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The following report indicates areas of concermiich the Onsite BOE Team will focus

during the upcoming visit. In addition, the lasttsen for each standard is a list of evidence that
the team plans to validate during the visit to eashat the standards continue to be met. This
validation will occur as the team interviews fagudidministrators, school-based partners, and
other members of the professional community. Vailstacould also occur in the visits to
schools and observations on campus. The validasibalso includes some specific
documentation that the team would like to reviewirdythe onsite visit. In some cases, the
Offsite team members could not locate a documenpen a link and have requested that the
Onsite Team review those documents.

Standard 1: CandidateKnowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions
Candidates preparing to work in schools as teacloersther school professionals know and
demonstrate the content knowledge, pedagogicakocvkhowledge and skills, pedagogical and
professional knowledge and skills, and professiangbositions necessary to help all students
learn. Assessments indicate that candidates meé&tgsional, state, and institutional standards.

1.1 Statement about the evidence

According to the institutional report, Loyola Margomt University’s School of Education
offers five programs that lead to initial licensatethe undergraduate level, all of which were
approved by the California Commission on Teached€ntialing at the time of this report
(According to the California State Protocol, pragsreviewed by the state are accepted by
NCATE as nationally recognized if there is a naailo®PA). The unit offers 11 programs that
lead to initial licensure at the graduate leveljchthave all been approved by the CCTC, and
six initial teaching graduate programs that doleatl to an initial licensure and are not
approved by the CCTC.

The unit offers 36 advanced graduate programsed@® to licensure, which have all been
approved by CCTC,; five are certificate programsyenof which have been reviewed by the
CCTC,; eight that lead to a master’s of arts degmsch are not reviewed by the CCTC (the
school psychology program has been nationally neized by the National Association of
School Psychologists ); one that leads to a doalagree that is not reviewed by the CCTC;
and a non-degree program that is not reviewed &0 TC. Additionally, until recently, the

unit offered three off-campus programs, two onpinegrams, and six alternate route programs.
Two of the off campus programs were discontinu¢er @fune 2009, and one will be
discontinued after May 2010. Of the online programs had no candidates enrolled at the time
of this report.

All programs through which candidates earn credéshad been approved by the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) atithe bf this report; however a state team of
program reviewers will review the programs during onsite visit. One of the unit’'s programs,
School Psychology, is approved by the National Asgimn of School Psychologists (NASP).

The education unit uses a multiple key assessnertssure candidates have the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions necessary to meet thesetdll P-12 student learners, including



program evaluations, clinical practice evaluati@gnature assignments, and an external
organization, the Center for Teacher Quality, tthgagraduate and employer assessment data.
The unit will need to provide two rounds of assesshaata for all programs which are offered
that are not reviewed by CCTC. Data must also beiged for all off-campus, online, and
alternative programs that are not reviewed by CCTC.

Initial Teacher Preparation

Initial teaching programs offered at the graduatel for which there are no state reviews
include bilingual elementary, bilingual secondaigmentary, secondary, Literacy and
Language Arts, and special education. The unixpeeted to provide two rounds of data for
each of these programs.

The California Subject Examination for TeachersETHis used to assess content knowledge of
initial level teacher candidates for Multiple (elemtary) and Single (secondary) Subject
credentials, as well as Level 1 Education Spetiatedential candidates. The LMU pass rate for
program completers is at or near 100 percent teeistatewide pass rate, with no less than 80
percent in any given subject area.

All candidates for the Multiple Subject credentialist pass the CSET. Single Subject and
Education Specialist candidates can demonstrat@et@mce in the subject area by passing the
CSET in the subject they will teach, or by compigta state approved subject area preparation
program. All candidates must demonstrate subjeet eompetence based on CCTC standards
prior to admittance to the student teaching intems

Content knowledge is also verified through a resgiiminimum cumulative grade point average
of 2.8 to gain program admission. All candidatesnitial teacher education programs leading to
licensure are subject to the same GPA and CSETirezgents, as well as similar signature
assignments appropriate to their programs.

The Candidate Summative Evaluation, which is aligwéeh unit, state, and professional
standards, is used by university supervisors tesasspecial education teacher candidates’
pedagogical content knowledge.

Teacher performance assessments (TPA) requirduelstate are used to assess the professional
and pedagogical knowledge and skills of teachedidartes in both the Multiple Subject and
Single Subject programs. Assessment rubrics hase éstablished for each of four TPA tasks.
Data from the TPA assessment demonstrates thaidedesl in these programs have developed
the professional and pedagogical knowledge atdigget and acceptable levels. Eighty two to 92
percent of the candidates scored at the targeaereptable levels for each of the four TPA
tasks. However, clarification of which TPAs and ethireaching Performance Expectations
(TPE) address professional and pedagogical knowladd skills for teachers is needed. The
Clinical Practice Evaluation Form is used to assiesprofessional and pedagogical knowledge
and skills of teacher candidates in special edocafdditionally, signature assignments in
MS/SS and case study data provide evidence thdidates possess professional and
pedagogical knowledge at the exemplary and satsfatevels.



