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OVERVIEW

Institutional Context and History

In Fall 2002, California State University Channel Islands welcomed its first students to
the first four-year public universities in Ventura County, and to one of the few new U.S.
public university to open that year. Members of the CSUCI faculty, administration, P-12
educators from area schools, and community members had the unique opportunity to
spend 2001-2002 planning and designing a teacher education program that is consonant
with the mission and values of California State University Channel Islands. The CSUCI
learning community has taken full advantage of the opportunity to construct an education
program that addresses the varied needs of diverse learners and their academic compe-
tence in a socially and technologically situated society.

California State University Channel Islands places quality teacher preparation as a prior-
ity commitment. The quality of all programs ultimately is the concern of the entire
CSUCI community—faculty, administration and staff. We are committed to a paradigm
for preparing teachers, administrators, and other school leaders that embraces a perspec-
tive that is inclusive, student-centered, and committed to excellence.

CSUCI Mission

The University has a clear mission. The core values to which we subscribe as a commu-
nity are directly linked to the mission. The mission addresses the need to develop educa-
tors well prepared to meet the needs of diverse students in Ventura County and the state
of California. The mission states:

Placing students at the center of the educational experience, California
State University Channel Islands provides undergraduate and graduate
education that facilitates learning within and across disciplines through
integrative approaches, emphasizes experiential and service learning, and
graduates students with multicultural and international perspectives.

CSUCI is built upon the four pillars of value named in its mission: integrative study, ex-
periential and service learning, multicultural learning and engagement, and international
perspectives. Each of these pillars supports the overall mission of our institution: to place
students at the center of the educational experience. Our work in the School of Education
is tightly aligned with this goal. We strive to place our candidates’ learning needs and,
even more importantly, the needs of P-12 students at the center of all that we do. The four
pillars of the institution support this mission within our School in the following ways:

Integrative Study

The “connecting” theme of our conceptual framework (see pages 8 and 11 of this docu-
ment) illustrates the level of importance we attach to integrative approaches in education.
We believe that all educators must be able to connect theory, research and practice;
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schools and families; with colleagues; learners with content; learners with the classroom,
school, and broader community. We work within our programs to teach candidates the
value of and strategies for designing interdisciplinary approaches to inquiry. In our pro-
grams, we recognize and try to model the skills of integration and connection—higher
order processes that encourage critical inquiry and allow schooling to transcend rote
learning and become truly educational.

Experiential and Service Learning

Our programs are naturally experiential, designed as they are with field experiences that
begin in prerequisite courses before candidates are admitted, and that continue each se-
mester after a candidate is accepted into a credential or graduate program. Further, as
noted in the “knowing” strand of our framework, we emphasize in all of our programs the
need for educators to not only know their students, but also the communities in which
their students live. Therefore, we see community engagement as essential to good teach-
ing. Finally, we understand teaching as a service profession. We strive to prepare educa-
tors who understand that their careers will be in service to the needs of their students and
to the ideals of democracy and social justice.

Multicultural Learning and Engagement

The themes of democracy and social justice pervade the “believing” strand of our con-
ceptual framework, and these themes are conceptually linked with multicultural learning
and engagement. A/l students, we believe, have equal rights to education and to equitable
opportunities for learning—because in a democracy, all people must be prepared to par-
ticipate actively and effectively in their communities. Multicultural education is therefore
integrated throughout our programs, in service to the goal of securing human rights for
all, regardless of differences in ability, age, class, cultural and linguistic heritage, ethnic-
ity, gender, race, religion, or sexual orientation.

International Perspectives

Due to the challenge of offering credential programs in limited time, we are not able to
explore international perspectives to the fullest extent (e.g., study abroad, faculty and stu-
dent exchange programs). Given our limitation of time and resources, however, our can-
didates do have multiple opportunities to learn about different educational models from
around the world. Within individual courses students study such things as the history,
cultures, governments, economies, and educational systems of other nations; read schol-
arly works of international authors; reference and use educational resources developed in
other countries; and work in field placements with students born in other countries. Addi-
tionally, many of our faculty have great depth of experience living and studying abroad
(some with groups of CSUCI students), which enriches their work with candidates in our
programs.
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Growth of the University and School of Education

Since CSUCI opened in 2002 with 500 full time equivalent students (FTES), the Univer-
sity has grown significantly. Our campus now serves 3,147 FTES. The Education pro-
gram began with 27 candidates in one credential program (Multiple Subject); currently,
207 students are enrolled in our School of Education which now includes a precredential
program (54 students), five credential programs (117 candidates), and two Masters pro-
grams (37 candidates).

Two programs, Education and Business, were recognized in Fall 2007 for their size and
complexity and were designated as schools within the university. Two administrative po-
sitions were created, and both schools are now led by a Senior Associate Dean. Our
School of Education now includes the following programs and has graduated over 500
program completers, as indicated in Table O.1.

Table O.1: Program Completers*

2002-03 2003-04 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 [ 2006-07 | 2007-08 | Total
Multiple Subject 68 76 59 62 57 41 363
(Fall 2002)
Multiple Subject - - - - - - 0
with BCLAD
(Fall 2008)
Single Subject - 7 22 22 23 12 86
(Spring 2004)
Educational - 13 20 12 25 10 80
Specialist Level 1
(Fall 2003)
Educational - - - 12 12 2 26
Specialist Level 2
(Fall 2005)
Administrative - - 11 13 5 In pro- 29
Services (Fall 2004) gress
Totals 68 96 112 121 117 65 584

* These data reflect the number of candidates enrolled in a given year who eventually completed their cre-
dential program. Raw data from which this summary was drawn are available for review in the Credential
Office (see “ProgAdmitsFa02-Sp09.x1s™).

All programs are located at the main campus in Camarillo. We offer all coursework in the
Multiple Subject, Single Subject and Educational Specialist Programs on site at the
Camarillo campus. The Administrative Services courses are offered at two local school
sites; however, the program is administered from the Camarillo campus. The Administra-
tive Services program was formerly located in Extended Education, but it is now a fully
state supported program offered through the School of Education.
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Our teacher education programs, building as they do on the undergraduate majors of Bi-
ology, Chemistry, English, History, Liberal Studies, Mathematics, and Physics, empha-
size the need for a strong content knowledge base in preparing teachers to serve the var-
ied needs of surrounding communities. Further, we emphasize throughout our programs
the goal of ensuring that our graduates develop the skills of reflection and critique of their
teaching skills, attitudes, and ability to work in collaborative, analytical teams.

Description of Service Area

The School of Education serves Ventura and southern Santa Barbara counties. Ventura
County is located on the northwest border of Los Angeles County. It is a suburban-rural
county of 799,720 residents. It covers about 1,851 square miles with the 43 miles of Pa-
cific Ocean on one side and Santa Monica, Santa Susana, and Topa Topa mountains on
the other. The campus is located at the end of the Santa Monica Mountains where they
meet the Oxnard Plain. The Oxnard Plain is a major agricultural area. About 88% of the
residents live in the cities with the rest in the countryside and in small towns and
neighborhoods. The largest employers in the county are the county government, military
base at Point Mugu, and pharmaceutical companies. Southern Santa Barbara County en-
compasses the cities of Santa Barbara, Carpenteria, Goleta and Buelton. These four cities
have a population of approximately 104,000 people. Santa Barbara County has 50 miles
of coastline and is bordered by the Santa Ynez and San Rafael Mountains. Most of the
residents live along the coast. Largest employers in the county are Vandenberg Air Force
Base (near Lompoc) and University of California Santa Barbara.

Ventura County's 21 public school districts serve a P-12 student population that currently
exceeds 145,000. Southern Santa Barbara County enrolls 24,605 students of the 66,965 in
the entire county.

Student demographics in the schools in which our candidates are placed for field experi-
ences reflect the rich diversity that is characteristic of the communities we serve (Exhibits
O.1and O.2).
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COMMON STANDARD 1
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP

CCTC Common Standards Adopted November 2008

Note: Our response to Standard 1 is divided into four parts, following the segmentation
of this standard indicated below.

Part 1: The institution and education unit create and articulate a research-based vision for
educator preparation that is responsive to California's adopted standards and curriculum
frameworks. The vision provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate
performance and experiences, scholarship, service, collaboration, and unit accountability.

Part 2: The faculty, instructional personnel, and relevant stakeholders are actively in-
volved in the organization, coordination, and governance of all professional preparation
programs.

Part 3: Unit leadership has the authority and institutional support needed to create effec-
tive strategies to achieve the needs of all programs and represents the interests of each
program within the institution.

Part 4: The education unit implements and monitors a credential recommendation process
that ensures that candidates recommended for a credential have met all requirements.

Vision of the Institution and Education Unit

What follows is a two-tiered, research-based vision for educator preparation at the
CSUCI School of Education, aligned with the University’s mission statement and
responsive to California’s adopted standards and curriculum frameworks. The two tiers of
this vision statement are intended for different purposes and audiences:

(A) The first tier is a graphic representation and abbreviated narrative describing our
vision. This distilled version of our conceptual framework, originally developed in Spring
2007 and revised in Fall 2008, grew out of the theoretical and scholarly foundation we
had built with significant and ongoing community involvement since our inception in
2002. Its abbreviated design was created for the following purposes: (1) to formalize our
commitment to continually revisit our faculty’s beliefs and values, renegotiating them as
needed, and using them as guidelines for decisionmaking; (2) to describe those beliefs
and values in a brief format, articulating our identity as a school to (a) prospective and
current candidates in our programs, (b) cooperating teachers, administrators, and other
school partners, and (c) members of advisory and oversight councils; (3) to publicize the
terms of accountability for which we hold ourselves responsible and to which we align
our decisions about programs, courses, teaching, candidate experiences, scholarship, ser-
vice, opportunities for collaboration, and unit accountability.
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(B) The second tier of this vision for educator preparation is an expansion of the first. It
details the research base upon which that framework is based. In addition to serving the
first and third purposes named above, it also serves as our means of situating our
programs contextually and theoretically, and of grounding them in established research.

