2011 Part C of the AACTE / NCATE Annual Report

Institutional Information
NCATE ID: | 15831 | AACTE SID: | 3658

Institution: | Oral Roberts University

Unit: | School of Education

Section | - Completer

The total number of candidates who completed education programs within NCATE's scope (initial teacher preparation and
advanced preparation programs) during the 2010-2011 academic year?

a3

Please enter numeric data only.(Include the number of candidates who have completed programs that prepared them to
work in preschool through grade 12 settings in the 2010-2011 academic year. They should include all candidates who
completed a program that made them eligible for a teaching license. It also includes licensed teachers who completed a
graduate program and candidates who completed a program to work as a school administrator, school psychologist, school
library media specialist, school psychologist, reading specialist, and other specialties in schools. These include the candidates
who have completed a bachelor's, post-bachelor's, master's, specialist, or doctoral program. The programs are not tied to a
state license.)

Section Il. Substantive Changes

Describe any of the following substantive changes that have occurred at your institution or unit
during the past year:

1. Changes in program delivery from traditional to distance learning programs in which more than 50 percent
of the courses are not delivered face-to-face.

No Change / Not Applicable

2. Change in control of institution. Please indicate any changes in control or ownership of the institution such
as a merger with another institution, separation from an institution, purchase of an institution, etc.

No Change / Not Applicable

3. Increased offerings for the preparation of education professionals at off-campus sites and outside the United
States.

No Change / Not Applicable
4. Significant change (25 percent increase or decrease) in budget
No Change / Not Applicable
5. Significant change (25 percent increase or decrease) in candidate enrollment
No Change / Not Applicable
6. Significant change (25 percent increase or decrease) in size of the full-time faculty
No Change / Not Applicable

7. Significant change (25 percent increase or decrease) in significant changes as the result of a natural
disaster

No Change / Not Applicable

8. Significant change (25 percent increase or decrease) in delivery of a program in while or in significant
part by a non-profit or for-profit partner

No Change / Not Applicable

9. Addition or removal of a level of preparation(e.g., a master's degree).
No Change / Not Applicable

Section Ill. Areas for Improvement

Areas for Improvement related to Standard 1 cited as a result of the last NCATE review:

1. | The unit has inadequate assessment data for some of its programs. (ADV)
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		Pass Rates for 2007-2010

		

		

		

		

		

		



		INSTCODE:

		INSTNAME

		GROUP

		TAKERS

		PASSERS

		PASSRATE

		STAVGPASSRATE

		



		28

		Oral Roberts University

		3

		32

		32

		100

		98

		



		28

		Oral Roberts University

		4

		31

		31

		100

		99

		



		28

		Oral Roberts University

		5

		24

		24

		100

		99

		


















		 (
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		Reported on Aug 26, 2011 at 11:25 AM

		Departments:

		Education



		Demographic filters:

		All students



		Rubrics: 

		All rubrics in the selected department



		Dates: 

		Jan 1, 2003 to Jan 31, 2011



		Statistics:

		Performance Levels



		List by:

		Rubric



		Multiple score option:

		Show the average score



		Rubric

		1.00- 1.99

		2.00- 2.99

		3.00- 3.99

		4.00- 4.99

		5.00

		N

		Mean

		S.D.



		Entry Level 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Candidate e-Portfolio Agreement Form

		-

		-

		-

		99%

		-

		454

		3.9

		0.5



		Philosophy Paper Rubric

		7%

		19%

		25%

		47%

		-

		3390

		3.0

		1.1



		Field Experience Contextual Information Scoring Rubric

		9%

		71%

		5%

		6%

		-

		449

		1.9

		0.9



		Field Experience Final Teacher Evaluation

		10%

		5%

		20%

		65%

		-

		422

		3.4

		1.0



		Field Experience Final Self Evaluation

		13%

		13%

		47%

		27%

		-

		394

		2.9

		1.0



		Disposition #1: Entry Level

		0%

		16%

		25%

		57%

		-

		405

		3.3

		0.9



		Disposition #2: Entry Level

		1%

		8%

		28%

		61%

		-

		313

		3.5

		0.8



		Oklahoma General Education Test Results

		-

		28%

		52%

		20%

		-

		325

		2.9

		0.7



		Transcript 

		0%

		7%

		25%

		67%

		-

		1850

		3.6

		0.7



		PED Application

		-

		-

		-

		99%

		-

		231

		3.9

		0.5



		PED Interview and Admit.