There is evidence that data are collected fromasige assignments, clinical practice
evaluations, and exit surveys to determine if caaigis consider the school, family, and
community contexts and the prior experiences alestis, and are knowledgeable of current
research in their field of study. These data shHwat 90 percent of candidates are at the target or
acceptable levels. The examples of candidate teafteare strong. There is evidence to support
that candidates engage in detailed and relevadettein and feedback on the results of the
assessment and adaptations made in classroon@eintorimprove assessment skills and
teaching effectiveness.

Initial credential candidates in the Special EdiacaProgram appear to assess student learning
and use results to modify instruction to develogcessful learning experiences for all students.
Clinical practice, reflection assignments, and digwaent of lesson plans are used to assess this
element. Evidence for other programs at the inliéia¢l was not available.

Candidates in advanced programs leading to init@hsure are required to pass the California
Subject Examination for Teachers (CSET) to dematsitompetence in their subject area. The
LMU pass rate for program completers is at or ri€dr percent as is the statewide pass rate,
with no less than 80 percent in any given subjezd.aAdditionally, the IR reports that content
knowledge is also verified through a required mumimcumulative grade point average of 3.0 to
gain program admission.

With the exception of the CSET, it appears thatuhie employs similar assessments across the
programs that are not subject to state reviewssess candidate content knowledge,
pedagogical content knowledge, professional andgagical knowledge, to assess advanced
teacher candidate ability to reflect on their pagtengage in professional activities, collaborate
with the professional community, and utilize cutrezsearch. However, with the exception of
the special education program, data are not prdviolethese programs, therefore it is difficult
to determine if candidates enrolled in the programesrequired to meet the same criteria.

Because follow-up surveys typically are not disagated by individual programs, it is difficult
to determine if survey respondents include progcampleters and employers of program
completers from programs not reviewed by the sthtrefore, the onsite team will need to
interview individuals representing those programasdcertain information related to graduates’
preparation.

Advanced Teaching

Advanced programs for teachers for which therenarstate reviews include Child and
Adolescent Literacy, Literacy Education, Onlinedrdcy, At-Risk Literacy, Biliteracy,
Leadership and Intercultural Education, early diwlod education, general education, and
Teaching English as a Second Language.

Candidates in advanced programs leading to a ctiatiare required to pass the California
Subject Examination for Teachers (CSET) to dematsitompetence in their subject area. The
LMU pass rate for program completers is at or ri€dr percent as is the statewide pass rate,



with no less than 80 percent in any given subjezd.aAdditionally, the IR reports that content
knowledge is also verified through a required mumimcumulative grade point average of 3.0 to
gain program admission.

In addition to action research projects, and vwhth éxception of the CSET for those programs
not leading to teaching credentials, it appearsttieunit employs similar assessments across
the programs that are not subject to state revievassess candidate content knowledge,
pedagogical content knowledge, professional andgegical knowledge; and to assess
advanced teacher candidate ability to reflect efr goractice, engage in professional activities,
collaborate with the professional community, antizet current research. However, with the
exception of the child and adolescent literacy (¢ Abd early childhood education (ECE)
programs, data are not consistently provided fes¢hprograms, therefore it is difficult to
determine if candidates enrolled in the prograres@quired to meet the same criteria.

Child adolescent literacy candidates complete sigpaassignments to assess content knowledge
through the Action Research Plan assignment. ECE3,6n = 17) reflected 100% of the
candidates at “Target.”

LMU utilizes the services of the Center for TeadQemlity (CTQ), which is a division of the
California State University, Office of the Chanoellto send surveys and analyze data on key
items related to survey responses from programugitad and employers of graduates. The unit
also uses an in-house survey of alumni from s@2B@P. Survey data from the 2006/07 cohort
of graduates demonstrates that candidates do tedathemselves as highly as their employers on
survey questions related to whether they were peep@ know and understand the subjects of
the curriculum at their grade level and if theyl feenfident to teach their content areas when
they began teaching. Graduate responses rangedB#%io 72% on these two items, while the
employers reported that 100% of the teachers aedl tw adequately prepared.” However,
because follow-up surveys typically are not disaggted by individual programs, it is difficult
to determine if survey respondents include progcampleters and employers of program
completers from programs not reviewed by the siterefore, the onsite team will need to
interview individuals representing those programasdcertain information related to graduates’
preparation.

The CAL and ECE program data support the asseditimsignature assignments and clinical
practice are used to assess candidates’ use ofgbeelated to pedagogy and learning through
journal assignments, case study analysis, andtitex review papers. Data support the
successful implementation of standards for thesepnegrams.

CAL and ECE candidates complete signature assigtswéth reflective exercises on their
professional practice, action research, and devwaop of implementation plans. Assessment
data show that a large percent of candidates peefdiat exemplary or maturing levels on the
Candidate Summative Evaluation by the Universitpeuisor. Other data also demonstrate
competence in this area. There is ample evidensagport adherence to professional, state, and
institutional standards to facilitate learning.