A. Conceptual Framework: Graphic and Abbreviated Narrative

CSUCI School of Education
Conceptual Framework

Revised Fall 2008

3Jelieving

Social Justice and Democracy
Equal Access and Equitable Opportunities
for All Learners

K@@wﬁm@

Reflective and Deliberate Inquiry and Practice Content
Educators Effecting Change, Pedagogy
Making a Difference Learners
Educators as Learning Environment
Responsive Leaders Community

Comnectns

Theory, Research, and Practice
Schools and Families
Colleagues
Learners with Content
Learners with Community
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CSUCIT School of Education

Conceptual Framework Narrative

Highlights

» We believe: in the ideals of

social justice and democ-
racy; in each student’s right
to equal access and equita-
ble opportunities for learn-
ing; in the value of reflec-
tive and deliberate inquiry
and practice; in each educa-
tor’s power to effect change
and make a positive differ-
ence in students’ lives, in
their  classroom, school,
and/or community.

» All students must have equal

access to education and eq-
uitable opportunities  for
learning, because they all
must be prepared to partici-
pate actively and effectively
in their communities.

We are committed to the
goal of preparing educators
as responsible leaders, not to
the dogmatic “training” of
teachers and principals.
Democracy requires a well
educated populace, not a
well trained one.

A colonial model of school-
ing exists where authority is
only top-down, and where
procedures, techniques, and
scripts have superceded in-
quiry, creativity, critique,
and relevance. This model
and the social hierarchies it
reproduces must be resisted
and replaced with a vision
for democratic schools.

Educators have the power to
change the world, especially
when that challenge is un-
derstood in local terms: as
expanding possibilities for a
particular child, classroom,
school, or community.

BELIEVING Working Draft 1/20/09
The members of our community, the School of Education at CSUCI, understand that
our work is in service to the ambitious, elusive, essential goal of democracy: all con-
stituents must have equal rights and enjoy equal access to power and freedom. We fur-
ther understand that our purpose is to advance the goals of social justice: to secure hu-
man rights for all, regardless of differences in ability, age, class, ethnicity, gender, race,
religion, or sexual orientation; to promote equitable access to resources; and to build
sustainable lives on a healthy planet. Therefore, we believe al/ students must have equal
access to education and equitable opportunities for learning, because all students must
be well prepared to participate in their local, state, national, and global communities.

We are committed to the goal of preparing educators as responsive leaders, not to
“training” teachers and principals. We believe this is a crucial distinction in terms with
high stakes attached. It is through education (from Latin, educere: to draw out, to bring
forth) that people learn:

* to ask and pursue their own questions and to honor the questions of others;

» to effectively use essential knowledge and skills as the means for learning rather

than as the ends of education;
* to discover and develop their voices, passions, and talents; and
* to become critical, productive, engaged, justice seeking, democratic citizens.

We specifically promote a vision of education that is defined in this way, through
educere. This is very different from the vision promoted across the nation under the
current accountability movement, an effect of which has been to move schooling away
from educere and toward a more dogmatic kind of training. We believe it is through
such training (from Latin, tragere: to pull; to manipulate into a desired form) that a
people’s capacity for democracy is threatened. It is through dogmatic training that peo-
ple learn:
* to answer the questions of others;
» to study the essential knowledge and skills of the various disciplines as ends in
themselves, rendering them useful for others’ purposes;
* to value the rewards that are offered in exchange for obedience;
* to abandon their voices, passions, and talents and to rely, instead, on the author-
ity of others for directing, evaluating, and making sense of their lives.

In short, we believe that democracy and social justice require a well educated populace,
not a well trained one. In highlighting this point, we are intentionally naming and chal-
lenging a reality that exists for many schools: procedures, techniques, and scripts often
supercede inquiry, creativity, critique, and relevance. This is especially true for those
students, teachers, and schools who are understood as “failing.” In such ways, schools
actively perpetuate a colonial model of education, reproducing injurious social hierar-
chies (i.e., schools become sites of “social reproduction” where privileges are reserved
for the privileged, and scarcity and blame are distributed to the disadvantaged). This
model must be resisted, replaced with a vision of democratic schools in which students
and educators work together, creating and engaging in genuine learning communities.

We are attempting to chart new pathways in our profession. We emphasize the emo-
tional, intellectual, social, political, and cultural dimensions of teaching, leading, and
learning. We do so by modeling and encouraging reflective and deliberate practice, and
by helping candidates to appreciate not only the power they will have to influence the
lives of their students, but also the power students will have to influence them. We em-
phasize the fact that educators who believe they can make a genuine difference in their
classrooms, schools, and communities—in collaboration with students, parents, col-
leagues, and other community members—are the ones who actually do.



Highlights:

» Teachers and administrators
must know: content; peda-
gogy (the synthesis of con-
tent, theory, research and
methods); learners; how to
create an inclusive learning
environment; and the com-
munities and schools in
which we practice.

» Effective educators are
thoughtful and deliberate
professionals who define
their work dynamically, as a
continuous cycle of reflec-
tion and action. This essen-
tially spiral relationship be-
tween thinking and doing is
called “praxis.”

» Effective praxis, which is
continually constructed and
reconstructed, is only as ef-
fective as the strength of the
knowledge base that serves
as its foundation. This
knowledge base, of course,
is also continuously under
construction and reconstruc-
tion.

» Knowledge must be con-
structed by the learner rather
than deposited by one who
is learned. Therefore, the in-
tellectual  dimension  of
teaching and learning is
necessarily creative.

» Our goal is to prepare edu-
cators to be leaders who will
claim authority to make de-
cisions in classrooms and
schools, and who will base
those decisions on estab-
lished research, theory, and
student-centered practice.

» While facilitating academic
achievement is clearly one
goal of cultivating a strong
knowledge base, the social,
emotional, and cultural
kinds of knowing are
equally important clements
of that foundation. In actual-
ity, they are prerequisites for
learning.
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KNOWING

Systemic inequalities in the architecture of our schools and their curricula are largely
unrecognized by parents and politicians when they address the “achievement gap” in
our education system. A frequent response—driven by the conviction that knowledge is
not only quantifiable, but also transferable from teacher to learner—has been to control,
standardize, and homogenize the educational experience. In this context, teaching is cast
as a rote activity that anyone can master. The faculty in our School of Education sub-
scribe to much more active interpretations of what it means to teach, to learn, and to
know.

Because we believe that knowledge must be constructed by the learner, it follows that
we perceive teaching, learning, and knowing as creative acts. Further, we believe that
these creative acts demand intellectual processes that integrate affective and cognitive
elements of and in the mind. Finally, we hold that an educator’s ability to be reflective
and to act intelligently upon her or his reflections (i.e., the educator’s “praxis™) is di-
rectly dependent upon the breadth and depth of knowledge that serves as the foundation
for reflection. Therefore, strengthening our candidates’ abilities to synthesize complex
sets of knowledge and skills is a responsibility we embrace as teacher educators.

All educators must obviously “know” content and pedagogy, but what does this “know-
ing” entail? Among other things, knowing content and pedagogy requires in-depth
knowledge (continually constructed and reconstructed) of learning theories; research
from a variety of disciplines (e.g., education, psychology, sociology, communication,
linguistics, mathematics, science, history, political science, health), the specific con-
cepts and skills to be taught at a particular grade level, students’ current knowledge,
skill levels, and interests; accommodations and modifications required by individual
students for them to be successful; the developmental progression of knowledge and
skills in each content area taught; grade-level standards and their articulation with those
from other grade levels; and instructional resources available.

Knowing content and pedagogy also requires highly sophisticated skills in lifelong
reading, learing, and reflecting; accessing and applying learning theories and research
from relevant disciplines; assessing and evaluating students’ knowledge and skills; unit
and lesson planning; implementing appropriate accommodations and modifications for
individual students; and effectively using available resources. The challenge to synthe-
size such complex sets of knowledge and skill is above all a creative one that is neces-
sarily taxing of intellectual capabilities.

While the candidates in our programs either already have or are currently expanding
their knowledge base through baccalaureate studies as a continuation of their P-12 ex-
perience, we are aggressive in encouraging them to intentionally cultivate lifelong hab-
its of curiosity, inquity, professional reading, learning, and reflecting. By reinforcing
the intellectual and political dimensions of teaching and leading in this way, our hope is
that the educators who graduate from our programs will be better prepared to negotiate
the pressures they will likely face to subordinate their knowledge and creativity to ex-
ternal authorities. Our goal is to prepare educators to be leaders who will claim their
authority to make decisions in their classrooms and schools, and who will base those
decisions on established research, theory, and student-centered practice.

The social, emotional, and cultural dimensions of teaching and leading are essential
counterparts to the intellectual and political dimensions, and they, too, are strongly em-
phasized in our programs. Candidates learn the importance of knowing themselves (e.g.,
understanding the advantages and disadvantages that can accompany social location;
identifying and challenging assumptions, values, and biases), of knowing the learners in
their care (¢.g., interests and talents; abilities and challenges; families and cultures), and
of knowing about the schools and communities in which they are working. They learn,
t00, about the importance of a positive classroom and school environment and the role it
plays in allowing students to take the risks necessary for learning to occur. While facili-
tating academic achievement is clearly one goal of cultivating a strong knowledge base,
the emotional, social, and cultural kinds of knowing are equally important elements of
that foundation. In actuality, they are prerequisites for learning.



