
Standard 2: Assessment System 
Addendum_2.1 
Update on specific information regarding uses of data 
 
Introduction 
 
We agree that programmatic uses of candidate-level data is essential to become a data-driven and 
continuously improving educator preparation program. We have a complex and comprehensive system for 
collecting, aggregating, reviewing, and disseminating insights from our sources of data utilizing the 
EDSMART system, Licensure and Clinical Experiences Council, Steering Committee, DARE, 
Consortium, Special Education Advisory Group, and several ad-hoc groups like the UG and MAT 
pipeline attrition committees. In addition, the Office of Clinical Practices and Licensure regular reviews 
and acts upon data as well. Using data is very much a part of our culture and practices. 
 
We also have very mature educator programs and have held continuous national accreditation since 1954. 
Assessing candidate outputs and using this data to drive programmatic decision-making is not new to our 
faculty and routines. In addition, we receive strong and consistent feedback from hiring principals and 
superintendents that they seek out Western graduates and that they arrive ready to take on, and be 
successful in, the full range of duties required of Oregon educators today. For each of these reasons, we 
have confidence in our programs. 
 
When we examine candidate performance data, it is very common for us to first question the 
trustworthiness of the data. We imagine what contextual factors may have mitigated the internal validity 
of the evidence at hand and we often seek to improve the quality of our assessments and the manner in 
which they are given rather than going first to program revisions. Designing and administering high 
quality and trustworthy assessments is fundamental to a program of continuous improvement. 
 
We also take a multiple measures approach to continuous improvement. We do not make program-level 
changes until we have multiple sources of evidence suggesting that we do so. To act on any one piece of 
evidence, in our opinion, runs the risk of being irresponsible. Rather, we consider evidence from our data 
system and seek to corroborate it against the experiences of our faculty and staff and also what we may be 
hearing from our hiring principals and superintendents. For all of the reasons described above, we take a 
cautious approach toward using candidate-level data for program-level change. 
 
Though appendix 2.4.g3, submitted as an appendix to the Institutional Report includes a full rundown on 
significant changes made to courses, programs, and the unit in response to data gathered from the 
assessment system, the following specific examples are offered to highlight efforts. Keep in mind, 
however, that many other examples exist in appendix 2.4.g3. 
 
Preparation to serve students with diverse needs (exit survey data) 
 
As a regular part of exiting from initial licensure programs, our students respond to an online exit survey 
designed to investigate perceptions of preparation and readiness for employment. Table 1 shows averaged 
results, by authorization levels, over the last six years, in the Undergraduate program. Similarly, table 2 
shows the same data from our Master of Arts in Teaching program broken out by campus-based and web-
based students. 



 
Table 1: Undergraduate (UG) exit survey responses relative to preparation to serve special needs 
students 
 
Question #9: Considering all of your 
coursework and experiences in the 
education program, rate your 
knowledge of the legal issues 
pertaining to students with special 
needs (i.e., students with IEPs or 
504 plans). 

2009-10 
Grads 

(n=119) 

2010-11 
Grads 
(n=89) 

2011-12 
Grads 
(n=92) 

2012-13 
Grads 

(n=104) 

2013-14 
Grads 
(n=75) 

2014-15 
Grads 
(n=50) 

*reporting % of responses rated as 
“advanced” or “proficient” 

   
      

Early Childhood -- -- -- -- -- 50 
ECE 51.85 44 60.71 53.33 48.94 52.2 
Elementary Middle 46.15 50 87.5 38.46 50.0 46.8 
Middle/ MH 83.33 61.54 100 50.0 36.36 54.1 
Total 55.2 46.23 68.42 51.0 46.96 52.1 

 
  



Table 2: Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) exit survey responses relative to preparation to serve 
special needs students 
 
Question #9: Considering all of your 
coursework and experiences in the 
education program, rate your 
knowledge of the legal issues 
pertaining to students with special 
needs (i.e., students with IEPs or 
504 plans). 

2009-10 
Grads 
(n=73) 

2010-11 
Grads 
(n=71) 

2011-12 
Grads 
(n=57) 

2012-13 
Grads 
(n=55) 

2013-14 
Grads 
(n=45) 

2014-15 
Grads 
(n=35) 

*reporting % of responses rated as 
“advanced” or “proficient” 

   
      

Campus-Based  N/A**  N/A**  N/A** 55.5 62.4 63.1 
Web-Based  N/A**  N/A**  N/A** 37.5 60.6 55.78 

Total  N/A**  N/A**  N/A** 49.96 61.73 61.84 
 
Though we have only been able to systematically extra comprehensive, and commonly structured data 
reports from our EDSMART system for two years, our data collection and use efforts as centered on 
student exit surveys goes back the full six years. As you can see in table 2, however, question #9 was not 
included prior to 2012-2013 when we made a concerted effort to align exit surveys across initial licensure 
programs. 
 