		-

		3%

		17%

		79%

		-

		452

		3.7

		0.6



		Intermediate Level 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		A copy of subject area competencies

		-

		-

		-

		97%

		-

		323

		3.9

		0.7



		Audit: Subject Area Courses

		1%

		7%

		19%

		71%

		-

		309

		3.6

		0.8



		Disposition #1: Intermediate Level

		1%

		7%

		24%

		68%

		-

		335

		3.6

		0.7



		Practicum Contextual Information Scoring Rubric

		7%

		31%

		30%

		31%

		-

		325

		2.8

		1.0



		Practicum Final Teacher Evaluation

		2%

		1%

		4%

		93%

		-

		320

		3.9

		0.5



		Practicum Reflection Rubric

		7%

		19%

		31%

		34%

		-

		1752

		2.8

		1.2



		Video Clip #2

		-

		-

		-

		98%

		-

		296

		3.9

		0.6



		Video Clip #2 Self-Evaluation & Reflection (old version 6/25/04)

		1%

		6%

		29%

		60%

		-

		126

		3.4

		0.9



		Video #2 Peer Evaluation

		2%

		2%

		24%

		73%

		-

		299

		3.7

		0.6



		Student Teacher Application

		-

		-

		-

		98%

		-

		244

		3.9

		0.6



		Student Teaching Admittance

		-

		-

		-

		98%

		-

		97

		3.9

		0.6
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		Rubric

		1.00- 1.99

		2.00- 2.99

		3.00- 3.99

		4.00- 4.99

		5.00

		N

		Mean

		S.D.



		Capstone  Level 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Philosophy of Discipline Paper - Scoring Rubric

		2%

		12%

		34%

		51%

		-

		948

		3.3

		0.8



		Video Clip - Capstone Level

		-

		-

		-

		98%

		-

		259

		3.9

		0.6



		Video Clip #3 Self-Evaluation & Reflection (old version 6/25/04)

		4%

		4%

		33%

		55%

		-

		110

		3.3

		1.0



		Video Clip - Capstone Level - Peer Evaluation

		1%

		2%

		17%

		81%

		-

		247

		3.8

		0.5



		Disposition #1: Capstone Level

		2%

		8%

		15%

		75%

		-

		308

		3.6

		0.8



		Disposition #2: Capstone Level

		1%

		7%

		17%

		75%

		-

		274

		3.7

		0.7



		Disposition #3: Capstone Level

		2%

		7%

		19%

		72%

		-

		258

		3.6

		0.7



		Student Teaching 1st Placement: University Sup. Evals.

		0%

		5%

		50%

		44%

		-

		557

		3.4

		0.7



		Student Teaching 1st Placement: Coop. Teacher Evals.

		1%

		7%

		31%

		60%

		-

		566

		3.5

		0.8



		Teacher Work Sample Factors 1-7

		48%

		5%

		12%

		32%

		-

		11919

		2.2

		1.4



		Student Teaching 1st Placement: Coop. Teacher Evals.

		1%

		7%

		31%

		60%

		-

		566

		3.5

		0.8



		Student Teaching 2nd Placement: Contextual Information Scoring Rubric

		2%

		29%

		17%

		52%

		-

		272

		3.2

		0.9



		Student Teaching 2nd Placement: University Sup. Evals.

		0%

		5%

		41%

		54%

		-

		494

		3.5

		0.6



		Student Teaching 2nd Placement: Coop. Teacher Evals.