Highlights:

» All educators must be able

to connect: theory, research
and practice; schools and
families; with colleagues;
learners with content; learn-
ers with the classroom,
school, and broader com-
munity.

To serve human purposes,
education must facilitate
connections between and
among the people involved
(students, teachers, parents,
administrators, community
members), and it must honor
the questions that those
people have decided are im-
portant enough to ask.

We name skilled inquiry
resulting in changed behav-
ior as the ultimate pursuit of
education, and we name the
existence of mutually valued
relationships (between and
among students, teachers,
parents, and administrators)
as an essential condition that
allows the risk-taking and
collaboration needed for
genuine inquiry to occur.

Students who are policed
and controlled rather than
trusted and inspired are be-
ing led away from vital con-
nections with peers, with
teachers, with content, and
with sources of knowledge
they may understand best.
Educators as responsive
leaders guide students to
find their own authority, as
well as to value the author-
ity of others.

Democracy  requires a
school system that prepares
students not only for em-
ployment, but also for using
their questions, interests,
talents, and voices to find
meaning, to discover their
value and sense of belong-
ing, and to make contribu-
tions to their communities.
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CONNECTING

As emotional, social, and cultural beings, it is connection that people of every age re-
quire. As intellectual and political beings, it is meaning we crave. Human beings, then,
are meaning-makers who define our realities in terms of our relationships with each
other and with the world. To serve human purposes, education must therefore facilitate
connections among the people involved (students, teachers, parents, administrators,
community members), and it must honor the questions that those people have decided
are important enough to ask. For these reasons, the faculty in our School of Education
name skilled inquiry resulting in changed behavior as the ultimate pursuit of education,
and we name the existence of mutually valued relationships (between and among stu-
dents, teachers, parents, and administrators) as an essential condition that allows the risk-
taking and collaboration needed for genuine inquiry to occur.

We believe the quality of connection between students and teachers determines the qual-
ity of inquiry that can be undertaken in the classroom. Further, it is the quality of con-
nection among administrators, teachers, and parents that determines the kind of inquiry
they can pursue with each other. For the future of public education and the ideals of
freedom and democracy to hold, we believe that educators as responsive leaders must
learn to engage cach other, parents, and other community members in discussions about
essential questions in education—questions having to do with such foundational themes
as purpose, access, and accountability. Connections between and among adults in
schools is as essential a goal as building valued relationships between educators and
students; therefore, we believe that students, teachers, parents, and administrators must
have opportunities to create and participate in genuine learning communities within their
classrooms and schools.

In the complexity of today’s educational, social, economic, and political realities, we
understand that it may be tempting for new teachers, in particular, to believe that educa-
tion can be a more simplistic process. It may be tempting to reject the necessity of
spending time on the ongoing challenges of valuing questions more than answers and of
building relationships and learning communities with students, colleagues, parents, ad-
ministrators, and members of the broader community. Perhaps most of all, it may be
tempting to believe that youth can be both externally controlled and educated, or to think
that knowledge can simply be delivered rather than actively constructed. However, we
believe such ideas work to lead teachers, parents, principals, and other school leaders
astray from their mission of educating students—that is, of preparing them not only for
employment, but for using their questions, interests, talents, and voices to find meaning,
to discover their value and sense of belonging, and to make contributions to their com-
munities. Such simplistic ideas about education make it easier to understand teaching
incorrectly, in our view, as the process of controlling and training students.

We believe that children and adolescents who are policed and controlled rather than
trusted and inspired are being led away from vital connections with peers, with teachers,
with content, and with sources of knowledge they may understand best. Democracy re-
quires more than this. It requires that students learn to find their own authority, to value
the authority of others, and to create and nurture relationships with the people and world
around them.

As faculty, we acknowledge the daunting, practical challenges that accompany the theme
of connection, in particular. We recognize that as experienced educators, each one of us
is still working to cultivate strong connections with our own colleagues, students, con-
tent, and community. The relationships that our graduates are required to develop extend
even farther, to the parents of the students in their care. We want to be clear, that a be-
ginning awareness of the breadth and depth of the connection theme is what we expect
of our candidates; and we coach our graduates to focus their connecting efforts strategi-
cally—engaging first around the needs of students, with expanding attention to other
connections over time. Our programs are designed to help our candidates develop the
beliefs, knowledge, and connections that will help them to become responsive leaders
devoted to educating each and every learner in their care. Our pre-service teachers, in-
terns, and administrators are consistently encouraged to understand that building this
essential foundation will require a lifelong commitment.
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Part 1, continued: Vision of the Institution and Education Unit

B. Expanded Conceptual Framework

California State University Channel Islands resides in a County and State that are each
defined by cultural, ethnic and linguistic diversity. The diversity of student needs is at the
forefront of our programs for teacher and administrator preparation. We strive to imple-
ment programs that respond to our communities’ and students’ diverse needs. Throughout
our School, a major emphasis is on ensuring that candidates understand the varying lan-
guage and cultural backgrounds of students and their families. They become aware of the
interconnectedness that children have with their own life experiences, their community,
and the contemporary popular culture. These sociocultural contexts of children's lives are
used as resources for teaching and learning. The CSUCI professional education programs
are designed to contribute to the education profession by preparing teachers and other
school leaders who believe that all students have the ability to achieve high standards,
who adapt their classroom and school leadership practices so as to reach all students, who
respect the diversity of all students and incorporate this into their daily work.

Core Values and Goals

Our faculty view learning as a persistent search for meaning (Dewey, 1916; Freire, 1970,
Greene, 1995, 1993, 1988), an active and internal process that provokes the learner’s con-
tinual construction and reconstruction of increasingly sophisticated understandings and
skills (Cannella & Reiff, 1994; Kohn, 1999; Kroll & LaBoskey, 1996, MacKinnon &
Scarft-Seatter,1997; Richardson, 1997; Vygotsky, 1978). We therefore define teachers’
and administrators’ work as the facilitation of those dynamic and necessarily learner-
centered processes. We do not view teaching as a technical act nor as the transmission of
knowledge; we oppose schooling practices that frame the processes of teaching and learn-
ing as a collection of standardized and automated activities. Instead, we offer a view of P-
12 classroom and school leadership that actively promotes the creation of democratic,
inclusive learning communities whose members are engaged in meaningful study—
questioning, critiquing, constructing, and supporting new understandings together. De-
veloping this kind of dynamic learning community, whether with P-12 learners, col-
leagues, or parents, requires a commitment from educational leaders at every level to cul-
tivate habits of mind and action that promote increasingly reflective, deliberate, and
effective practice.

The faculty of our School of Education believe:

e Continuous improvement is essential to our roles as life-long learners;

e C(Collaboration and inclusion are central to our work;

e Professionalism is demonstrated by our service to the University, and the
community;

e Teaching all children, regardless of their particular learning situation is every-
one’s responsibility and is reflected throughout the program;
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e C(ritical reflection and inquiry are an integral part of our professional respon-
sibility;

e The responsibility for acknowledging, affirming, and responding to linguistic,
ethnic, and special needs resides with everyone.

The core values stated here are goals for our graduates. They are future-oriented state-
ments intended to convey the beliefs, values, knowledge and skills and dispositions that
we want all of our graduates to have. Taken together, they present a composite picture of
the skilled beginning professional, the type of teacher and administrator we want to pre-
pare. We emphasize in all of our credential programs the need for and usefulness of
adopted standards; indeed, we define a “skilled beginning professional,” in part, as one
who can access and use these supports effectively in daily, weekly, and yearly planning.
In methods courses and field experiences, candidates use state and national standards and
curriculum frameworks to create, implement, and evaluate individual lessons and/or units
of instruction. Assignments that require students to access and use standards and curricu-
lum frameworks are described in course syllabi and field experience handbooks associ-
ated with each credential program. (See program documents for supporting documenta-
tion).

It is our explicit intention to ensure the graduates of our program:

e are informed decision makers and reflective professionals. Problems are seen as
challenges to be solved rather than barriers to success.

o feel personally empowered as educators. They are confident in their ability to
make a positive difference in each student's life.

e believe that all students, and especially students traditionally at risk of failure, can
learn to use their minds well, and they implement that belief in their teaching and
other professional activities. They have high expectations for achievement for
themselves, their students and their peers, as well as internal locus of control in
believing that they are the agents for bringing about positive change in themselves
and others.

e are innovative in their professional activities. They are insightful problem-posers,
and they support colleagues who take risks in order to promote more effective
teaching. They are dedicated to school improvement, know the characteristics of
effective schools as social organizations, and use positive techniques to cause or-
ganizational change.

e use cross-cultural language and academic development techniques effectively in
their practice. They display openness to varying forms of language and communi-
cation among their students, and are effective in communicating with students
whose primary language is other than English.
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e know and apply established principles of effective teaching and leadership and
use a variety of strategies (e.g., cooperative learning and peer coaching) for the
express purpose of assuring that all students learn. They are skilled at creating
positive learning environments and positive classroom management techniques.

e have a working knowledge of the California curriculum frameworks and content
standards and a conceptual understanding of the relationship between curriculum
and student outcomes. They are skilled at connecting content knowledge and
pedagogy. They are skilled at curriculum integration.

e use assessment techniques consistent with the higher order learning which they
expect of their students. They make decisions regarding assessment as a part of
the instructional planning process.

e prepare their students to engage themselves responsibly as citizens in a participa-
tory democracy.

e incorporate a global perspective into their teaching and curriculum, thus allowing
students to broaden their knowledge and perspectives within which they construct
meaning from their everyday experience.

e use technology effectively. Program graduates use technology education concepts
and activities to enhance students’ academic skill development and awareness of
the world of work.

e establish good rapport and supportive, nurturing relationships with their students,
the parents of the students, and their professional colleagues. They are skilled at
consultation, collaborative problem solving, and conflict resolution.

o work effectively with parents, soliciting and facilitating parental involvement in
the classroom and school.

e recognize that many students have social, psychological and emotional needs that
can interfere with their learning, and are familiar with school-based and commu-

nity resources that can provide important services to students and their families.

e are committed to and self-directed in lifelong learning and continuous profes-
sional development.

