
2.2.a Moving Toward Target 
 

• Describe areas of the standard at which the unit is currently performing at the 
target level for each element of the standard.  

• Summarize activities and their impact on candidate performance and program 
quality that have led to target level performance.  

• Discuss plans and timelines for attaining and/or sustaining target level performance 
as articulated in this standard. 

 
We believe we are operating essentially at target for most elements of standard 2. The following 
sections articulate why we hold this belief, relevant to each element and target level performance 
descriptions. 
 
2a. Assessment System. 
 
A full description of our assessment technology was provided earlier as was the extensive 
network of committees that contribute to a high quality system of assessment across the entire 
College of Education. In January 2015, we hosted a team of researchers from WestEd and the 
Dell Foundation who will be showcasing our College of Education in a case study about EPPs 
with strong systems for promoting a culture of assessment and data-driven decision making. 
Ellen Madinach, lead researcher, upon conclusion of the visit indicated in an email, in reference 
to our work, "You are light years ahead in this endeavor." Dr. Mandinach has also referenced 
WOU's work in this area in two publications: 
 

• Mandinach, E.B., Friedman, J.M., & Gummer, E.S. (in press). How can schools of 
education help to build educators' capacity to use data: A systemic view of the issue. 
Teachers College Record. 

• Mandinach, E.B. & Gummer, E.S. (2013). A systemic view of implementing data literacy 
in educator preparation. Educational Researcher, 42, 30-37. 

 
Our unit has robust assessment systems both at the initial and advanced program levels. Key 
assessments for initial licensure programs are described in the links below. Each program assures 
that assessments are fair, unbiased, valid, and reliable through collaborative examination of 
wording during committee, department, faculty and leadership meetings, regular examination of 
the performance tasks, and analysis of past data results. These key assessments serve as evidence 
from multiple assessment points within each program. Data gathered from the assessments 
enable our unit to analyze current approaches and outcomes to identify improvements necessary 
to strengthen candidate knowledge, performance, and dispositions, as well as enhance program 
quality and unit operations.  
 
Each program follows explicit, consistent, and transparent admissions criteria. These criteria are 
available to students in a variety of formats (electronic and paper copies) and provides clear and 
specific language that identifies required courses, volunteer hours, assessments, GPA, letters of 
recommendations, application deadlines, program date phases, and minimum course grade 
requirements. 
 



Our efforts in this area include input from our school partners in the form of Consortium and 
steering commitees from Salem-Keizer School District (for TeachOregon work) and Central 
School District (for Project High Five work). We have no further plans or timelines for new 
efforts but will work to continuously improve our current practices and procedures. 
 
We believe we are operating at target in this element of standard 2. However, we also believe 
that managing a dynamic assessment system means that things will continue to change as our 
thinking about data quality and desired program-level outcomes also mature. For these reasons, 
we will continue to employ our cycles of continuous improvement and review changes annually. 
We are exploring a vendor-based assessment system and may transition during 2016-2017 with 
edTPA ramp-up in Oregon. We also hope that a vendor-based system will allow our candidates 
to more quickly view their own progress toward standards. 
 
2b. Data Collection, Analysis, and Evaluation.  
 
Full descriptions of program-level data, disaggregation, reporting, and use are also found in 
standard 1. Here we focus on the elements of this standard that have not been previously 
described – most significantly – our system for managing student rights, complaints, and appeals. 
 
To be transparent and effective in managing candidates' complaints, we have several policies, 
procedures, and practices in place at our College level and within the larger University. For 
informal complaints, students meet with the coordinators of our programs and/or our Director of 
Clinical Practices and Licensure (CPL). Students are directed to attempt to resolve the complaint 
by discussing concerns or grievances with the appropriate person, administrators or with the 
assistance of a mediator provided by the university. 
 
When there are formal complaints, we have COE Student Petition Review Committee (SPRC) 
that reviews students' grievances. Additionally, when students petition to get back in program, or 
to have a grade changed, there is a graduate sub-committee to reviews these complaints. Next 
steps are taken through the Office of Student Affairs Student Grievance Committee that manages 
formal academic and non-academic grievances. 
 