Advanced teaching candidates demonstrate compessnedlective practitioners and engage in
professional activities. University supervisorslaate candidates at several levels regarding
their professional activities; understanding of sksbool, family and community context;
collaboration with the professional community; awveareness of current research and policies
related to schooling.

Data from the CTQ 2006/07 and Alumni surveys frdd@2are supportive of LMU’s effort to
prepare candidates to prepare lesson plans, lbaut K-12 Students’ motivation and interests,
and how to maintain positive rapport and fostedstu excitement for learning. CTQ data
reflected scores of 68 percent to 93 percent imtbleor adequately prepared ranges. The
alumni survey was a little lower with only 75 pentéo 78 percent in agreement that they were
adequately prepared in this area. Once again, geqdof LMU graduates rated these new
teachers in their districts much higher than tlaehers themselves. Scores of 95% to 100% from
employers reflect that LMU graduates teaching eirtechools were “well or adequately
prepared” to prepare lesson plans, arrange claisgtias, learn about students, and maintain a
positive and motivational learning environment.

Candidates in the advanced teaching programs fahwhformation is provided in the IR use a
series of clinical practice evaluations, signagssignments, and program evaluations to
demonstrate competence in assessing student lgarnin

The CAL and ECE programs have candidates compl€tald Literacy Study Intervention Plan,
although, based on the course syllabus for EDES,G8#% difficult to locate clear learning
objectives used to assess candidate knowledgee Than action research activity that requires
candidates to infuse data driven decision makirtheénprocess of developing learning strategies.
Finally, the ECE program has data to show that ickatels are able to use community resources
in their professional practice.

On follow-up studies by CTQ and the alumni sunaandidates tend to score themselves lower
as it relates to their ability to utilize schooldacommunity resources to support student learning.
The onsite team is encouraged to inquire as tocangidates view themselves as less capable in
this area. Employers responded more positivelyresging their support of LMU’s graduates’
ability to adhere to principles of education equiityhe teaching of all students, meet the
instructional needs of English language learnerd,gaaduates’ ability to support special need
learners. Eighty-one to 100 percent of the surespondents rated candidates as proficient in
these areas.

Other School Professionals

The unit offers twelve programs for other schawlfessionals which are not reviewed by the
state including, Catholic school inclusion (MA),t@alic school inclusion (certificate), school
counseling, guidance and counseling, school adimaisn, Catholic school administration,
Catholic school leadership, leadership and equityriglish learner education, special education
leadership, charter school leadership, leadersihgocial justice, and non-degree programs. The
unit will need to provide two rounds of data froeykassessments for each of these at the time of



the onsite visit. For those programs with low elmets, the unit should provide key
assessments aligned with program standards faewevi

The unit provides a series of key assessmentsafatidates in the Institute of School Leadership
and Administration (ISLA) program; however whilastevident that the program is geared
toward school administrators, it is difficult tocastain which programs fall under the umbrella
of the ISLA program. For example, do candidatetheCatholic school administration, Catholic
school leadership, leadership and equity in Endéainer education, special education
leadership, charter school leadership, and leaigersisocial justice fall under the ISLA

program, and are candidates in these programsreeba complete the same assignments?
Further information is needed about this program.

Institute of School Leadership and Administratit®lL(A) candidates for both the credential and
the master’s degree projects and assignmentsigredlwith the California Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders and the CCT(Glatdn. Fieldwork projects provide
opportunities for candidates to plan, problem solel evaluate student learning. Clinical
analysis provides data that 67 percent of candsdaiset and/or exceed expectations in
organization and mechanics, 92 percent meet oreelxeepectations in clinical practices, and 84
percent of the candidates meet or exceed expawsatianastery of the California Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders.

In addition to the activities for ISLA program paipants; there are three benchmarks in the
doctoral program candidates must meet: 1) therRirediry Review, 2) the Dissertation Proposal
Defense, Institutional Review Board Approval, andvAncement to Candidacy, and 3) the
Dissertation Defense. All three require 100 perceastery to complete the program.

There is a concern with the low number of respotslenthe alumni surveys for both the
administration and school counseling programs. 2069 administrative alumni survey had four
to six respondents and the school counseling pnodpad only 14 respondents. Ninety-three
percent administration alumni and 100 percent sotmanseling alumni reported that they were
satisfied with the programs. The statistical sigaifice of these groups of scores is questionable,
but they do provide some level of feedback thatatbe used for program awareness and future
action.

Candidates in the ISLA programs for other schoofgssionals are prepared to identify the
context of the learning environment and are reguioecomplete a residency. Rubrics used to
assess candidates are aligned with state and absiamdards, and a manual is provided to
support candidates in their effort to become irttiomal leaders. There are samples of student
work and data in the fieldwork documents to suppartdidate learning in this area. Other than
assignments spread throughout the program, there it appear to be a comprehensive key
assessment to assess candidates’ ability, inclughd. candidates to provide an environment
that supports K-12 student learning.