Learning Qutcomes

With these values and goals in mind, the program learning outcomes for our students are
as follows:
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e Candidates are prepared to teach the content in which they earn their cre-
dential, in accordance with California's adopted standards and curriculum
frameworks.

e Candidates are prepared to teach children with English as first or second
language.

¢ Candidates understand and relate to the diversity of language and cultures
in and among children and families.

¢ Candidates can meet the diverse needs of all students, including those with

special needs.

Candidates are reflective and deliberate practitioners.

Candidates link content and pedagogy.

Candidates actively engage children in their learning.

Candidates integrate research, theory, and best educational practice into

their teaching.

Candidates’ attainment of these learning outcomes is evaluated in multiple ways. These
will be detailed in our responses to Common Standard 2: Unit and Program Evaluation
System and Common Standard 9: Assessment of Candidate Competence.

In summary, our view of schooling involves the establishment of high performance ex-
pectations, providing latitude for creative professionals to decide the most effective
means for achieving common goals, while attending to the teaching of state adopted core
curricula connected to content standards and testing, and assessment of outcomes in a
way that informs teachers and administrators about needed areas of instructional im-
provement. We strive to operate as a school that responds to the needs of all students,
utilizing exemplary practice and relevant scholarship in the field. Thus, active and collec-
tive faculty participation is an integral part of the program. Toward that end, we seek
broad agreement on goals, expectations and characteristics of our programs, upon which
we develop curricula and experiences that assure all of our candidates reach those goals.

Theoretical and Scholarly Basis of the Program Design

As a professional School of Education, we are devoted to the advancement of teaching
and learning. Our image for preparing teachers and other school leaders starts with a vi-
sion for P-12 schools in the 21st century. The transformation from an industrial economy
to an information society in the U.S., combined with increasing emphasis on global issues
and technology, demands more highly skilled adults to function effectively in the work-
force. Students who do not complete their public school experience successfully will be
educationally, socially and economically disadvantaged, and may become members of a
growing underclass in society (Cummins, 1998; Crowther, 2000). This seems especially
true of underrepresented populations, including English language learners and excep-
tional students. Conversely, students who succeed in school, who are able to use their
minds well as lifelong learners, will have the basic skills necessary for leading a full and
rewarding life in an interdependent society and an information- and service-driven econ-
omy. The power of educators to make this fundamental difference in students’ abilities to
adapt to a rapidly changing society makes education the most important social service.
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Historically, a primary role of the schools in an industrial society was to sort students into
groups roughly equivalent to adult work groups (Apple, 1996; Bowles & Gintis, 1976;
Giroux, 1998; Macedo, 1996). Thus, grading and tracking practices were developed
which constrained teachers' expectations for students and created self-fulfilling prophe-
cies regarding student learning (Combs, 1970; Curwin, 1976; Guskey, 1996, 1994; Jen-
sen, 2004; Oakes & Wells, 1997; Rosenthal, 1980; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Tollef-
son & Osborn, 2008). Today’s schools face quite a different challenge. Rather than
sorting learners and accepting lower expectations for many, schools are expected to teach
all students, via equal access to standards based content core curricula, including those
who previously have not experienced maximum benefit from their educational experi-
ences, to use their minds well and to be informed problem posers and solvers (Freire,
1970).

An underlying belief that drives our conceptual framework is that all teachers must be-
lieve and practice a philosophy that all students deserve equal access to education and
equitable opportunities to learn. Our programs incorporate current theory and practice for
teaching and learning in P-12 schools based on this belief. They are also designed around
and supported by well established bodies of research on the importance of relationship
(Bijou, 1977; Brendtro, Brokenleg, & Van Bockern, 2002; Kohl, 1994; Nakkula & To-
shalis, 2006; Sapon-Shevin, 1999), and motivation (Deci & Koestner, 1999; Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Lavoie, 2007; Sheldon & Biddle, 1998; Rogers, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2000)
in teaching and learning.

We understand that teachers and administrators cannot be expected to teach students to
use their minds well if the teachers themselves are not allowed to do so. Thus, we have
designed programs that utilize current adult teaching and learning theory. Our programs
allow for the creation of school environments in which teachers and other school leaders
are expected to be continuous problem posers and problem solvers, and to collaborate
with their colleagues to assure that all students learn the skills that are essential for a
meaningful and productive adult life.

While the paragraphs above present a case for schooling nationwide, nowhere is the need
for creating programs that address the needs of all learners more readily apparent than in
California. We are acutely aware of the fact that ours is one of the most diverse popula-
tions of any state, and that many social and economic trends which have reached the na-
tional consciousness actually started in California several years earlier. As the School of
Education at CSUCI, we have an opportunity to create a teacher education program that
addresses issues of educational, social and economic justice through public education, in
a social context that addresses the needs of children from diverse populations, e.g., eth-
nic, linguistic, exceptional backgrounds.

Educator Quality Leading to Success for All Students

The conceptual framework for the credential and graduate programs of the CSUCI
School of Education has a principal emphasis on equity, inclusion and social justice. We
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view classroom teachers and school administrators as an instructional, curricular, princi-
pled, and responsive leaders who exemplify the fundamental premises that all students
can achieve high standards when they have equal access to education and equitable op-
portunities to learn; that educators as the primary agents for learning are themselves, life-
long learners; and that educators must be effective and active members of their school
communities.

In developing programs leading to educator quality, pedagogical strategies to facilitate
high levels of learning for all students are a prevailing theme in all coursework. We, the
faculty, believe that a vision of educator quality within a framework of equity and social
justice, combined with instruction that models effective practice, prepares our students to
become successful leaders in our communities.

At the core of our program is a problem-posing approach to teaching/learning/leading and
collaboration that contributes to the development of a more democratic, more just society
(Apple, 1990; Friere, 1993; McLaren, 1994; Giroux, 1998; Sleeter and Grant, 1993). As a
matter of achieving a professional ethic, our candidates are taught the responsibilities and
expectations of educators in a community where collaboration is part of an on-going ap-
proach to improving teaching and learning for our students. Our cohort model teaches
candidates collegial problem posing and problem solving. It should be noted that this and
other features are built on collective and prior experiences of the Education faculty at
CSUCI and builds further on scholarship in the area (Castaneda et al, 2002; Keller,
Quintero, & Karp, 1995). At the core is reflective feaching, that is the continual reflection
on goals and strategies aimed at professional renewal and improved practice. The devel-
opment of a professional ethic becomes part of the professional practice and teacher lead-
ership modeled by our faculty as they mentor our teacher candidates into a process of
life-long learning that is personally and professionally relevant and connected to their fu-
ture as professional educators.

Socio-cultural Contexts for Teaching and Learning

Developing a socio-cultural context for learning allows our candidates the opportunity to
practice teaching and leadership strategies in real world settings, working with students in
directed, guided field experiences which are directly linked to course content. Consistent
with the core values, our programs place special emphasis on multicultural and multilin-
gual education, English language development and inclusion, and pedagogy, curriculum
and instruction which are grounded in recent research findings. The areas of first and
second language acquisition across the curriculum, and effective instruction in multiple-
language classroom and school settings are based on community need and scholarship in
the field (Berman, 2004; Cummins, 1994; Faltis and Hudelson, 1998; Garcia, 1999;
Krashen, 1994; Ramirez et al, 1993; Hakuta, 2001; Tomas Rivera Policy Institute, 2003).
Issues of sociocultural communication and interaction serve as a fundamental theoretical
foundation (Carrasco, 1981; Cazden et al, 1984; Delgado-Gaitan & Trueba, 1991; Erick-
son, et al., 1983; Garcia, 1999; Mehan, 1979; Moll, 1988; Philips, 1983; Trueba, 1987,
Castaneda and Rios, 2002; Trent, Rios and Castaneda, 2002). As the numbers of English
Language Learners continues to grow in California and the country, a critical need exists
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for education programs, practices and curricula that address the needs of students from
various language, culture and ethnic groups in monolingual, bilingual, and multiple lan-
guage school settings. Inclusion of students with special needs in daily classroom con-
texts further exemplify the need to create constructive and positive social-cultural con-
texts for learning (Garnett, 2000; Stout, 2001; Stainback & Stainback, 1996, Zionts,
1997; Villa & Thousand, 1995).

As part of the required coursework, we address the issues and concerns of English Lan-
guage Learners (ELLs) as they become more familiar with their new school community,
language and culture. Additionally, we address issues and concerns of children from ex-
ceptional backgrounds (e.g., gifted and talented, learning disability, special needs). We
work to develop appropriate solutions toward ensuring equal education opportunities and
access to the content core curricula for these students. We are challenged to better pre-
pare our teacher candidates to teach these students. Therefore, we have developed pro-
grams that address the challenge of ethnic, linguistic, exceptionality, and multicultural
diversity in teaching and learning contexts.