		0%

		6%

		35%

		59%

		-

		516

		3.5

		0.6



		Professional Level 

		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		OPTE Test Score

		3%

		19%

		62%

		14%

		-

		226

		2.8

		0.8



		Senior Defense

		2%

		2%

		17%

		77%

		-

		123

		3.7

		0.8



		Exit Interview Questionnaire

		-

		-

		-

		98%

		-

		170

		3.9

		0.5



		OSAT Test Score

		2%

		30%

		45%

		21%

		-

		337

		2.8

		0.8











Rubric Key

		Score

		Performance Level



		N

		Number Assessed



		1

		Unacceptable 



		2

		Acceptable 



		3

		Competent 



		4

		Exemplary 





*PLEASE NOTE: The ePortfolio is a developmental process for candidates.  As a result, several activities are repeated as candidates matriculate through the program; however, the same rubric is used to assess the artifacts.  For example, the Contextual Information artifact is completed with each practicum and student teaching internship.  For the first field experience, candidates are only required to fill out the Contextual Information Sheet, but the rubric at the “Exemplary” level requires the candidate to address the implications of the students’ needs and resources as they plan the unit of instruction and assessment.  While candidates are expected to address these areas later in the program, they are not required to do so for the first field experience; therefore candidates should not score higher than a two; or the “Acceptable” level on the field experience contextual information artifact as indicated on the data report.   The few candidate scores (5 percent at the Competent level and 6 percent at the Exemplary level) either indicate that the candidate went above and beyond what they were expected to do, or at the beginning of implementing the ePortfolio faculty members were confused about how to use the rubrics.  The latter was the case; therefore, the unit had to offer additional faculty training on use of rubrics for assessing artifacts.  

		Rubric

		1.00- 1.99

		2.00- 2.99

		3.00- 3.99

		4.00- 4.99

		Mean



		Entry  Level 

		

		

		

		

		



		Candidate e-Portfolio Agreement Form (A.P.A.S.)

		-

		-

		18%

		78%

		3.7



		Admissions Eval. Rubric

		2%

		12%

		32%

		48%

		3.1



		Goals & Writing Samples

		-

		-

		68%

		5%

		2.3



		GRE / MAT score

		-

		-

		33%

		42%

		2.7



		Intermediate  Level

		

		

		

		

		



		Philosophy Paper Rubric (A.P.A.S.)

		3%

		8%

		18%

		71%

		3.6



		Disposition Evaluation #1

		-

		-

		17%

		67%

		3.2



		Graduation Audit

		-

		-

		40%

		60%

		3.6



		Capstone Level 

		

		

		

		

		



		Comprehensive Exams: Written (MA & Ed.D.)

		11%

		11%

		33%

		44%

		3.1



		Comprehensive Exams: Oral (Ed.D. only)

		-

		50%

		-

		50%

		3.0



		Dissertation Abstract (Ed.D. only) 

		-

		-

		100%

		-

		3.0



		M.A. Research Component

		-

		7%

		64%

		29%

		3.2



		Capstone Level

		

		

		

		

		



		Professional Resume - Grad

		-

		7%

		21%

		71%

		3.6



		Technology Proficiency (Test or Course)

		31%

		-

		15%

		46%

		2.6



		Internship: Self-Evaluation (A.P.A.S.)

		-

		10%

		60%

		30%

		3.2



		Degree Plan Sheet Rubric

		-

		-

		14%

		79%

		3.6
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

MASTER COMPREHENSIVE EXAM DATA REPORT

FALL 2006 – SUMMER 2011 



The Master level comprehensive examination is a four hour written exam covering three different topics: history and philosophy, the candidate’s major, and an elective. 

Exam Data Analysis and Findings:

· Data results are for master level candidates taking comprehensive exams from fall 2006 to summer 2011. 

· Data represents 72 candidate’s comprehensive exam results.

· Of the 72 taking the exams, 66 passed all 3 questions on the first attempt for a pass rate of 91.7%.  This is a 3.1% passage rate increase from the previous data report.

· Of the six candidates who failed, all retook the exam during the same time period. Candidates are required to retake a failed question within a year.  Failure to meet the requirement results in expulsion from the program.

· All six candidates that failed on the first attempt passed on the second attempt for an overall pass rate of 100%. This is a 3.0% passage rate increase from the previous data report.



Distribution of missed questions and Pass Rates per Question:

		Fall 2006 to Summer  2011

		History & Philosophy

		Subject Area 

		Elective

		Totals



		

		

		

		

		



		# of the 72 who passed the question on the first attempt:

		66 

		71 

		71 

		66 passed all 3 questions on the first attempt



		Pass rate:

		91.7%

		99%

		99%

		91.7%.  