Candidates in the Counseling Program are not nefeceand will need to be addressed during
the site visit since it is not nationally accredite



Alumni surveys to graduates of the ISLA and counggbrograms did not produce a very high
yield of respondents. The Ed.D. program does npeapto have an alumni survey at all. Those
that did respond rated the quality and value aféh@rograms in furthering graduates’
professional goals and making them more effectidteeators very high. The site team will need
to address the unit’s efforts in obtaining resparsiéo the survey and plans to achieve a higher
number of respondents in future surveys follow-wgles. Interviews with graduates of these
programs will also be critical during the site tisi

Professional Dispositionsfor All Candidates

As part of the conceptual framework, the followshgpositions are identified for all
candidates in initial and advanced programs asssacg to help all students learn (REAL):
» Respect and value all individuals and communities

* Educate by integrating theory and practice

» Advocate for access to a socially just education

» Lead in order to facilitate transformation

The professional dispositions of initial teachemdidates are assessed as follows: Each
candidate is assessed on the Dispositions RulaitiveText within Program Benchmarks 1, 2,
and 3 during a specific predetermined course atsaidester. MS and SS candidates are
assessed at three points: Introductory coursehddstcourse, and Clinical Experience. Special
Education Candidates are assessed during cliniparience; Counseling candidates are
assessed twice during the first year and duringazl experience. A comprehensive plan is in
place to address concerns for those candidatelireza score of Developing or Unacceptable.

Participants in the ISLA and the Ed. D. programgeap to be held to the same dispositions
standards; however the method of assessment isauranhd will need to be addressed during the
onsite visit.

Data on the assessment of candidate dispositiavs $80 percent pass rate at or above the
acceptable level.

1.2 Progresstoward meeting the target level on one or more standards: Not Applicable

1.3 Feedback on correcting previous areasfor improvement (AFIs): No areas for
improvement were cited at the previous visit.

1.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard
(1) Data from key assessments were not availablalfprograms not reviewed by the state.

Rationale:Starting on Page 5 of the LMU IR Overview, therpears to be 26 programs that
are not reviewed by the state, and data from kegsassnents for these programs is
inconsistently reported throughout the IR and exlsibcuments. There are other programs
that have data provided throughout Standard 1fdsubhe majority of programs, either MA
only or certificate programs that do not have cngidés, there does not appear to be



evidence. The unit will need to provide a minimuhtveo rounds of data from key
assessments for each of these at the time of giteansit. For those programs with low
enrollments, the unit should provide key assesssradigned with program standards for
review.

(2) Candidate assessment data have not been reguldrgyatematically collected over the past
three years.

Rationale:NCATE requires regular and systematic collectiodat for three years at the
unit level and a minimum of two rounds of data frkey assessments at the program level.

1.5 Evidencefor the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit

(1) Explanation of different types of programs offeré¢hich ones lead to a state credential?
Which ones are for candidates preparing to wokrivate schools? Why are there so many
specific programs?

(2) Findings on programs from the state team reviewlseabnsite visit.

(3) Program assessment documents that respond testatards.

(4) Aggregated GPA data.

(5) Evidence of three years of assessment data to sugpalidate learning.

(6) Clarification of the status of programs that do appear in Table 2 of the IR.

(7) Aggregated candidate assessment data for prograimeviewed by CTC.

(8) Clarification of data values from program to pragrdifferent values (some are 0-3 and
others are 0-6) are used across programs.

(9) Clarification of the naming protocols of proficignievels from program to program-—
Acceptable, Emerging, Meeting expectations, andrsth

(10) Assessments of dispositions in the ISLA or Ed.Dgpams and programs that were not
reported in the IR.

(11) Plans for improving the response rates on gradiwateeys for Ed.D, ISLA, and Counseling
programs. How do completers perceive the qualithe$e programs?

(12) Assessment data on candidates preparing to wagrkvate schools.

Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit Evaluation
The unit has an assessment system that collectaraigzes data on applicant qualifications,
candidate and graduate performance, and unit openstto evaluate and improve the
performance of candidates, the unit, and its progsa

2.1 Statement about the evidence

To ensure that the assessment system regulargctoliata on unit, professional and state
standards, the standards have been linked to kegeavork and assessments. In 2002, an
associate dean position was created to overseergfatied to assessment. In 2003, an
assessment manager was hired to help coordingestsc data collection and analysis. Since
2004, data has been collected, stored and analyitiedhe help of LiveText. In addition,
LiveText allows the unit to disaggregate data fograate route programs. Beginning with the



2008-09 school year, each program is requiredbongitan annual assessment report which
includes a summary of candidate and assessmenamiaian action plan based on the data.

The assessment system includes multiple assessatar#ish transition point. Transition points
include, 1) admission, 2) progression to clinicark/midpoint, 3) culminating clinical
work/coursework, 4) exiting program, and 5) bey¢2al 2.1 Table 6). The unit has identified
multiple data sources to be used to evaluate cateidprograms and the unit operations. A
timeline shows when data is collected as well as ishvesponsible for summarizing and
analyzing the data (2a.5.1 Assessment and Evafukteasures). The assessment system is
evaluated by multiple stakeholders including faguidministrators and outside stakeholders.
Work to eliminate bias and increase fairness iesmsents includes activities such as
professional development for faculty in designiagrics, using multiple evaluators for capstone
projects, using trained and calibrated scorersif@MPA, and providing candidates with scoring
guides and samples of exemplary work.