The movement to form active educational partnerships demands that educators be pre-
pared to effectively collaborate with families. Among the recommended best practices for
educators to follow when working with families include practices that are family-
centered, individualized, strengths-based, and resource-focused (Austin, 1994; Delgado-
Gaitan, 2001, 1991; Delpit, 2006; Dunst, Trivette, & Deal, 1999; Lawrence-Lightfoot,
2003; Tollefson & Osborn, 2008). There is also a demand for educators to respond to the
linguistic and cultural considerations of diverse families such as immigrant families with
disabilities historically underserved by service delivery systems (Denney, et al., 2001).
Our program will focus on preparing our students in best practices for working with fami-
lies of diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds.

Integrated throughout the program are opportunities for candidates to: interact with peers
and learn how to work collaboratively; work at different school sites, at least one of
which is linguistically diverse; work closely with cooperating teachers or administrators
and university supervisors who ensure timely feedback on performance; and take classes
from highly qualified faculty who have spent a considerable amount of time in schools.

The CSUCI School of Education prepares teaching and administrative candidates to fa-
cilitate the learning of all students. Consonant with our beliefs that all students can
achieve high standards when they have equal access to education and equitable opportu-
nities to learn, and that we are preparing educators for the twenty-first century who are
life-long learners, we are preparing our candidates to teach in a way that is critical and
reflective. We do not view teaching as a “technical act” or as the “transmission of knowl-
edge” (Freire, 1970), but instead, offer a view of teaching that is democratic and inclu-
sive. This vision of teacher education and adult learning is supported in the literature.
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Adult Learning Theory

Speck (1996) notes the following important points of adult learning theory that should be
considered when professional development activities are prepared for educators. We have
drawn on Speck’s work and adapted it for use in our programs. The following critical
points guide the implementation of our program for teacher education:

Adults will commit to learning when the goals and objectives are considered realistic
and important to them. Application in the ‘real world’ is important and relevant to the
adult learner’s personal and professional needs;

Adults learners need to see that the learning and their day-to-day activities are related
and relevant;

Adult learners need direct, concrete experiences in which they apply the learning in
real work (in the real world);

Adult learning has ego involved. Professional development must be structured to pro-
vide support from peers and to reduce the fear of judgment during learning;

Adults need to receive feedback on how they are doing and the results of their efforts.
Opportunities must be built into activities that allow the learner to practice the learn-
ing and receive structured, helpful feedback;

Adults need to participate in small-group activities during the learning to move them
beyond understanding to application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Small-group
activities provide an opportunity to share, reflect, and generalize their learning ex-
periences;

Adult learners come to learning with a wide range of previous experiences, knowl-
edge, self-direction, interests, and competencies. This diversity must be accommo-
dated in the program planning and delivery.

Transfer of learning for adults is not automatic and must be facilitated. Coaching and
other kinds of follow-up support are needed to help adult learners transfer learning
into daily practice so that it is sustained. (Speck, pp. 33-41)

We are further informed by other scholarly work in adult learning theory. We understand
that our candidates learn in a multitude of settings, such as the home, the workplace, and
community contexts—and for a variety of reasons. Several other areas in adult learning
are of special concern to the CSUCI School of Education. These are, transformative
learning, adult learning related to technology, and collaborative/group learning. Research
and theory in transformative learning refers to a theory of learning unique to adulthood
(Taylor, 1998).
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Technological developments have also affected adult learning research and theory build-
ing. In adult education, technology is emerging as both a delivery system and a content
area. Cahoon (1998), Davis and Denning (1998), and Graebner (1998) describe how
technology is changing the delivery of adult learning. We have utilized both as a content
area (infusion of technology across all of our programs and courses), and as a mode of
delivery (via the use of Blackboard for posting notes, drop-off of assignments, use of dis-
cussion groups and other activities).

Although learning in groups has a long history in adult education, the focus has been on
group process. Recently, the emphasis in the literature has been on groups as learning en-
vironments and on helping learners think about group—as opposed to individual—
learning (Imel, 1999). Collaborative learning partnerships (Saltiel, Sgroi, and Brokett,
1998) are another aspect of group learning that has been explored.

Other areas of development in the literature on adult learning are represented by the
emergence of a sociological perspective (Shirk, 1996), discussions of power and gender
(Goldberger, 1996), and explorations of the connection between adult learning and social
change (Connolly et al, 1996). A constructivist perspective of adult learning is repre-
sented in work on situated cognition (Hansman and Wilson, 1998) and experiential learn-
ing (Avis 1995; Johnston and Usher, 1997).

Principles of Teacher Development

The development of teachers incorporates a variety of the underlying program features.
First, candidates are prepared to facilitate learning. A facilitator of learning is more than a
learned person (Barth, 1990, 1997, Darling-Hammond, 1998; Dewey, 1916). According
to Danielson (1996) and Cruickshank (1985) the art of facilitating lies at the core of mas-
tering the varied complexities of teaching. During the preservice years, candidates ac-
quire and utilize the knowledge, performances, and dispositions of teaching required to
effectively facilitate learning and effectively begin their career paths toward achieving
mastery in teaching (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Klein, 1995; INTASC, 1992).

At the core of “facilitator of learning” are four essential understandings that candidates
must demonstrate in order to become effective facilitators of learning (Cochran,
DeRuiter, & King, 1993). First, is a solid foundation of subject matter content comprised
of (a) substantive knowledge (e.g., facts, ideas, theories), (b) knowledge about what spe-
cialists do in their field, (c) the nature of the knowledge in the field, and (d) the meaning
of teaching and learning the subject (McDiarmid, 1989). Second, candidates need a
strong base of knowledge related to the students they teach. This is comprised of behav-
ioral studies (e.g., psychology, sociology, anthropology, economics, and political science)
and humanities studies (e.g., foundations of education, philosophy). Third is knowledge
of pedagogy. This is defined as involving “both art and science in teaching” (Rubin,
1985). The “science” aspect of teaching of pedagogy is comprised of candidates’ “use of
learning principles, instructional principles, stylistic preferences and situational adapta-
tions” (Rubin, 1985, p. 93) to facilitate learning.
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The art of teaching is revealed, considered, and refined through reflection on teaching
practice over time and accumulated experiences (Henderson, 1992; Schon, 1983). The
final major understanding is knowledge of the environmental contexts for learning
(Cochran et al, 1993) that was discussed earlier.

Summary

Our programs, as designed, offer candidates many opportunities to learn how to be suc-
cessful teachers and leaders in the public school system. Coursework and fieldwork re-
flect principles of educators’ development and adult learning theory.

The CSUCI School of Education is building programs and curricula for preparing teach-
ers and administrators that require people to think and to engage themselves in a powerful
learning community. Candidates are organized into cohort groups, taking all of their
courses together. Course formats and teaching methods reinforce collaboration, problem-
posing and problem-solving, and model a wide variety of effective teaching strategies. In
classes, everyone is expected to be both a teacher and a learner, and assessment tech-
niques are designed to measure reasoning and complex performance, not mere regurgita-
tion of discrete bits of knowledge. Field experiences in community schools, with cooper-
ating teachers or administrators and diverse learners, are progressive and well integrated
with on-campus instruction.

Faculty, Instructional Personnel, and Relevant Stakeholder
Involvement

The quality of all programs ultimately is the concern of the entire CSUCI community —
faculty, administration and staff. Our various credential and graduate program offerings
have been developed by faculty in the Education Program in consultation with our ad-
ministration and the surrounding P-12 community (Exhibit 1.1). The Senior Associate
Dean and Director of the School of Education oversees all aspects of credential and
graduate program offerings. All program and course changes must be reviewed by the
University’s Curriculum Committee, Dean, Vice-President for Academic Affairs, and the
Academic Senate, which ultimately decides whether to recommend changes to the Presi-
dent (see http://senate.csuci.edu/comm/curriculum/committee guide htm).

Faculty (i.e., tenure track, lecturers, adjunct, and supervisors) work collaboratively and
operate in an environment where all voices are heard. We practice this in our respective
classrooms to deliver a program that models this value toward collaboration and inclu-
sion. Three kinds of meetings occur monthly (SOE Faculty and Staff, Program Coordina-
tors, Slipstream) and are described in further detail below (Exhibit 1.2).

Monthly School of Education meetings, in which school-wide concerns are discussed and
decisions made, are open to all full- and part-time faculty and staff. (Agendas and min-

utes from faculty and staff meetings are available for review in the document room.)

Monthly meetings for discussing program-specific concerns are attended by program co-
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ordinators, who in turn hold meetings for their program faculty on an as-needed basis.

While regularly scheduled faculty meetings do much to ensure that faculty, instructional
personnel, and relevant stakeholders are actively involved in the organization, coordina-
tion, and governance of all professional preparation programs, we recognize the danger of
allowing established routines to become entrenched, thus threatening the dynamic vision
we hold for our School as a whole. We further recognize the ongoing challenge that ex-
ists for ensuring that new faculty, instructional personnel, and other relevant stakeholders
have opportunities to not only learn the history of our School’s vision but to have genuine
and ongoing opportunities to participate in its evolving development. With these dangers
and challenges in mind, we instituted a new series of monthly faculty meetings in Fall
2008. These we call our “Slipstream” meetings, based on the work of faculty members
Tollefson and Toshalis (2008), who credit Ward (2000) for the roots of their model (Ex-
hibit 1.3). In Slipstream conversations, we purposefully create the space, time, and invita-
tion for five iterative activities to occur:

1. we continually examine our founding principles and revise them as needed,

2. we use our founding principles to critically read our programs, courses, teaching,
candidate experiences, scholarship, service, opportunities for collaboration, and
unit accountability system and practices;

3. we name patterns, problems, questions, and concerns that we locate through our
critical reading processes;

4. we challenge status-quo thinking that may be making it difficult for us to imagine
other alternatives; and

5. we amend our programs, courses, teaching, candidate experiences, scholarship,
service, opportunities for collaboration, and unit accountability system and prac-
tices—leading us to revise our founding principles.

