths:

· The number of candidates completing exit surveys has increased each semester, providing more reliable data for analysis.

· Each domain in the exit survey for 2005-06 was rated at or above the benchmark of 80% (range 89-94%) with the exception of Domain 4 (72%): Understanding and organizing subject matter for student learning.

· Follow-up data (graduates one year out of the program and their employers) of 2003-04 graduates ratings for 03-04 for each domain are at or above the benchmark of 80% (range 85-88%) with the exception of Domain 4 (67%)

· Responses on a question about what was “most valuable in the program” in the exit survey focused on the quality of courses and faculty.

· 95% of candidates on the exit survey indicated that they learned a lot (58%) or “quite a bit that was important” (37%) from the program.

Areas for improvement

· Exit data in MM is below the benchmark on items related to technology, items related to subject matter (e.g., science, history/social studies) and an item on school/community resources.

· Recent graduate data (graduates and their employers one year out of the program) was lower in 2004-05 than in 2003-04.   Results should be interpreted with caution given the small percentage of candidates completing the survey (10% in 2003-04 and 15% in 2004-05) and their employers (5% in 2003-04 and 9% in 2004-05)

· Little recent graduate data is available for MS and DHH and non for ECSE.

· Data on items from the exit and recent graduate surveys are not disaggregated by specialization or pathway.  Therefore, it is difficulty to interpret the findings by specialization.

· Employer data is not disaggregated on the exit and recent graduate survey by specialization or pathway.  Therefore, it is difficult to interpret the findings by specialization.

· Under the question about what was “least valuable in the program” (exit survey), students commented about some redundancy in coursework.

Part IV. – Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance

Assessment results and their implications for program improvement have been discussed at department meetings, the semester orientation meeting in the fall/spring for part-time/full time faculty, and the Community Advisory Council.  The Department Assessment Committee, with a representative from each of the four specializations has reviewed findings and continues to develop/revise assessment measure and to improve the process for gathering data.  Specific proposed changes include the following.  

	Data Source
	Proposed Changes
	Standard(s)

	Fieldwork/Student Teaching Data
	· Monitor completion of data and follow up with supervisors and teachers on missing data.

· Meet with supervisors and teachers to increase reliability in ratings across pathways/courses

· Reduce number of “insufficient evidence” items on evaluation forms.

· Increase reporting accuracy of the candidate’s specialization, pathway and course on the evaluation form.
	All

	Portfolio Data
	· Gather portfolio data online in each specialization for transition points 2 and 3.
· Monitor completion of data and follow up with supervisors on missing data.

· Revise form so that the specialization and pathway are identified.
	All

	Disposition Rating Form
	· Gather disposition data online in each specialization for transition points 2 and 3
· Monitor completion of data and follow up with supervisors on missing data

· Revise forms so that the specialization and pathway are identified
	All

	Exit Survey
	· Disaggregate data by specialization and pathway
· Meet with MM faculty to revise MM courses, addressing program redundancy and areas that need increased emphasis; pilot revisions in 07-08 and evaluate

· Increase number of surveys in each specialization
	All

	Recent graduate survey
	· Collect employer data by specialization 
· Increase number of surveys by candidates and their employers

· Disaggregate data by pathway and specialization
	All


Example III. (MS Bilingual Teaching Fellows – Internship Program, PACT user)
Data included in this section analyzes the information from primary assessments of candidate competence during pivotal points in the two year internship:  Preservice, Practice Teaching I and III, and PACT.
Preservice: Data Analysis

Assessment data for XXX 100 reflects candidates’ scores at 92 percentile, placing them in the Exceeds Standards (ES) range.  Likewise, overall scores for reading, field experience assignments, case studies, observation guide, and cooperating teacher and support provider feedback reflect ES grades.  Reading participation and lesson plan scores reflect candidates’ scores at the 80th percentile, placing them in the Meets Standards (MS) range.  Individual scores reflect six interns scoring in the ES range and three scoring in the MS range.  Overall performance for XXX 100 is strong.  Adjustments will be made in the areas of reading participation and lesson plans to move those scores from meets to exceeds standards.
Data Analysis: Practice Teaching (1st semester)
Total scores for XXX 106 reflect candidates’ proficiency level at the 84th percentile, placing them in the “meets standards” range.  Overall scores in lesson cycle 1, weekly planning, lesson plans, assessment, support provider evaluations also reflects meets standards scores as well.  Participation and Readings show candidate performance at the 94th percentile, “exceeds standards” range.  Individual scores reflect four candidates having received exceeds standards, six candidates having received meets standards. One candidate received a “needs development for incomplete assignments.