2.2 Progresstoward meeting thetarget level on one or more standards. Not Applicable
2.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs)

AFlscorrected from last visit:

AFI AFI| Rationale

The unit does not systematically LMU is now using LiveText which has enabled it tg
aggregate and analyze data to improveaggregate and analyze data to improve candidate
candidate performance and program | performance and improve programs; however, since it
quality. (ITP & ADV) appears that the implementation of LiveText began
during the 2008-09 school year, the unit will nézd
provide evidence that a pattern for ongoing coidect
and analyzing of data exists.

2.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard

(1) Data from follow-up studies do not appear to beesysatically used to inform program
changes and improvements.

Rationale:Data are reported from the follow-up survey withinterpretation about what the
scores indicate about possible weaknesses of tigggm and no discussion of how the data
are used to make programmatic decisions.

2.5 Evidencefor the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit

(1) Evidence of alignment of national and state stasfglgo rubrics.

(2) Assessments and evaluations of unit operations.

(3) Evidence that data are regularly and systematicallgcted, aggregated, analyzed, and used
for candidate and program improvement.

(4) Activities and work of the Assessment Committeeufy, and SOE Leadership Team
around assessments and the assessment system.
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(5) Complete SOE Annual Report that is referred tthaIR. Are the goals based on data? What
does the unit summary look like?

(6) Information about orientation for university supsors to reduce bias in assessment of
candidates (i.e. agenda, minutes).

(7) Data that have been used to inform programmatisides by committees listed (SOE
Council, SOE Board of Visitors, University Teacligtucation Committee, Math and
Science Teacher Education Preparation).

(8) Examples of how assessment data have been usegravie programs.

(9) Evidence that data are discussed and used byyacult

(10) Examples of data reports shared with SOE partners.

(11) Review of Live Text. What rubrics are used? Whahesinter-rater reliability on the use of
rubrics? How does faculty use LiveText, PROWL, MdLMU? What type of data can
faculty access? How are rubrics developed and uded?are course evaluations used?

(12) Process for sharing assessment data with clineralopnel.

(13) Process for sharing assessment data with candid&ted kind of assessment data are shared
with them? What do they do if they have questionsomcerns about assessment results?

(14) Interpretation of data from follow-up surveys. Whatthe findings indicate about the quality
of programs? What changes have resulted from tubbrck?

Standard 3: Field Experiences and Clinical Practice
The unit and its school partners design, implemand, evaluate field experiences and clinical
practice so that teacher candidates and other scpomiessionals develop and demonstrate the
knowledge, skills, and professional dispositionseseary to help all students learn.

3.1 Statement about the evidence

To assure teacher candidates and other schookprofals have the necessary field and clinical
experiences to develop the expertise to help @dlesits learn, the unit has developed
collaborative partnerships with a variety of puladicd Catholic school districts, private and
charter schools, other institutions of higher etioca and organizations committed to improving
P-12 education, such as Teach for America (TFA2006 the unit established the Department
of Clinical Education to support and manage atiahand advanced teacher candidates during
their field and clinical experiences — to coordantite work among teacher preparation
departments and to work with school partners tgetipcandidates in the field. At the same
time, the field and clinical experiences for oteehool professionals are maintained by the
academic program directors. Finally, individualgnaims — Elementary and Secondary
Education, Special Education, School Counselind,2chool Psychology — have established
advisory boards that provide feedback on the demighimplementation of individual program
field and clinical experiences. ISLA is in the pess of creating a program advisory board.

To ensure that teacher candidates and other sphafelssionals develop the capabilities and
dispositions necessary to help all students lébeynit also invites school partners to provide
feedback on the program and student evaluatiomscarefully selects Master Teachers to serve
as mentors for candidates and appropriate merdorlier school professionals. School-based
faculty are recommended, assessed on-site, halémtials appropriate for their role and have a
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minimum of three years professional experienceyftevide candidates extensive support
through mentoring, modeling, observation, evalugtand feedback — both at the school site and
on the college campus. In return, unit programgpstschool-based faculty through
orientations, handbooks, mentoring, evaluationst@old shared professional networks and
resources.

Finally, graduates of unit programs develop theabdpies and dispositions necessary to help all
students learn through a variety of field/clinieaperiences (e.g., Special Education Student
Teachers — 15 weeks in two assignments at two deadés; Secondary Education Field
Experiences 90 observation hours plus 110 Bilingbakrvation hours; and School Counseling
Clinical Practice — 500 hours at two or three Ieweith a at least 150 hours with 10 students

from diverse racial/ethnic backgrounds) (Sectior23kable 7). The unit also assesses candidates
throughout their field/clinical experiences andlasy exit with a variety of standards-based
assessments that are aligned with the conceparakinvork (e.g., Section 3b.1 Table; Section
3b.7 Table, and lesson plans and TPAS).