		

		

		

		

		



		# of the 6 who passed on the second attempt:

		5/5

		1/1

		1/ 1

		6 / 6



		Pass rate:

		100%

		100%

		100%

		100% 





Note: 

· The 6 candidates failed different components of the comprehensive exam, and therefore only retook the questions they failed during the first attempt.  

· *One candidate failed more than one question and was required to retake all missed components during their second attempt.

· **The Subject Area question varies based on the candidate’s area of concentration.

Score Analysis by Question using Rating scale of 1-4 as follows: 1) Unacceptable, 2) Acceptable, 3) Competent, and 4) Exemplary.

		Question 



		Mean Ave. Score / History & Philosophy

		Mean Ave. Score / Subject Area

		Mean Ave. Score / Elective 



		Mean ave. score when two attempts are included

		3.0

		3.25

		3.0







COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

ED.D. COMPREHENSIVE EXAM DATA REPORT 

FALL 2006 - SPRING 2011 

Doctoral level comprehensive examinations are completed in two parts; a written exam covering two days of written responses to seven different topics followed by an oral examination. 

Exam Data Analysis and Findings:

· Data results are for doctoral candidates taking comprehensive exams from fall 2006 to spring 2011. 

· Data represents 79 doctoral candidate comprehensive exam results.

· Of the 79 candidates taking the exam, 58 passed all of the questions on the first attempt for a 73.4% pass rate.  

· Of the 21 candidates who failed, 20 retook the exam during the same time period. Candidates are required to retake a failed question within a year.  Failure to meet the requirement results in expulsion from the program.

· Of the 20 candidates who retook the exam, 19 passed, resulting in 95 % pass rate on the second attempt.  

· The overall pass rate for the 79 candidates taking comprehensive exams during the period from fall 2006 to spring 2011, for either their first or second attempt was 98.7%.



Questions for the Comprehensive Exams cover the following topics: 

Leadership Studies = L		Strategies = S		History and Philosophy =H	

Curriculum Issues =C		Research =R 		Org. Theory = OT	

Area of Emphasis = AE	

Distribution of Questions Missed and Pass Rates per Question:

		Fall 2006 to Spring 2011

		L

		S

		H

		C

		R

		OT

		AE

**

		Oral Comp.

Results

		Total Pass rate for both parts of comp exams 



		# of the 79 who passed the question on the first attempt:

		77

		72

		73

		70

		71

		78

		76

		72

		58



		Pass rate:

		97.5%

		91.1%

		92.4%

		88.6%

		89.8

		98.7%

		96.2%

		91.1%

		73.4%



		# of the 20 who passed on the second attempt:

		1

		6

		5

		8

		7

		0*

		2

		7

		19



		Total # of those passed from both attempts

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79

		78/79



		Pass rate:

		98.7%

		98.7%

		98.7%

		98.7%

		98.7%

		98.7%

		98.7%

		98.7%

		Overall=98.7%





Note: 

· The 20 candidates failed different components of the comprehensive exam, and therefore only retook the questions they failed during the first attempt.  

· *One candidate failed every question they were required to retake during their second attempt.

· **The Area of Emphasis question varies based on the candidate’s area of concentration and with time.

Score Analysis by Question using Rating scale of 1-4 as follows: 1) Unacceptable, 2) Acceptable, 3) Competent, and 4) Exemplary.

		Question

		L

		S

		H

		C

		R

		OT

		AE

**

		OR



		Mean ave. score when two attempts are included

		

2.67

		

3.00

		

2.25

		

2.72

		

2.55

		

3.31

		

3.08

		

2.80
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NCATE Part C Data Reports


Administrator Survey for Recent Graduates SurvegMonkeg

1. Name of teacher observed.

Response
Count
5
answered question 5
skipped question 1

10of9





2. The teacher received his/her degree at which of the following institutions:

Response Response

Percent Count
Out-of-State 0.0% 0
Bacone College 0.0% 0
Cameron University 0.0% 0
East Central University 0.0% 0
Langston University 0.0% 0
Mid-America Christian University 0.0% 0
Northeastern State University 0.0% 0
Northwestern Oklahoma State
. . 0.0% 0
University
Oklahoma Baptist University 0.0% 0
Oklahoma Christian University 0.0% 0
Oklahoma City University 0.0% 0
Oklahoma Panhandle State
. . 0.0% 0
University
Oklahoma State University 0.0% 0
Oklahoma Wesleyan University 0.0% 0
Oral Roberts University | | 100.0% 6
St. Gregory's University 0.0% 0
Southeastern Oklahoma State
. . 0.0% 0
University
Southern Nazarene University 0.0% 0
Southwestern Oklahoma State
. . 0.0% 0
University
University of Central Oklahoma
0.0% 0