Another key feature of this standard is in examination of the quality of data in the assessment 
system. We interrogate data quality as a regular process of data examination in all committees 
assigned this work. However, we have recently begun systematic inter-rater reliability training in 
our observation of lesson teacher. IRR training is provided two times this academic year to field 
supervisors to increase inter-rater reliability on field observations. 
 
Reducing bias in our policies, procedures, and practices is a focus of our unit so we can provide 
programs and learning experiences that are fair, accurate, consistent and bias-free. To ensure the 
fairness and consistency of unit operations and its assessments, all curriculum are purposefully 
aligned to salient facets including our unit's conceptual framework, candidate proficiencies, 
licensure regulations, and P-12 and national professional standards. When data indicates the need 
for changes, our unit takes steps to ensure students understand the explicit requirements and 
changes.  
 



Major steps to avoid bias in our assessment system include: 
 

1. Informing candidates of requirements in the teacher education program during 
orientations, advising sessions, and meetings which explain procedures for program 
admission, participation and completion.  Information about the conceptual framework, 
dispositions, and program requirements is available on the COE website and discussed 
with the candidates by their advisors, course instructors, and seminar leaders. 

 
2. Sharing key program assessments with the candidates before they are used to increase 

candidates understanding of what they will be assessed on, what is expected of them, and 
the level of proficiency associated with each scoring decision and if there are 
opportunities for revision. 

 
3. Incorporating numerous formative and summative assessments that allow for careful 

review over time with ample feedback to stakeholders to allow for accurate 
understanding of strengths and areas in need of improvement. 

 
4. Requiring all teacher candidates complete the Environments for Diverse Learners class as 

a part of the core education requirement to promote non-bias and increased understanding 
of fairness in the classroom. 

 
5. Including statements in course syllabi that encourage candidates with disabilities to seek 

accommodations when needed. 
 

6. Recommending and providing campus services to students who require assistance and/or 
accommodations. 

 
7. Regular review of unit assessments by faculty and committees to ensure that assessments 

are free of stereotypes and that culturally sensitive language or task situations are used. 
 

8. Providing multiple opportunities for candidates to correct gaps in skills and knowledge 
after receiving specific and timely feedback. 

 
9. Including teacher candidates in the assessment process as seen in the 3-way evaluations 

which are a part of the clinical experience. 
 

10. Utilizing end-of-course survey data, and teacher evaluations, to respond to facets of our 
programs perceived as unfair, ambiguous, or in need of strengthening. 

 
11. Developing specific procedures to check assessments for bias such as peer review of 

newly designed or modified surveys, handbooks, syllabi, key assessments and learning 
opportunities. 

 
12. Providing candidates with a formal appeals and complaint process within the DTE, COE, 

and larger university body. 
 



We believe we are operating at target level for this element of standard 2. However, data quality 
is an ongoing project and we will continue to employ our strategies around continuous 
improvement and will continue to tinker toward more useful evidence in the 2015-2016 
academic year. It could also be that a vendor-based system in 2016-2017 is helpful to us in this 
area. 
 
2c. Use of Data for Program Improvement. 
 
We believe we are operating essentially at target level for this element of standard 2. Several 
descriptions of instances in which data was used to work toward continuous program 
improvement. We do not currently involve candidates as systematically as we could in review 
and analysis of their own performance data. We are exploring our abilities to do so using a 
different vendor-based assessment system (i.e. TaskStream, etc) that allows candidates to more 
clearly view their own data and progress toward meeting standards. We will make decisions 
about incorporating new assessment technology during the 2015-2016 academic year. In the 
meantime, several examples of data use are included below: 
 
First, data show a need to streamline our initial licensure programs (undergraduate and MAT) to: 

a. better align with the community college system enabling a smoother transition from 
community college pre-education programs to our COE professional education program, 

b. enable students take the necessary courses to be effective teachers and be able to graduate 
in a more timely manner (ie: reducing credits like removal of ED 100, moving ED 312 to 
ED 200 so it serves as the first ED course and aligns to Intro to ED courses offered by 
several community colleges, moving the culminating, etc...) 

c. increase recruitment of education program applicants and retention of teacher candidates. 
 
Second, designing and offering test preparation workshops and online materials to support 
students' test taking endeavors on a continual basis. 
 