In our view, this cycle of critical inquiry, reflection, and action on our part is necessary
for interrupting the tendency of schools to reproduce patterns of social inequity and strati-
fication commonly found in the broader society (e.g., Anyon, 1981; Apple, 1996, 1990,
1981; Bowles & Gintis, 1976, Freire, 1970; Giroux, 1998, 1992, 1987; Katz, 1971). Our
faculty are devoted to preparing educators as responsive leaders who will work to inter-
rupt this tendency in small ways or large every day, intentionally and actively positioning
themselves as advocates for equal access and equitable opportunities for al/ students in
the P-12 schools of our county, state, and nation.

We are committed to continuing the broad-based level of faculty and community en-
gagement with which we founded our first credential program in 2002. The four-page
distillation of our conceptual framework (drafted through broad-based Slipstream work
by tenure track faculty, lecturers, supervisors, and credential office staff in Fall 2008)
grew out of the many community conversations and founding documents of 2002-2007.
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Plans are in place to use our conceptual framework graphic and abbreviated narrative in
Spring 2009 and Fall 2009 for the following purposes:

1. to communicate who we are as a School of Education in at least five different fo-

rums:

a. in faculty meetings of the P-12 schools in which we routinely place multiple
candidates for field experiences

b. in focus group interviews of program graduates

c. Ventura County Superintendent’s Council and Special Education directors

d. CSUCI School of Education open house for our Advisory Council, the Ven-
tura County P-16 Council, and CSUCI faculty and staff

e. CSUCI president, provost, and dean

2. to invite critique of our School and programs from these audiences who will use
the beliefs, values, and goals stated in our conceptual framework as standards for
evaluation

3. to revise our admissions processes to ensure alignment with conceptual frame-
work

4. to examine opportunities and processes for integrating our general education and
special education programs.

Our conceptual framework will thus become a practical, evolving tool that we will use
not only for guiding decisions within our School, programs, and courses, but also for
holding ourselves accountable to the candidates in our programs and to the P-12 students,
teachers, families, and communities we ultimately exist to serve.

Unit Leadership

The Vice-President for Academic Affairs, is the chief academic officer responsible for all
academic operations of the University, and serves as primary liaison for educational af-
fairs within the University. The Dean of Faculty reports directly to the Vice-President for
Academic Affairs and has oversight for each of the program areas, including Education
(Exhibit 1.4). Two programs at CSU Channel Islands, Education and Business, were rec-
ognized in Fall 2007 for their size and complexity and were designated as schools within
the university. Two administrative positions were created, and both schools are now led by
a Senior Associate Dean. The Senior Associate Dean and Director of the School of Educa-
tion is responsible for ongoing oversight of all preparation programs in education offered
at CSUCL

Program coordinators for credential (Multiple Subject, Single Subject, Special Education
Level I, Special Education Level II, and Administrative Services) report directly to the
Senior Associate Dean and Director of the School of Education, as do the Program Coor-
dinator for Early Childhood Studies, the Director of Liberal Studies, the Director of Field
Placements, the Credential Office Manager, and all School of Education faculty (Exhibit
1.5).
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Faculty, as a part of their workload assignment, support and advise credential candidates.
Precredential students and candidates completing a program are advised by the Credential
Office. Other support services on campus (which are described in detail in our responses
to Standards 3 and 6) include a library/media facility, counseling, and a broad array of
tutorial and support services are readily available to help ensure student success (Exhibit
1.6).

The Senior Associate Dean and Director of the School of Education meets regularly with
other university administrators and faculty, in the following forums: (1) bi-weekly with
the Dean of Faculty Affairs and all program chairs to determine institutional responses to
academic affairs challenges and successes, and to maintain ongoing management of pro-
grams (meeting agendas and minutes are available for review at
http://www.csuci.edu/academics/deansoffice/agendaandminutes.htm); (2) monthly with
the Vice President of Academic Affairs Academic Council to represent the School of
Education on university-wide issues and concerns.

Tenure-track faculty of the School of Education participate as senators on Academic Sen-
ate. There are representatives from School of Education faculty on a number of Academic
Senate Standing Committees, including: University Curriculum, Liberal Studies Program,
Committee on Centers and Institutes, Committee on Committees, Academic Planning,
Faculty Affairs, Fiscal Policies, Student Academic Policies and Procedures, and Profes-
sional Leave Committee. School of Education faculty also serve on a number of Aca-
demic Senate Advisory and Cross-Divisional Committees, including: Faculty Develop-
ment Advisory Committee, Extended Education Advisory Committee, and Student
Affairs Liaison Committee (see http://senate.csuci.edu/committees htm).

Quality control for our credential and graduate programs is the responsibility of the fac-
ulty who are knowledgeable about current research in teaching and learning in our re-
spective subject areas. We incorporate this knowledge into our teaching, service, and
scholarship. Faculty are current with respect to requirements and standards from the Cali-
fornia Department of Education and assessment processes in the field, and broadly par-
ticipate in informational meetings and conferences.

The University is concerned that students, faculty and staff on the campus be treated with
dignity and with due respect for individual rights. Should situations arise when persons
feel they have been treated unfairly or that their needs are not being met, they are encour-
aged to use the appropriate complaint and/or grievance processes explained in the CSUCI
Student Guidebook (Exhibit 1.7), the CFA Collective Bargaining Agreement for faculty
(http://www.calfac.org/allpdf/contractpages2007/Article 10.pdf), and the CSEA Contract
(http://www calstate edu/L.aborRel/Contracts HTML/CSEA Contract/index.shtml).

Credential Recommendation Process

The Credential Office operates under the guidance of the Senior Associate Dean and Di-
rector of the School of Education. The Credential Office provides a unique service to our
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students. From beginning informational sessions designed to provide materials that will
facilitate entry into our programs to the verification of eligibility for a variety of creden-
tials, the Credential Office staff offers ongoing assistance to students in all areas as they
prepare for entry to our program and as they exit with their given credential. Candidates
and prospective candidates know that the Credential Office acts as a clearinghouse for all
pertinent changes in requirements, modifications of state regulations, application and cer-
tification processes, and proper validation of records. Our Credential staff act as advocates
for our students, and our candidates consider the role of this office as vital to their pro-
gressing through our programs. It is our “one-stop center” for information and assistance
for prospective, current and former students of the School of Education. (For further in-
formation regarding the Credential Office, see http://education.csuci.edu/credentials/).

All candidates must document completion of all program requirements prior to being rec-
ommended for a credential. Many of these requirements must be evidenced prior to ad-
mission to one of our credential programs. (These requirements and procedures are de-
scribed in detail in our response to Common Standards 5 and 6.) The process for
requesting a credential is initiated by the candidate, who completes a Credential Request
Form (Exhibit 1.8) and requests a meeting with a Credential Analyst. After verifying that
each requirement has been met, the analysts documents the completed requirements in
the candidate’s file, with supporting materials, and then the candidate is recommended
for a credential. (All candidate files from 2002 to the present are available for review in
the Credential Office.)
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COMMON STANDARD 2
UNIT AND PROGRAM ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

The education unit implements an assessment and evaluation system for ongoing pro-
gram and unit evaluation and improvement. The system collects, analyzes, and utilizes
data on candidate and program completer performance and unit operations. Assessment
in all programs includes ongoing and comprehensive data collection related to candidate
qualifications, proficiencies, and competence, as well as program effectiveness, and is
used for improvement purposes.

Response

The School of Education uses a variety of sources of information for all phases of the
unit’s assessment, evaluation and improvement processes. The data are gathered from
members of the professional community including Credential and Field Experience staff,
faculty, cooperating teachers and other institutional and community partners. The unit
relies on the assessment of candidates, faculty and cooperating teachers to improve the
quality of its programs. This standard describes the unit and program assessment and
evaluation plans highlighting overall evaluation system and then the candidate, faculty
and cooperating teacher assessment components.

Consistent with the Conceptual Framework guiding the SOE, the assessment and evalua-
tion system has three components that are interrelated and cyclically occurring (See Fig-
ure 2.1 below).

Figure 2.1
School of Education

Assessment and Evaluation System

Evaluation Goal: Believing Assessment Goal: Knowing

Identify key elements and perform-
ance measures aligned with concep-
tual framework

Ensure alignment with the values,
beliefs, and goals of conceptual
framework

Seek information indicating school,
program, faculty and candidate per-
formance

Make decisions using conceptual frame-
work

Identify strengths and areas for improve-
ment

Assessment and Evaluation Goal: Connecting

Discover patterns of strength and areas for improvement for the
School of Education, programs, faculty, and candidates

Analyze data; reflect upon findings; publicize findings and
engage community partners in reflecting upon School, pro-
gram, faculty, and candidate strengths and weaknesses
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The first assessment goal of knowing is aligned with the conceptual framework and
seeks information about the SOE, programs, faculty, and candidate performance through
measures of key performances at specific transition points. For example, SOE and pro-
gram transition points are documented through biennial reporting; for faculty these transi-
tions are tracked through the retention/tenure/promotion process; and transition points for
candidates are evaluated through admissions, mid-semester, and end-of-program assess-
ments. The actions associated with this goal are to identify key elements of the concep-
tual framework, design candidate performance indicators, and then gather, collate and
summarize the data from the assessments conducted.

The second assessment and evaluation goal of connecting is aligned with the conceptual
framework and seeks to identify the patterns of strength and areas in need of improve-
ment for the SOE, programs, faculty, and candidates. The actions are to analyze data, re-
flect upon the findings, and engage community partners in reflecting upon SOE, program,
faculty, and candidate strengths and weaknesses.