3.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on one or more standards

With a Department of Clinical Education and theiadry boards that have been established, the
unit has in place an effective structure to supporéven higher level of collaboration with its
school partners — a level where school-based faauvdt actively involved in designing the unit's
Conceptual Framework and particular programs; anerg/the university and school-based
faculty are working to affect P-12 student learnaisgwell as teacher candidate learning.

Candidates across programs are already engageflaation, but not at the depth or with the
focus described in the “Target” level. Noting howiar the Acceptable and Target levels are
for 3b. and 3c. likely will provide the impetusrfine unit faculty to aim for the Target level.

3.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs)

AFlscorrected from last visit:

AFI AFI| Rationale

The unit does not ensure that a mentgr@urrently, either a school administrator assigns an
assigned for each intern. (ITP & ADV)| OSSP to Interns or an intern or group of interrs wi
recommend an OSSP for supervision.

3.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard

(1) The process for developing the formative/summads@&essments of candidates during field
placement or student teaching does not appear ¢ollabdorative with school partners.

Rationale:The Institutional Report discusses collaboratiotwieen University- and school-

based faculty, but it is not clear that collabamatbetween the two entities extends to inviting
teacher voices to the table for a decision abewt policy or coursework.
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(2) The use of feedback on field experiences and dimactice from the school-based faculty
is not clear.

Rationale:References are made throughout the IR that thesaaks feedback from school
partners about the quality of program: how pregaandidates are for their field
experience; what alternative clinical practiceffiexperience might be appropriate; should
evaluation protocols be changed and if so, how.IBhé programs systematically solicit
program evaluation by including school-based fagg@thool administrators, district
personnel, university supervisors, and unit facuitgandidates’ culminating presentations.
It, however, it unclear how programs across thé systematically solicit and then
incorporate feedback received into consideratiorpfogram changes.

3.5 Evidencefor the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit

(1) Examples of feedback on candidate performance frdmol-based faculty.

(2) Involvement of school-based faculty in the desigrplementation, and evaluation of field
experiences and clinical practice.

(3) Documentation of field experiences that candidhteg when they enter the program. What
is the nature of those experiences? How does tihewaduate those experiences?

(4) Examples of action research projects. How do progrsupport candidates in their action
research?

(5) Evidence of support and feedback from universityesvisors during clinical practice.

(6) Documentation that mentors are assigned to eaemmint

(7) Evidence that clinical practice for all candidatesdudes a university supervisor.

Standard 4: Diversity
The unit designs, implements, and evaluates cuuicwand provides experiences for candidates
to acquire and demonstrate the knowledge, skitld, @ofessional dispositions necessary to help
all students learn. Assessments indicate that ciels can demonstrate and apply proficiencies
related to diversity. Experiences provided for ddates include working with diverse
populations, including higher education and P—1Rau faculty, candidates, and students in P—
12 schools.

4.1 Statement about the evidence

To ensure that all candidates acquire and demdastra knowledge, skills, and professional
dispositions necessary to help all students léaenynit designs, implements, and evaluates
appropriate curricula and provides ample experien8ample syllabi show that the Conceptual
Framework is referencedlfe unit uses the acronym REAL to help all unikstelders keep the

work of the unit focused on the elements of thg¢, @Rd that assignments and assessments indicate
that candidates are expected to demonstrate aryl @pficiencies related to diversity. The
mission statement reinforces the drive toward divgrand practicum formative and summative
assessments provide opportunity for reflection gnaavth in areas of diversity. Required
coursework in all programs includes language réfigdhe diversity standards.
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The 2008 study by the Center for Teacher Qualdiycates that 95 percent of employed
graduates “meet the instructional needs of studemts diverse student backgrounds.”

Field work includes mandatory assignments requipirgparing and adapting lessons for ELL,
bilingual, and special needs students.

Evidence for diversity measures in advanced préjparaourses is presented in the table on
page 88 of the IRSignature Assignment Candidate Proficiency Data Related to Diversity
Advanced Programs.

Faculty demographics for on campus, off campus,adiiednate route candidates meet or exceed
the diversity of the surrounding communities. Tlo@dyplate faculty search language includes
statements honoring and seeking diversity, anchathbers of search committees are trained in
discussing and advocating for issues relatingterdity. Retention and tenure-track support is
provided through a mentor system wherein mentort@andre-track faculty meet several times
each term to address support needs and progréssute.

The unit is located in Los Angeles; 50 percenndfal and 55 percent of advanced candidates
are person of color. Through association with TPAACE, and the FOS partnership (seven
schools within the Los Angeles Unified School D&t the unit ensures ample opportunity for
its candidates to work with diverse candidatesfgasionals, and students.

Candidate field work must include placement ireaist two school sites that are socio-
economically diverse with students from at least athnic/racial groups, and where candidates
will be able to formally work with ELL P-12 studenand P-12 students with exceptionalities.
Assessments indicate that all candidates are ngeetiaxceeding target levels measuring
fieldwork with diverse students in both initial aadvanced levels.

4.2 Progresstoward meeting thetarget level on one or more standards
The conceptual framework is imbued with celebratbbdiversity. Course syllabi and candidate
evaluations are rife with planning for and assesgrokdiversity in student and candidate

populations. The demographics of faculty, candidatel student population are diverse.