Since inception in 1999, the Master of Arts in Teaching program has had a full course dedicated to 
working with students with special needs. However, a parallel course did not exist in the UG program. 
Knowing this, faculty wondered if adding a class focused on this content to the UG program would serve 
to raise exit survey scores on question #9. 
 
ED 370 Special Education and Inclusive Classrooms was developed and implemented in program plans in 
2010 though exit survey data do not reflect students having taken this course until the 2011-2012 year. 
We can compare data in two ways to investigate the efficacy of this innovation. First, we can compare UG 
exit survey data on #9 in years 09-10 and 10-11 against data from after ED 370 was implemented 
including years 11-12, 12-13, 13-14, and 14-15. Comparing these two means demonstrates an increase 
from 50.72 mean before ED 370 and 54.62 after implementation of ED 370. Second, we can compare UG 
exit survey data against data from the MAT program that could be viewed as a control. In this case, 
average after ED 370 data from the UG program is 54.62 and MAT average is 57.84. As is common in 
social sciences research, the variation between groups is pretty small – smaller than the variation within 
the groups. In other words, we aren’t certain that our exit survey data is sensitive enough to pick up on the 
“value added” of ED 370. 
 
In discussion of the role that ED 370 is now playing in the UG program, faculty have wondered if what 
this class is really doing is simply educating our students to the fact that there is much to learn and 
understanding the range of student differences is daunting – leading to less than stellar ratings of their 
confidence. Faculty are concerned that initial licensure standards are escalating and that we struggle to 
deliver programs that leave new teachers confident and prepared to deal with all aspects of teaching and 
learning equally well. However, we believe completely that the content and outcomes of ED 370 are 
critical and we should continue to push in ways that help us understand our UG program’s efficacy in 
helping candidates feel confident to work with special needs students. 



 
Data sharing  
 
Excerpted from IR appendix 1.4.i1, 12-13 and 13-14 Mentor Data. 
 
One of the most fruitful aspects of our strong collaboration with Salem-Keizer School District is the data-
sharing components of our work. The data below show how WOU graduates are performing in their first 
three years (aggregate) across each of the ten InTASC standards (aligned to the SKSD LEGENDS teacher 
evaluation system), as compared to graduates from the four other “most hired” educator preparation 
programs. This is a "top-level" look and we have other analyses that sort graduates by years 1, 2, and 3... 
or by elementary, middle, and high, as well as, most importantly, by each of our three initial licensure 
pathways. At this level, the data becomes truly actionable as we can tinker within program pathways to 
seek to improve outcome data.  
 

 
 
Faculty examined these data, in many forms and by many cuts, across both 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 
(we have just recently received 2014-2015 data and will review it at our fall Licensure and Clinical 
Experiences Council meeting) and determined that we needed to work on, most significantly, improving 
performance on standards 5 and 8. In examination, one of the things we noticed was that our observation 
systems don't align well to these items. In fact, we don't rate items 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5 at all! We are 
committed to adding these items to our formative assessment system for the 2015-2016 rating forms. As 
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of October ’15, we are waiting to exhaust our current supply of Field Experience Workbooks before 
reprinting with these new assessment items included. For reference, standards 5 and 8 include: 
 
Standard #5: The teacher understands how to connect concepts and use differing perspectives to engage learners in critical 
thinking, creativity, and collaborative problem solving related to authentic local and global issues.  
Progression Indicators:  

1. The teacher connects concepts, perspectives from varied disciplines, and interdisciplinary themes to real world 
problems and issues.  

2. The teacher engages learners in critical thinking, creativity, collaboration, and communication to address authentic 
local and global issues.  

 
Standard #8: The teacher understands and uses a variety of instructional strategies to encourage learners to develop deep 
understanding of content areas and their connections, and to build skills to apply knowledge in meaningful ways.  
Progression Indicators:  

1. The teacher understands and uses a variety of instructional strategies and makes learning accessible to all learners.  
2. The teacher encourages learners to develop deep understanding of content areas, makes connections across content, 

and applies content knowledge in meaningful ways.  
 