The third evaluation goal of believing is aligned with the SOE conceptual framework and
uses the analyses of the assessment data as a base for improving programs and ensuring
that SOE operations are aligned with the values, beliefs and goals of the SOE conceptual
framework and University mission. Furthermore this component guides decisions made
about the program, faculty, and candidate progress to ensure that they are based upon the
underlying conceptual framework, standards, teacher performance expectations and es-
tablished effective practices. The enactment of this goal provides evidence of program,
candidate and faculty strength, identifies areas in need of improvement, and implements
action plans associated with the improvements needed.

We are in the process of identifying how key assessments at all of these levels align with
the elements in our newly revised conceptual framework. One way that we have begun
this work is by examining our admissions process to ensure that candidate selection is
consistently informed by the values and beliefs articulated in that framework. Another
step that we have taken toward aligning our conceptual framework with assessment and
evaluation practices was to formally organize the elements of our candidate assessment
processes into one conceptual whole, crafting questions to be answered at each transition
point within and across each credential program. This “whole picture” look is captured in
the table below. It shows how candidates are assessed and how those data will be used to
answer questions about the program’s and unit’s effectiveness.

CANDIDATE ASSESSMENT

Table 2.1 School of Education Evaluation System for Judging Candidate Performance

Transition Individual Level Program Level Analysis of Potential Action
Point Assessments Assessments Assessment Data Steps

Admission to Grade point average | Recruitment Is the academic Adjust recruitment
program and indicating academic yield preparation of can- | plans and procedures-
entry into field | and subject matter didates sufficient recruiting sessions
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Transition Individual Level Program Level Analysis of Potential Action
Point Assessments Assessments Assessment Data Steps
experience preparation Ethnicity and and appropriate for | and materials

gender of appli- | high quality educa-
(Candidates Subject matter com- | cants aggregated | tors? Adjust recruitment
begin field ex- | petence (approved and completion of
periences dur- | Academic major or Subject matter Is the School of program for ethnicity,
ing first semes- | CSET) competency Education attract- gender and profes-
ter so all field ing and admitting a | sional entry level of
experience re- | Personal qualities for diverse group of candidates

quirements working with youth students?
must be metat | (letters of recom- Identify arcas where
admission to mendation, 45 hours Is the School of preparation could be
the program.) of documented ex- Education attract- enhanced, create plan
perience, Field Ob- ing and admitting to work with CSUCI
servation from Educ students to high programs to enhance
521 evaluation and demand teaching subject matter prepa-
hours, personal inter- areas? ration of candidates,
view) implement plan
Are the prospective
Basic Skills candidates’ com- Identify and seek
Requirement munication skills funding sources to
effective for com- support diverse can-
Certificate of clear- municating with didates and candi-
ance (Fingerprint and children and dates for high demand
FBI, DOJ) adults? areas
Health clearance Identify roadblocks
(Tuberculin test) and facilitative strate-
gies for diverse can-
Clarity of communi- didates and candi-
cation-- verbally and dates for high demand
in writing (Personal areas
statement, written
responses during Examine reflections
interview, personal from prerequisite
interview) courses and field ex-
perience for concur-
US Constitution rence with Concep-
tual Framework
Identify key elements
from conceptual
framework to incor-
porate into scoring
rubrics for admissions
decisions
Mid-term as- Review of candi- Faculty meetto | Are candidates’ Review of prepara-
sessment dates’ performance in | discuss candi- dispositions appro- | tion of supervisors
field experiences as dates who are priate for beginning | and/or cooperating
rated by cooperating | having difficulty | full time or in- teachers and new plan
teachers and univer- | in courses depth field experi- | implemented
sity supervisors and/or field ex- | ences?
periences. Creating of mini-

Review of candi-
dates’ performance in

Are there course
issues or concerns

courses in arcas of
need such as Spring
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Transition Individual Level Program Level Analysis of Potential Action
Point Assessments Assessments Assessment Data Steps
COUrses across in- related to candidate | break writing work-
structors and supervi- performance that shop for candidates
SorS can be addressed? who are English
learners
Statement of Concern
for candidate with
supports and inter-
ventions specified
Mid-year as- Review of candi- Director of Field | Is candidates’ per- | Statement of Concern
sessment dates’ performance in | Placements re- formance appropri- | for candidate with
field experiences as views all field ate for moving to supports and inter-
rated by cooperating | experience next semester of ventions specified
teachers and univer- | evaluations. field experience?
sity supervisors Increase field obser-
School of Edu- Are there field ex- | vations with addi-
Review of candi- cation Director | periences across tional coaching and
dates’ performance in | reviews all fail- | candidates that mentoring
courses by program ing grades of need to be modified
coordinators and di- candidates. or changed?
rector Are there courses
with unusual pat-
terns of grading?
Program Review of candidate | Pass rate of What are candidate | Propose changes to
Completion performance in field | PACT strengths and program
experiences as rated weakness in field
by cooperating teach- | Subtest scores of | experience? Identify across pro-

ers and university
Supervisors

Review of candi-
dates’ completion of
courses

Review of candidates
completion of
Teacher Performance
Assessment (PACT)

Review of other cre-
dential specific re-
quirements for com-
pletion (e.g., MS-
RICA, CPR, Mock
interviews, Practice
Teaching Survey; SS
Program End of Year
Survey; ES End of
Program Perform-
ance Assessment;
Focus Group, Per-
formance Assess-
ment; BCLAD Span-
ish proficiency)

PACT

Completion rate
for cohort

Pass rate for
RICA and
BCLAD (Span-
ish test)

Exit survey of
graduates

What are the can-
didate strengths
and weaknesses on
PACT?

How do these
strengths and
weaknesses relate
to other candidate
assessments-
confirming, discon-
firming?

What are the pro-
gram implications
for the candidate’s
performance?

What are the over-
all strengths and
weaknesses across
all programs that
can be addressed
by unit work?

What do candidates

gram areas for im-
provement
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Transition Individual Level Program Level Analysis of Potential Action
Point Assessments Assessments Assessment Data Steps
say are the pro-

Exit survey com- gram’s strengths

pleted by candidates and areas in need

(paper or focus of improvement?

group)
Post One year follow-up CSU System- What are the Report data to ad-
Graduation survey of graduates wide survey of strengths and areas | ministration and advi-

and their supervisors

(Multiple Subject,
Single Subject and

Educational Special-

ist)

Education Specialist
Level IT and Admin-
istrative Services are

in the process of de-

signing post gradua-

tion survey and pro-
cedures for
administering it.

graduates and
their employers
(MS, S8, Sped
Level I)

in need of im-

sory committee with

provement as rated | faculty and staff rec-

by graduates and ommendations —

their employers? strengths and im-
provements

Measures of Candidate Competence

Key assessments in each program indicate that our graduates have met the Commission-
adopted competency requirements, as specified in the program standards. An overview of
key assessments that have been used in each credential program is provided in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Map of Key Assessments by Program (2002-2009)

Key Multiple Single Education Education Administrative
Assessments Subject Subject Specialist [ Specialist 11 Services
Categories (Fall 2002) (Spring 2004) (Fall 2003) (Fall 2005) (Fall 2004)
Coursework » Course Grades | * Course » Course » Course * Course Grades
» CO Grades Grades Grades » CO
* Embedded »CO »CO » CO * Signature As-
Signature As- | * Exit Portfo- | * Signature » Signature signments
sessments lio: FO4-F0O7 Assignments Assign- » DR (Syl-
(PACT) pilot » DR » DR (Syl- ments labi)
Sp08, imple- labi) » DR
mented FO8 » Sample (Syllabi)
» DR (Syl- assignments
labi), PC in DR
Supervisors’ * Student Teach- | « Student * Student * Administrative
Evaluations in ing Evaluation Teaching Teaching Services Field
the Field (old form) Evaluations Evaluations Evaluation
F02-Sp07 » FO, CO (old form) » PC
» CO * Student 2003-2005
» Student Teach- | Teaching » CO
ing Evaluation Midterm and |+ Student




Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 38

(new form) pi- Final Teaching
lot Sp07, im- Evaluations Evaluation
plemented FO7 » FO, CO (new form)
» FO, CO implemented
2005
» FO, CO
State Mandated |* TPA F05-Sp07 | « PACT pilot
Teaching » DR FO07, imple-
Performance » PACT pilot mented Sp08
Assessment FO7, » DR
implemented
Sp08
» DR
Portfolio * Professional *Exit Portfo- | * Exit Portfo- | * Induction *Reflective Es-
Assessment Practice Port- lio: FO4-F07 lio: FO3- Portfolio says
folio FO2-Sp03 » DR Sp06 » DR » DR
» NA » DR *Matrix and Ar-
* TPE Portfolio tifact Presenta-
F03-Sp05 tion
» DR » DR
* TPA Portfolio
FO05-Sp06
» DR
Other Perform- |+ Mock Inter- * Poster Pres-
ance Assess- views entation:
ments » DR Sp06-present
» DR
Survey of * Practice + Single Sub- | * Focus * Focus
Candidates’ Teaching Ex- ject End of Groups Groups
Experience in perience Sur- Year Survey » DR » DR
Credential Pro- vey » DR * One-year
gram » DR Follow-up
Survey of
Graduates,
Principals
(Spr2009)
» PC

CSU System-
wide
Surveys

+ Exit Survey
» DR

* One-Year-Out
Survey
» DR

+ Exit Survey
» DR
* One-Year-
Out Survey
» DR

+ Exit Survey
» DR

* One-Year-Out
Survey
» DR

* = No longer used / « = Currently used / » = Location of evidence

Location of Evidence:

gram Coordinator / NA = No Evidence Available

CO = Credential Office / DR = Document Room / FO = Field Office / PC = Pro-

Note: Files for current teacher education candidates (Multiple Subject, Single Subject, Education Specialist
Level I) are of two kinds and exist in two places. A master file for each current teacher education candidate
exists in the Credential Office and initially contains all documentation of students’ qualifications for enter-
ing a credential program, their application for admission, and the results of the application process (i.e.,
interview rating sheet). Upon completion of the credential program, field placement files are sent to the
Credential Office and contents are merged with the master file. All completed master files (which includes
all paperwork required for credential) are kept in the Credential Office Archive Room. While candidates
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are actively pursuing their credential, their files are located and maintained in the offices of the Credential
Analysts.