The SOE houses a variety of centers which prowidéér opportunities for faculty to interact
across diverse populations (LEAD, CMAST, CEEL) @9IR).

4.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs)

AFIsCorrected from last visit:

AFI AFI Rationale
The unit does not have a system to trackhe Signature Assignment Candidate Proficiency
whether all candidates have Data Related to Diversity in Initial and Advanced

opportunities in their field placements t@andidate programs is indicative of a system tckira
develop the knowledge, skills, and diversity opportunities, however data presented as
dispositions to help all students learn. | evidence needs clarification.

(ITP & ADV)
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4.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard: None
4.5 Evidencefor the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit

(1) Plans for retaining and mentoring a diverseiltsc

(2) Identification of districts and schools forlfigplacements that provide experiences and
opportunities for candidates to develop knowledfédls and professional dispositions in
working with English Language Learners, students special needs, and students of
diverse ethnicities and socioeconomic status. H@nleese decisions made? Who is
involved in the decisions?

(3) Response rates on surveys. What are the respates on surveys?

(4) Samples of completed lesson plans as markdxy gppervisors at all levels of mastery.

(5) System for ensuring that all candidates hayee&nces working with P-12 students from
diverse populations. How does the unit ensureahatndidates have experiences with P-12
students?

(6) Candidates’ perceptions of the level they de #o reflect on and analyze their experiences
in ways that enhance their development and growiirafessionals.

(7) Candidates’ perceptions of the contributiongheir field experiences to working
successfully with P-12 students from diverse papania.

(8) Clarification of the data presented in the ¢adnh page 88 of the IR: “Signature Assignment
Candidate Proficiency Data Related to Diversity &deed Programs.” How do the data
demonstrate what it purports to demonstrate?

Standard 5: Faculty Qualifications, Perfor mance, and Development
Faculty are qualified and model best professiorrakfices in scholarship, service, and
teaching, including the assessment of their oweteifeness as related to candidate
performance; they also collaborate with colleagirethe disciplines and schools. The unit
systematically evaluates faculty performance ardifates professional development.

5.1 Statement about the evidence

The unit at Loyola Marymount University employs #fl-time faculty members. Of those 42,
26 are tenured or tenure-track and 16 are ternitfacl tenure-track and tenured faculty hold
the doctorate degree. Of the term faculty, 5 haatatates, 2 are enrolled in doctoral programs
and 8 have Masters Degrees. According to Tabl¢éhkte are 8 full-time term faculty (out of 16)
whose highest degree is a MA from Loyola Marymduniversity.

According to the IR, the unit also employs 141 jiane faculty members of whom 81 are
fieldwork supervisors. All 81 fieldwork supervisas well as the four full-time clinical faculty
members have extensive experience in schools.e€X8Qtpart-time faculty members who teach
courses, 21 have the doctorate degree. The highgste is an MA for 20 of the 60 part-time
instructors.
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The IR lists the qualifications of 458 school-bagszllty members who supervise/mentor unit
candidates. All hold valid credentials or have gglént experience.

The IR and other documents do not provide enougteage that the faculty use a variety of
instructional strategies. The state report notedstime lack of specificity.

All 26 of the tenure and tenure-track faculty at UMre engaged in scholarship. No separate
information is given for the 16 full-time term fdty but the “Publications by Faculty” exhibit
lists 31 names. All but 9 of the 42 full-time faigumembers made presentations in the last three
years.

The IR states that “one hundred percent of fulletiimculty are involved in service activities.”
however there are no service activities listedlfefull-time faculty members in Exhibit 5d2.1
SOE Faculty Service Listing.

Evaluation of faculty performance for tenure-tréa&ulty is comprehensive. All full-time

faculty members complete an annual Faculty SeReegort (FSR) delineating and reflecting on
their teaching, scholarship and service. They oetiuture goals and receive feedback from
department chairs. After faculty members compleéeRSR, they are reviewed by the
department chair who discusses it with the assadean for faculty and the dean. Each faculty
member receives a formal letter of feedback folldwg a meeting with the chair.

All faculty members’ teaching is evaluated eacmtesing the student course evaluations. The
evaluations are reviewed by program directors,rstaid the associate dean for faculty. Any
faculty member teaching a course for the first timevaluated by students in mid-term. Results
are shared with the instructor by the program tlirear chair. Summary of course evaluations
indicate that faculty members perform well on teagh

Opportunities for professional development for facmembers are available through activities
offered by the SOE, the institution’s Center foadleing Excellence, Sponsored Projects,
Institutional Effectiveness, the Center for Spaiity, Mission and Ministry, and Intercultural
Affairs. In addition, funds are available for ftitne faculty to travel to professional meetings
and conferences.

5.2 Progress toward meeting the target level on one or more standards: Not Applicable

5.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIs): No AFIs were cited at
the previous visit.

5.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard

(1) The qualifications and responsibilities of teamd part-time faculty members may limit their
productivity in scholarship and service.