In addition, faculty have engaged in serious discussion about how to develop these standard 5 and 
standard 8 skills and knowledge in coursework in both the UG and MAT program. Though we agree that 
simply assessing these will educate our graduates’ perceptions toward these outcomes but nothing can 
replace structured and systematic attention to these kinds of outcomes. 
 
As a result, and in concert with conversations about rolling out edTPA, faculty are engaged in identifying 
common outcomes across content area methods classes. We have five content methods specialists on the 
tenure track (social studies, language arts, mathematics, physical education, and science) and rely on part-
time non-tenure track faculty in art, business, Spanish, health, music, and drama. This makes 
dissemination of innovations and agreements on curricular scope and sequence challenging but Dr. Ken 
Carano, faculty program coordinator in the MAT program, will lead efforts to help part-time, non-tenure 
track specialists to adopt these common outcomes. 
 
These conversations have been unfolding in faculty meetings and in the edTPA rollout committee and we 
look forward to seeing changes in Salem-Keizer Mentored Teacher data in future years. 
 
Technology outcomes 
 
Just as a reminder, we have only been able to extract and commonly represent candidate-level assessment 
data from the EDSMART data system for the last two years. However, we have collected and aggregated 
data across the last five years. Table 3 below shows data from the Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) 
program relative to completer exit survey data in response to items around comfort with using technology 
to deliver instruction. This data is sorted by campus-based and web-based students though all the same 
courses and field experiences are completed. We can sort data by endorsement areas, and have done so in 
previous reports, but found that campus vs. web-based sorts gave the most actionable information. This is 
not an insignificant issue as “actionable” is a high standard for program-level data. 
 
For example, an examination of Table 3 data indicates that students feel (and have felt) quite confident in 
their abilities to use technology to support teaching and learning. Because our assessment (in this case, the 
exit survey) has not returned data with significant variability, we can either (a) feel good about student 



performance and call it a day or (b) challenge ourselves to modify our sources of evidence (assessments) 
in an effort to gain more actionable data. 
 
Table 3. MAT program exit survey data relative to perceptions of confidence in using technology to 
support teaching and learning 
 
Technology Items from MAT Exit Surveys 2009-10 

Grads 
(n=73) 

2010-11 
Grads 
(n=71) 

2011-12 
Grads 
(n=57) 

2012-13 
Grads 
(n=45) 

2013-14 
Grads 
(n=35) 

   

    Question #6: By the end of your full-time student teaching, 
rate your ability to plan and use technology to support 
learning: 

   
    

   

    *reporting % ratings “advanced” and “proficient”   
  

    
       Campus-Based 87.54 83.81 88.3 93.74 87.6 
       Web-Based 82.67 72 95.4 100 84.8 
       Total 85.5 79.05 92.44 95.02 86.7 
       Question #22: By the end of your full-time student 

teaching experience, how prepared were you to teach with 
technology in your authorization or endorsement area(s)? 

 
        

       *reporting % ratings “very prepared” and “prepared”   
  

    
       Campus-Based 87.49 73.7 N/A* 100 94.2 
       Web-Based 63.6 N/A* N/A* 87.5 88.6 
       Total 77.5 73.7* N/A* 96.15 91.8 
       * The Exit survey changed in Winter 2011 and this question was omitted.  It was reinstated Spring 2013. As a 

result we don't have data from the cohorts which finished Winter 2011 through Fall of 2012. 
         

In consideration of this data, faculty have challenged themselves to develop better, more actionable 
sources of evidence relative to applications of technology. The result is three new program-level 
technology assessments that have rolled out since our Institutional Report in the Reading, ESOL, and 
MAT programs. Faculty are currently reviewing data from these new assessments in an effort to increase 
student efficacy in this area. We will continue to monitor, adjust, and re-assess. 
 
Inflation in observation ratings and inter-rater reliability training 
 
Over time, we had watched observation data trend more toward the upper end of the observation scale 
and, therefore, had decreasing levels of confidence in the trustworthiness of the observation data we were 
seeing in our system. As you can see from Table 4 below, 2013-2014 data is trending toward higher 
scores in earlier field experiences (ED 411), a phenomenon repeated through our initial programs. 
 