Data Analysis: Practice Teaching III (3rd semester)

Assessment data for Practice Teaching III (3rd semester) reflects overall scores at the 88th percentile placing them in the “meets standard” range.  However, nine of eleven candidates received individual “exceeds standards scores”.  One candidate received “meets standard” and one candidate received a “needs development” which resulted in a “meets standard” total score.  Overall, candidate performance for Practice Teaching is strong as evidenced by the Exceeds standards scores in Participation, Lesson Plans, Assessment System, and Support Provider Evaluation.
Assessment Data: PACT

Candidates are strong in all areas assessed by PACT as evidenced by candidate scores of 3.4 or greater on a 4 point scale. The overall average was 3.5.  Areas of particular strength are Instruction/Delivery (3.65) and Reflection (3.6).  In taking a closer look at the data, it is evident that there are two areas for future growth:  Using Assessment to Inform Teaching and Understanding Language Demands.  Candidate’s overall scores in both areas were 3.4.  In the area of Using Assessments to Inform Teaching interns could identify next instructional steps as a whole; however, they were unable to articulate next steps of targeted support for individuals and groups.  Additionally, they were unable to identify next steps that demonstrate a strong understanding of language and content objectives for individual students and subgroups.  In the area of Understanding Language Demands, candidates could identify challenging vocabulary for English learners and could explain why the target vocabulary was challenging.  Candidates were unable to identify other language demands such as text types (e.g. formal presentations, role play activities, partner or group discussions, sequence of story events, pattern sentences and writing narratives, regional dialects, idioms).  Nor were candidates able to discuss students’ strengths and needs in relation to these language demands and articulate what makes those particular text types challenging.
IV. Use of Assessments

The analysis of the PACT scores indicated it was evident candidates were not able to articulate next instructional steps.  As a result, the Assessment course was strategically placed earlier in the program to provide candidates with multiple opportunities to develop their ability to analyze student work to identify next instructional steps.  Another example of program improvement based on the analysis of the data is the introduction to academic language development and the examination of language demands earlier in the Professional Development Plan.  Additionally, candidates address academic language and identify language demands in their lesson design and delivery as required by the Practice Teaching Expectations.

The data from assessments and analysis o that data is used to determine the direction of staff development of support providers and course instructors.  For example, in the analysis of PACT scores, it was evident that the candidates needed further development in the areas of academic language development and the examination of language demands.  Consequently, in order to improve the quality of coaching and instruction in the Professional Development Plan support providers and course instructors participated in a series of staff development sessions focusing on the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol.

Data analysis reveals several trends.  Candidates demonstrate steady progress throughout the two year internship in the areas of lesson design and delivery as shown by the scores in Tables I, II, III, and IV. The evidence in tables I and II show that during the preservice and the first semester of teaching, candidates’ average score reflects 84 percent in the area of lesson plan writing.  During the third semester of teaching, as evidenced in Table III, candidate’s average scores in the area of lesson planning is 90 percent.

The summative assessment (PACT) indicates that 50 percent of candidates received the highest possible overall score (4-Exceptional).  The remaining 50 percent received an above average score (3-Strong).  Candidates demonstrate strength in both lesson design and delivery as evidenced by scores in Planning and Instruction in Table IV.  Candidates scored slightly stronger (3.7) in lesson delivery/instruction than in lesson design/planning (3.5) When looking at the Instruction data, it is apparent candidates e3xcelled in the area of Engaging Student Learning (3.9) more than any other area.  However, candidates scored lower (3.4) in Monitoring Student Learning.  In the area of Academic language, candidates are particularly strong in Supporting Academic language Development (3.7).  Candidates demonstrate though to a lesser degree, in the area of Understanding Language Demands (3.0).  Candidate’s performance is exceptional in the area of Analyzing Student Work (3.7) and is strong in the area of Using Assessment to Inform Teaching (3.1)

Data indicates that candidates performed at exceptional and strong levels on the summative assessment (PACT).  Areas of growth are identified for ongoing development such as:  Monitoring Student Learning, Understanding Language Demands, and Using Assessments to Inform Teaching.  Throughout the two year internship, candidates will be given multiple opportunities to develop a level of conscious competency to articulate their practice in these areas.  For example, during Practice Teaching Seminars and methods courses in the Professional Development Plan, instructors will model/teach a variety of strategies for monitoring student learning: checking for understanding and providing feedback to students.  Candidates will be responsible for implementing the strategies learned on a continuous basis with coaching support.  Candidate swill design lessons that explicitly demonstrate frequent and consistent checking for understanding and providing feedback to students. Support providers will observe the delivery of these lessons and focus on how candidates monitor student learning.
Candidates demonstrated strength, to a lesser degree, in the area of Understanding Language Demands.  The elementary team will review all course in the Professional Development Plan to determine where understanding language demands can be explicitly addressed.  For example, beginning in the preservice, XXX  100-102, candidates will explore language demands as they learn about leveling reading texts for the classroom library.  The language arts courses, XXX 103 and 106 will emphasize different aspects of language demands, including oral and written discourse, idioms, grammatical structures, vocabulary, etc.  as candidates study theories of language acquisition.  Additionally, all courses and particularly the content area such as science, social studies and math will be revisited to identify discipline specific language demands.  The program goal will be to systematize the curriculum to address the spectrum of language demands found throughout the various areas.  This change in the curriculum will support candidates’ ability to comprehensively address language demands in their individual instructional programs.

Another area to further develop is the candidates’ ability to Use Assessment to Inform Teaching.  Candidates scored at an exceptional level when analyzing student strengths and weaknesses.  Based upon the data, further development is needed in using assessments to determine next instructional steps for individuals and subgroups in order to reach the exceptional level of performance.  Although the coursework provides multiple opportunities to analyze student work and uses the analysis to determine next instructional steps, more specific feedback is needed to reach the exceptional level of performance.  During the second year of the internship, coaching sessions will emphasize how to use assessments to determine next instructional steps for individuals and subgroups.
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