Rationale: Sixteen of the 42 full-time faculty members ard-fuhe term faculty. For eight
of those 16, an MA degree from LMU is the highesgrete attained. Only 5 of the 16 seem
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to be engaged in scholarly work and few seem tactigely involved in professional
organizations or in providing education-related/ses at the local, state, national or
international levels. (Exhibit 5d2.1). For 20 oétB0 part-time adjunct instructors the MA
from LMU is the highest degree attained.

5.5 Evidencefor the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit

(1) Teaching strategies used by faculty members.

(2) Integration of technology in the teaching and leagrprocess.

(3) Evaluation of term and part-time faculty.

(4) Loads of part-time faculty.

(5) Qualifications of term faculty members and thevolvement in scholarship and service.
(6) Service activities in which faculty participate

Standard 6: Unit Gover nance and Resour ces
The unit has the leadership, authority, budgetspenel, facilities, and resources, including
information technology resources, for the preparatof candidates to meet professional, state,
and institutional standards.

6.1 Statement about the evidence

The dean of the School of Education is respongdsléhe overall administration and operations
of the unit. The dean is supported in the leadprsiie by the following: three associate deans,
two assistant deans, the School of Education Coudiva department chairs, 12 academic
program directors, four assistant academic proglaectors, a unit-wide committee structure,
and the SOE Board of Visitors (BOV). In 2006, th@ESdeveloped its second five-year strategic
plan in support of the vision and mission of SOH aMU.

LMU has a governance structure in place. Sevemhprent university committees aid in daily
operations, as well as in strategic planning. Rgand staff of the School of Education are
active in university governance, serving on a \grad University Committees.

Multiple groups and committees have been institutgdin the SOE to ensure the unit is well
managed, plans are well coordinated, communicationg different groups takes place, and
the entire unit understands the operation of thgnams. Admissions and enrollment policies are
clearly and consistently described in the UnivgrBitilletin and on the SOE admissions website.
Each academic program has specific admission egeints. The admissions checklist and any
other information desired can be requested viavtigsite. According to the IR, in addition to

the marketing and advertising efforts of Graduadewssions, the unit has its own recruiter.

The university provides psychological counselirggistance to students with disabilities,
tutoring, and academic support services at no ehtargandidates. Undergraduate candidates are
assigned advisors by their school or college. Ugmmission to the SOE, they receive the name
and contact information of their SOE advisor. Giatdicandidates are assigned an advisor upon
admission.
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The available operating budget reported in thegdPears to be adequate to support programs
that prepare candidates to meet state and profedsistandards in the School of Education. In
the 2004 — 2005 academic year, the SOE budgetwedea major transformation. Previously,
the SOE budget had operated on a revenue-sharidglmioder the academic affairs division of
the university. A decision was made at the semweell of the university to allow the SOE to
function more autonomously and thus, to operata mvenue-based budget model. The change
in the way the SOE budget is developed and managethad a positive effect on the quality of
the programs offered. Growth in the School of Edocé budget has allowed for the creation of
new academic programs without negatively affectiregexisting programs.

The unit uses an online assessment tool, LiveTetdidates (with the exception of doctoral
candidates) are required to purchase and use Lxefi®ughout their programs. Faculty
members are required to use LiveText to assesatsignassignments. Faculty and candidates
can receive group or individual training.

The IR reports that tenure line faculty workloadliigided between 40% teaching, 40%
scholarship, and 20% service. There is a questam the Offsite BOE Team about the amount
of scholarship and research accomplished by tdmedaculty as it is noted that in addition to
teaching six courses, they may have additionakduto meet administrative needs.”

6.2 Progresstoward meeting the target level on one or more standards: Not Applicable

6.3 Feedback on correcting previous areas for improvement (AFIS)

AFlscorrected from last visit:

AFI AFI| Rationale

The unit lacks sufficient personnel and This AFI appears to be addressed except for adequat
data management resources to supporisupport for the instructional and advising needs of
the instructional, advising, clinical, and candidates. Additional information is needed to
assessment activities necessary to determine if the unit has a sufficient number of
maintain program quality and personnel in these two areas.

coherence. (ITP & ADV)

AFIscontinued from last visit:

AFI AFI| Rationale

The unit lacks sufficient personnel and Although the IR and materials provided would seem
data management resources to supporto indicate the AFI has been corrected, it will be

the instructional, advising, clinical, and necessary for Onsite Team members to meet with
assessment activities necessary to candidates and program completers to obtain their
maintain program quality and perspectives and experiences with adequate suppprt
coherence. (ITP & ADV) for instruction, advising and clinical experiences.

6.4 Areas of concern related to continuing to meet the standard: None

6.5 Evidence for the Onsite BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit
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(1) Adequacy of support, including data managementuress and number of personnel, for
instructional, advising, clinical, and assessmetivaies. What are candidate and completer
perceptions of support for these activities?

(2) Clarification of expectations for faculty teachiagd scholarship. It appears that tenure line
faculty teaches six courses and has administragggnments.

Sour ces of Evidence
Loyola Marymount University’s Institutional Report

Annual Reports in NCATE'’s Accreditation Informatidanagement System (AIMS)
Website and Exhibits of Loyola Marymount University
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