University of Oklahoma

20f9





University of Oklahoma

University of Science and Arts of
Oklahoma

The University of Tulsa

Unknown

3. The teacher received his/her license via:

Traditional Route |

Alternative Route

Unknown

4. The teacher is assigned to the grade level or subject area for which he/she is licensed?

Yes |

No

30f9

0.0% 0
0.0% 0
0.0% 0
0.0% 0
answered question 6
skipped question 0
Response Response
Percent Count
| 100.0% 6
0.0% 0
0.0% 0
answered question 6
skipped question 0
Response Response
Percent Count
| 100.0% 6
0.0% 0
answered question 6
skipped question 0





5. Please select the rating which reflects your evaluation of the teacher's competence for

each area listed.

Understands the central concepts
and methods of inquiry of the
subject matter discipline(s) that
they teach.

Creates learning experiences that
make these aspects of subject
matter meaningful for students.

Understands how students learn
and develop.

Provides learning opportunities that
support students' intellectual, social
and physical development at all
grade levels.

Understands that students vary in
their approaches to learning.

Creates instructional opportunities
that are adaptable to learners'
individual differences.

Not At All
Prepared

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Inadequately Adequately

Prepared

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

4 0of 9

Prepared

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Well
Prepared

0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

33.3% (2)

16.7% (1)

33.3% (2)

answered question

skipped question

Very Well
Prepared

83.3% (5)

66.7% (4)

83.3% (5)

50.0% (3)

66.7% (4)

50.0% (3)

Response
Count





6. Please select the rating which reflects your evaluation of the teacher's competence for

each area listed.

Understands curriculum integration
processes.

Uses a variety of instructional
strategies to encourage students’
development of critical thinking,
problem solving, and performance
skills.

Uses technology effectively.

Understands and uses best
practices related to motivation and
behavior to create learning
environments that encourage
positive social interaction, self-
motivation and active engagement
in learning.

Uses a variety of effective
communication techniques to foster
active inquiry, collaboration, and
supportive interaction in the
classroom.

Plans instruction based upon
curriculum goals, knowledge of the
teaching/learning process, subject

matter, students’ abilities and

differences, and the community.

Not At All
Prepared

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Inadequately Adequately

Prepared

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

50f9

Prepared

0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

Well
Prepared

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

33.3% (2)

16.7% (1)

33.3% (2)

answered question

skipped question

Very Well
Prepared

66.7% (4)

50.0% (3)

66.7% (4)

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

Response
Count





7. Please select the rating which reflects your evaluation of the teacher's competence for

each area listed.

Adapts instruction based upon
assessment and reflection.

Understands and uses a variety of
assessment strategies to evaluate
and modify the teaching/learning
process.

Evaluates the effects of his/her
choices and actions on others
(students, parents, and other
professionals in the learning
community), modify those actions
when needed, and actively seeks
opportunities for continued
professional growth.

Fosters positive interaction with
school colleagues, parents/families,
and organizations in the community
to actively engage them in support
of students’ learning and well being.

Has an understanding of the
importance of assisting students
with career awareness and the
application of career concepts to
the academic curriculum.

Understands the process of
continuous lifelong learning, the
concept of making learning
enjoyable, and the need for a
willingness to change when the
change leads to greater student
learning and development.

Not At All
Prepared

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Inadequately Adequately

Prepared

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)
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Prepared

0.0% (0)

33.3% (2)

33.3% (2)

0.0% (0)

33.3% (2)

33.3% (2)

Well
Prepared

33.3% (2)

0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)

33.3% (2)

16.7% (1)

16.7% (1)

Very Well
Prepared

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

50.0% (3)

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count





8. Please select the rating which reflects your evaluation of the teacher's competence for

each area listed.