In an effort to increase the trustworthiness of observation data, two half-day rater reliability sessions were 
held during the 2014-2015 academic year and we already see a re-calibrating of data toward the middle 
part of the scale. Early field experience scores moving closer to 2.0 as the average score while later field 
experience scores (ED 498, in particular), remained the same or even yielding higher end of student 
teaching ratings in some cases. For example, average performance data across all authorization levels and 
field experiences for 2013-2014 yielded a standard deviation of .22. During the 2014-2015 year, the 
comparative standard deviation rose to .40. This indicates that our rater reliability training served to 
increase the variability of our observation data and, we believe, also increased the trustworthiness and 



“actionability” of this data. Again, if there is no variability in your data you can’t act in informed ways to 
change it. 
 
Table 4. Observation data from the UG program from 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 for selected 
outcomes 
	  	   2013-‐14	  Grads	  (new	  

program)	  
2013-‐14	  Grads	  (new	  

program)	  
2013-‐14	  Grads	  (new	  

program)	  
2013-‐14	  Grads	  (new	  

program)	  
	  	   N	  =	  69	   N	  =	  69	   N	  =	  69	   N	  =	  69	  

Data	  Source	  	  -‐	  
Formative	  

Evaluation	  from	  
Field	  Book	   	  	  

Learner	  
Development	  (1	  
Item)	  

	  

Learning	  Differences	  	  
(3items)	  

	  

Learning	  
Environments:	  (3	  
items)	  

	  

Content	  Knowledge:	  
(3	  items)	  

	  	  
N	   ED	  

411	  
ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

N	   ED	  
411	  

ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

N	   ED	  
411	  

ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

N	   ED	  
411	  

ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

ECE	   50	   2.45	   2.82	   2.71	   50	   2.46	   2.77	   2.70	   50	   2.48	   2.86	   2.76	   50	   2.43	   2.75	   2.63	  
Elem/Middle	   8	   2.50	   2.75	   2.63	   8	   2.50	   2.79	   2.50	   8	   2.54	   2.83	   2.71	   8	   2.50	   2.88	   2.46	  

MH/High	   11	   2.56	   2.89	   2.77	   11	   2.74	   2.55	   2.62	   11	   2.93	   2.85	   2.71	   11	   2.81	   2.70	   2.61	  
Post-‐Bac	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Degree	  Plus	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	   0	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
	   2014-‐15	  Grads	  	   2014-‐15	  Grads	  	   2014-‐15	  Grads	  	   2014-‐15	  Grads	  	  

	   N	  =	  50	   N	  =	  50	   N	  =	  50	   N	  =	  50	  

Data	  Source	  	  -‐	  
Formative	  

Evaluation	  from	  
Field	  Book	   	  	  

Learner	  
Development	  (1	  

Item)	  
	  	  

Learning	  Differences	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
(3	  items)	  

	  	  

Learning	  
Environments:	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

(3	  items)	  
	  	  

Content	  Knowledge:	  
(3	  items)	  

	  	  
N	   ED	  

411	  
ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

N	   ED	  
411	  

ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

N	   ED	  
411	  

ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

N	   ED	  
411	  

ED	  
412	  

ED	  
498	  

Early	  Childhood	   2	   2.00	   2.50	   3.00	   2	   2.00	   2.50	   3.00	   2	   2.17	   3.00	   3.00	   2	   2.00	   2.50	   3.00	  
ECE	   37	   2.08	   2.76	   2.89	   37	   2.08	   2.52	   2.92	   37	   2.16	   2.77	   2.95	   37	   2.09	   2.64	   2.90	  

Elem/Middle	   6	   2.00	   2.50	   2.50	   6	   2.11	   2.56	   2.78	   6	   2.28	   2.72	   2.72	   6	   2.11	   2.56	   2.72	  
MH/High	   5	   2.00	   2.60	   2.80	   5	   2.00	   2.67	   2.93	   5	   2.13	   2.80	   2.87	   5	   2.07	   2.33	   3.00	  

Scale	  of	  1	  -‐	  4:	  	  1	  =	  Does	  Not	  Meet	  Standard,	  2	  =	  Developing	  Proficiency,	  3	  =	  Proficient	  Relative	  to	  Standards,	  4	  =	  Exceeds	  Standards 
 
Final thoughts 
 
Many other strategic uses of program-level assessment data can be found in appendix 2.4.g3 focused on 
evidence like decreasing enrollment for within undergraduate program students while pre-education 
enrollment remained strong triggering a pipeline attrition taskforce that led to many changes in academic 
advising and admission procedures. 
 
Western Oregon University continually tinkers with assessments in an effort to return both candidate-
level and program-level data that is trustworthy and actionable. These efforts represent significant faculty 
and staff time and energy and is a continuously evolving process. The examples described above serve as 
illustrations of our efforts to use data programmatically. 