Third, extensive curricular data-driven curricular changes have been implemented including: 

a. aligning courses to InTASC Standards and our conceptual framework in initial licensure 
programs 

b. alignment of courses in initial licensure program to the Teacher Work Sample skills and 
knowledge. A roadmap is appended showing where (within a program) skills and 
knowledge related to the teacher work sample, are developed in classes. 

c. adding a required ESOL course to all initial licensure programs (ED 481D/581-
Introduction to ESOL and Bilingual Education) 

d. requiring practicum experiences for licensed educators in advanced programs like MSEd 
and InfoTech. Though this is also a requirement for all educator preparation programs, 
we were not able to independently verify that our candidates in these advanced programs 
were successfully applying skills and knowledge so a practica was put in place to assure 
sound demonstration of success. 

e. developed key culminating assessments for MSEd and Info Tech programs  
f. developed technology assignment in the content area literacy course (ED 444, UG/ ED 

651, MAT) 



g. developed a technology assignment in the ESOL course (ED 492, UG/ ED 692, MAT) to 
provide stronger evidence of students' technology skills-aligned to new TSPC/InTASC 
requirements.  

h. developed a technology assignment in the Reading Endorsement course 
i. omitted 6-8 elective credits as students in our undergraduate licensure program 

(ECE/ELEM) exceeding the number of credits necessary to graduate, 
j. removal of ED 100-Foundation to Education pre-education course as many components 

were already embedded in other courses. Any facets not already in other classes will be 
added to Ed 312 (School, Teaching, and Society) which will change to Ed 200 (change in 
number only). The removal of this course allowed us to add an ESOL course for our 
education students without adding additional credits to their Program of Study. 

 
Fourth, implementing multifaceted strategies to address pipeline attrition including: 

a. hiring a full time UG advisor to help with recruiting  
b. advising in early education courses focuses on the areas that are the most complex (i.e., 

admission dates and application process, test requirements, required coursework, grade 
requirements, volunteering experiences). 

c. creating a peer-mentoring program 
d. working closely with community colleges to help transfer students enter the education 

program, transfer previously taken courses and reduce the number of unused credits, and 
graduate in a timely manner 

e. implementing modifications to UG Ed Program course offerings including pre-core 
education requirements such as an ESOL course, an introductory assessment course, and 
a special education course. 

f. creating task forces to examine and address attrition and recruitment issues in the UG and 
MAT programs.  

  
Fifth, establishing the Bilingual Teacher Initiative to meet workforce demographic needs. This 
has grown into full-scale Bilingual Pipeline recruiting in partnership with Central, Salem-Keizer, 
and Hillsboro school districts. 
  
Sixth, based on multiple data sources (eg: student cohort survey data, teacher evaluations, faculty  
and clinical supervisor observations, candidate program completion and attrition rates, key 
assessment data), data indicated a need for several changes in our courses, programs, and in our 
unit.  Our mission is to attract, retain, prepare, and produce the most competent and effective 
beginning educators. 
 

1. MAT Task Force on Recruitment and Retention created  
2. UG Task Force on Recruitment and Retention  
3. Addition of the Early Childhood Program 
4. Inclusion of the Special Education Program into the Department of Teacher Education 
5. External Diversity Audit 
6. Offering testing workshops and test preparation materials 
7. Creation of Bridge Program  
8. Peer Mentoring Program collaboration between UG Advisor, the student ASCD chapter, 

and new teacher candidates 



9. Hiring full time UG Advisor 
10. Offering additional pre-education advising sessions 
11. Securing additional educational faculty to serve at summer advising sessions 
12. Incorporating a data analysis and annual planning session during faculty week at the start 

of each academic year 
13. Hiring a new tenure-line Bilingual Educator to support the growing need to provide 

additional ESOL courses in our programs 
 
We will continue these efforts, examining new data collected to ensure we are making strides 
towards meeting our goals and overall mission. Our plans include continuous improvement using 
the procedures we have in place and believe we are operating, essentially, at target for this 
element of standard 2. However, we will continue to manage the evolution of our work in this 
area and will continue to look for new tools and resources during the 2015-2016 year. Again, a 
vendor-based assessment system may be adopted in 2016-2017. 
 