Understands the legal aspects of
teaching including the rights of
students and parents/families, as
well as the legal rights and
responsibilities of the teacher.

Understands and is able to develop
instructional strategies/plans based
on the Oklahoma core curriculum.
Understands the State teacher
evaluation process, "Oklahoma
Criteria for Effective Teaching
Performance," and how to

incorporate these criteria in
designing instructional strategies.

9. Overall, how would you

Poor
Adequate
Good

Excellent

Not At All Inadequately Adequately Well
Prepared Prepared Prepared Prepared
0.0% (0) 16.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 66.7% (4)

0.0% (0) 0.0% (0)

0.0% (0) 0.0% (0)

16.7% (1)  16.7% (1)

50.0% (3)  16.7% (1)

Very Well
Prepared

16.7% (1)

66.7% (4)

33.3% (2)

answered question

skipped question

rate the competence of this teacher.

7 of 9

Response
Percent

0.0%

20.0%

0.0%

80.0%

answered question

skipped question

Response
Count

Response
Count





10. Additional Comments

Response
Count
0
answered question 0
skipped question 6
11. How many years of experience do you have as an administrator/supervisor?
Response Response
Percent Count
1-3 [ 16.7% 1
4 or more years | | 83.3% 5
answered question 6
skipped question 0
12. How many years of classroom teaching experience do you have?
Response Response
Percent Count
2 -5 years 0.0% 0
5 or more years | 100.0% 6
answered question 6
skipped question 0
Page 2, Q1. Name of teacher observed.
1 Rebekah Graddy May 20, 2011 8:32 PM
2 Janna Hamilton May 17, 2011 3:29 PM
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Page 2, Q1. Name of teacher observed.

3 Rebecca Aure May 16, 2011 5:13 PM
4 Heather Rydin May 16, 2011 4:50 PM
5 Jennifer Charron May 2, 2011 7:42 AM
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ORU Administrators Survey Report


I1.1 Summarize activities, assessments and outcomes toward correcting AFI(s) cited in the last
Accreditation Action Report, if applicable.

The Graduate School of Education continues to employ a multi-layered, ongoing assessment system that is aligned with the unit
institutional and ELCC standards. Primary sources of data collection includes tracking and analyzing three rounds of master and
doctoral level comprehensive exams annually, and use of electronic portfolios, or the Advanced Program Assessment System
(APAS).

Since the implementation of the assessment system in spring 2002, the graduate department has continuously collected,
analyzed, and utilized assessment data using a four point scale with 1 = Unacceptable, 2 = Acceptable, 3 = Competent, 4 =
Exemplary. As of May 13, 2011, 605 artifacts had been collected from candidates, of which 88 percent have been assessed by
the graduate faculty.

The data generated from the assessments are reviewed multiple times a year, with the most recent assessment meeting being
held April 19-20, 2011. Topics included:

* Reviewing core course post assignments as they relate to ELCC aligned assessments

* Reviewing protocols and processes, past findings and recommendations

e Revision of the unit’s institutional standards based on the new INTASC standards

e Establishing the preliminary steps for the redesign of the APAS 2011-12, which will include fewer artifacts, alignment with the
revised unit IS and ELCC standards, and a transition year to move from APAS 2007 to APAS 2011-12.

Section IV: Units with Regular/Continuous Improvement Accreditation Option

C.1. Summarize evidence indicating progress toward target level performance on the standard(s) selected by
the unit

e Std. 1 b Std. 2 e Std. 3 e Std. 4 e Std. 5 & Std. 6

The unit is committed to moving toward the target level by continuously monitoring, evaluating, and improving an assessment
system that is fully operational and used to inform changes at the unit, program and candidate levels. Data are gathered from
multiple internal and external sources, and the unit has begun collecting data related to candidate competence beyond program
completion, into the classrooms and schools. While data are regularly and systematically compiled, aggregated, summarized,
analyzed, and disaggregated, the unit continues to investigate possible means, including use of information technologies for
reporting data publically in ways that are mutually beneficial to our public and the unit.

The unit regularly involves its professional community to evaluate the capacity and effectiveness of its assessment system to
ensure it reflects the conceptual framework and incorporates candidate proficiencies outlined in professional and state standards.
The unit held an advisors’ luncheon during the 2011 ORU Homecoming to give alumni an opportunity to provide feedback on the
unit's conceptual framework as it relates to the ORU vision and its alignment to the state and national standards. Alumni were
asked to review the conceptual framework in light of current practices in the field.

The unit examines the validity and utility of the data produced through assessments and makes modifications. Each semester unit
faculty participate in Assessment Week activities. During the first half of the week faculty finish assessing artifacts that have been
uploaded in electronic portfolios. By midweek, data are downloaded from the assessments, and the last two days of the week,
faculty engage in discussions around the validity and utility of the data. Discussions also include updates on assessment
technology and how to best utilize technology to better develop the assessment system, and what changes to make in light of the
new INTASC standards .

The unit utilizes data from multiple sources and at multiple points in the program to evaluate and make decisions about candidate
performance, its practices, and to inform changes. Data are generated primarily from candidate electronic portfolios at both the
initial and advanced levels and comprehensive exam data at the advanced level. The Initial Portfolio Assessment Sheet (IPAS) and
the Advanced Portfolio Assessment Sheet (APAS) provides a description of documents candidates upload into their ePortfolio to
submit to faculty to be assessed. Data reports are then generated from the electronic portfolio database and analyzed by faculty
members during Assessment Week, by candidates during Senior Day Activities, and by professional stakeholders during
Cooperating Teacher Orientations (See IPAS Data Report, APAS Data Report).

C.2. Summarize data that demonstrate continuous improvement of candidate performance and program
quality in the area of content knowledge

Results from licensure exams, comprehensive exams, and follow-up surveys indicate continuous improvement of candidate
performance and program quality in the area of content knowledge.

The ORU College of Education teacher candidates consistently have had high passing scores on the Oklahoma Subject Area



ests (OSAT). Testing results from the 2010-2011 school year revealed that 100 percent of program completers passed all
omponents of the certification examination for initial teacher licensure, including the OSAT (See Title || Report).

leven advanced candidates took the Master’s of Arts Comprehensive exams for the first time in the 2010-11 exam cycle. Three of
he responses failed to pass. Three exams were taken as retakes. All of the retakes earned passing scores. Ten doctoral
andidates took the exam for the first time in the 2010-11 exam cycle. Two of the candidates failed to pass. Six exams were taken
s retakes. All of the retakes earned passing scores (See Comprehensive Exam Scores).

ata show a strong relationship of performance assessments to candidate success throughout their programs and later in
lassrooms or schools. The Oklahoma Commission for Teacher Preparation (OCTP) conducts a survey of program completers and
heir administrators to provide feedback to the state department and to units regarding alumni and administrators’ perceptions of
he preparedness of teachers. While the return rate for the ORU is low in comparison to larger institutions, it is representative of the
eachers who are employed in Oklahoma schools. This information has been invaluable to institutions. The results indicate that

hile candidates perceive they are very well prepared for the classroom, and 80 percent of administrators rated ORU first year
eachers as excellent in the area of competence, 50 percent administrators rated ORU teachers at a level of adequately prepared
sing a rating scale of Not At All Prepared; Inadequately Prepared; Adequately Prepared; Well Prepared; Very Well Prepared, in
he following category: Understands the State teacher evaluation process, "Oklahoma Criteria for Effective Teaching Performance,"
nd how to incorporate these criteria in designing instructional strategies. Since the state has adopted the Common Core State
tandards (CCSS), and candidates are expected to be familiar with them, faculty have been making the transition from teaching the

klahoma Criteria for Effective Teaching Performance to the CCSS; therefore it is logical that our candidates are less prepared to
ncorporate their instructional strategies (See ORU Administrators Survey Report - Page 7).

Exhibits that support the narrative: §/ NCATE Part C Data Reports ¢ ORU Administrators Survey Report

Notes on C.2: Standard 1 will be the focus of the 2010-2011 Annual Report. Please submit sample
data/evidence/exhibit(s) - no more than two - that demonstrate continuing to meet standard 1 related to
content knowledge only. The sample can be from a single program but should be representative of the unit as
whole. For selection of exhibits, please use NCATE's Exhibit List provided as a guide.
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Name: Dr. Kim Boyd

Phone: (918) 495-7108
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