In addition to the Credential Office’s master file, a field placement file is also kept for each teacher educa-
tion candidate while they are completing their field experience. These field placement files are located and
maintained in the Field Placement Office.

Master files for Education Specialist Level II and Administrative Services candidates are located and main-

tained in the office of a credential analyst. Upon completion of the program, these files are transferred to
the Credential Office Archive Room.

Prerequisite Assessment of Prospective Candidates’ Performance

For the Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist programs, during pre-
requisite courses pre-candidates are assessed in coursework and field experience. Prereq-
uisite students’ field placement cooperating teachers and supervisors assess their disposi-
tions on a standard form (Exhibit 2.1). The Director of Field Placement is responsible for
collecting pre-candidate dispositions and delivering them to Credential Office files. At
the conclusion of the semester all prerequisite students whose prerequisite course grades
are C- or lower are sent to the Director of the School of Education for review. If prerequi-
site students are not progressing satisfactorily with course work or field experience they
will be placed on probation or counseled out of the program.

Candidate Admission

At admissions the Credential Office is responsible for collecting and maintaining all can-
didate information. The Credential staff organizes each candidate’s file and determines if
the candidate has met the minimum requirements for admission to the program (for Mul-
tiple Subject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist Level I candidates--GPA, Subject
matter competence, passage of basic skills requirement, Certificate of Clearance, health
clearance, 45 hours of work with children or youth in schools, passage of course on US
constitution, and written essay; for ES 1I--CBEST, Education Specialist credential, em-
ployment as a special education teacher, GPA, two letters of recommendation, essay; for
AS--CBEST, California teaching credential, 3 years of experience teaching, two letters of
recommendation, and essay) (Exhibit 2.2). If the candidate has met the requirements then
the candidate is scheduled for an interview. Multiple Subject, Single Subject and Educa-
tion Specialist Level I programs assess the candidate’s ability to communicate with adults
in writing and verbally by asking the candidate to read, write about and discuss a passage.
Groups of candidates discuss commitment to teaching all learners in the richness of their
diversity, and other pertinent questions while being observed by faculty and scored on a
rating scale (Exhibit 2.3). Letters of recommendation and essays are scored using the
same rubric. The results of the group discussion, written responses, recommendations and
essay are considered by faculty and credential staff in determining admission.

Once Education Specialist Level II and Administrative Services credential applicants’
files are complete, they are invited for an interview. At the interview they are assessed on
group verbal skills and a written essay submitted with their application. At the conclusion
of the interview process, the faculty and credential staff determines admission.
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All candidate files are stored with the Credential Office. Access to the electronic files is
controlled by password protected database. The paper files are either housed with the
Credential Analyst (for active files) or in storage in locked file cabinets for seven years
(for graduates). Access to these files is through the Credential Office manager.

During Credential Program

Each program coordinator is responsible for administering the program’s components;
collecting, collating, summarizing and analyzing the candidate performance data with
their respective faculty and sharing relevant data and summaries with the Director of the
School of Education. The Director of Field Placement is responsible for collecting all
field experience data (candidate dispositions, Exhibit 2.1; and student teaching evalua-
tions, Exhibit 2.4) and sharing it with the appropriate individuals--usually program coor-
dinators and the Director of the School of Education. All candidate performance data is
summarized in the Biennial Reports to the CTC.

Individual candidate files are maintained by the Credential Office. The Director of the
School of Education is responsible for ensuring that the appropriate data are collected,
collated, summarized and analyzed annually across all School of Education programs and
plans for program improvement are implemented.

Coursework

Each program reviews the grades of candidates at mid-semester. If a candidate is not
achieving successfully, then the program coordinator will meet with the candidate to de-
termine what steps are necessary for the candidate to become successful. At the end of
the semester the University Records Office sends the Director of the SOE and Credential
Office manager a list of students who have not met either the specific grades or grade
point average needed for successful progress. They examine the candidates listed and de-
termine if there is reason to place a candidate on probation or dismissal. The Director of
the SOE sends the names of probationary or dismissed candidates to the Dean of the Fac-
ulty who notifies the candidate.

Field Experiences

The Director of Field Placements maintains records of Multiple Subject, Single Subject,
and Education Specialist Level I candidate progress in field experiences and communi-
cates with supervisors, cooperating teachers, faculty, program coordinators and Director
of SOE regarding candidates not progressing satisfactorily in field experiences. Each
program has an instrument for assessing candidates’ fieldwork that is completed by the
university supervisor and cooperating teacher a minimum of twice each semester: at mid-
semester and at the conclusion of the semester (Exhibit 2.4). Candidates who are not pro-
gressing satisfactorily meet with the Director of Field Placements, program coordinator
for a Statement of Concern (Exhibit 2.5). This document describes the behaviors that are
problematic and the steps the candidate needs to take to improve or change. The Director
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of Field Placement or program coordinator communicates the information to the candi-
date’s university supervisor and cooperating teacher.

Because Education Specialist Level 11 candidates are practicing teachers, we do not as-
sess their performance in the field.

All supervisors in the Administrative Services Program complete a mid-point progress
report on fieldwork and an end-of-program final evaluation (Exhibit 2.6) to evaluate can-
didates in the field. All candidates are visited a minimum of twice per semester. Supervi-
sors meet regularly to discuss candidates’ progress towards meeting requirements of the
evaluation rubric. The Coordinator of Administrative Services oversees all supervisors’
work.

Culminating Assessment

The Multiple and Single Subject Programs use the Performance Assessment for Califor-
nia Teachers (PACT) as the culminating assessment. This standardized assessment of
teacher performance is aligned with the California standards for the preparation of teach-
ers and the teacher performance expectations. It provides reliable and valid information
about candidate performance. (See Exhibit 2.7 for PACT rubrics used in the Multiple and
Single Subject Programs). Each program uses the summary of candidate performance as
a measure of areas of program strength and areas in need of improvement.

Candidates in the Education Specialist Level I Program complete an End of Program Per-
formance Assessment to show that they have successfully met and or exceeded all of the
requirements to become successful special education teachers. (The rubric used for
evaluating this culminating performance has been revised and will be used for the first
time in May 2009. See Exhibit 2.8 for 2008 and 2009 versions of this instrument.) The
Education Specialist Level 11 (Exhibit 2.9) and the Administrative Services (Exhibit 2.10)
programs use a portfolio to review candidate work as the culminating assessment. The
portfolio for each of these programs is aligned with the standards of the program and the
profession.

After Completion of the Credential Program

One year after the completion of the Multiple and Single Subject and the Education Spe-
cialist Level I Programs, graduates and their supervisors complete a CSU System-wide
Survey. The survey asks how well prepared the new teacher was in the professional
preparation program on a variety of dimensions. Reliability and validity has been estab-
lished for the instrument by the Center for Teacher Quality. The data it yields is used by
each programs individually and the SOE to determine areas of strength and areas in need
of improvement. Survey instruments from 2004 to the present are available for review in
the Document Room.
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FACULTY ASSESSMENT

There are two types of faculty: tenure-track/tenured or lecturers. University supervisors
are all lecturers. Cooperating teachers are not considered faculty. The processes for as-
sessing the work of tenure-track/tenured and lecturers are specified in:

(1) the CFA contract
(see http://www.calfac.org/allpdf/contractpages2007/Article 14.pdf and
http://www.calfac.org/allpdf/contractpages2007/Article 15.pdf);

(2) University Retention Tenure and Promotion policies
(see http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/rtp.htm)

(3) Education Program Personnel Standards
(see http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/rtp.htm); and

(4) policies for the evaluation of lecturers
(see http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/policies. htm).

(5) University supervisor evaluations in the teacher credential programs, completed
by Director of Field Placement, by student teachers, and by cooperating teachers
(Exhibit 2.11)

Essentially each group must be evaluated by students in every course taught and by peers
annually. These evaluations are reviewed by the Dean annually. The faculty member re-
ceives the feedback from the assessments and the Dean. These assessments are used to
determine faculty’s continuation at the university and in the SOE.

Table 2.3 Faculty Assessment

Point in Pro- Individual Level As- | Program Level Analysis of As- Potential Action
gram sessments Assessments sessment Data Steps
First Year Ten- | Professional Devel- Reviewed by Is the PDP appro- Faculty member re-
ure-Track Pro- | opment Plan (PDP) Program Per- priate for setting writes the PDP
bationary fac- sonnel Commit- | the trajectory for
ulty First year review tee (PPC) the faculty mem- PPC, chair or dean
clements: Chair ber? recommend faculty
1. Vita Dean member seek mentor-
2. Peer review of Are the student ing, coaching or sup-
teaching assessments and port for teaching
3. Student evalua- peer observations
tions of teaching indicative of excel-
lent teaching?
Second year Portfolio submitted- | Reviewed by Are the student PPC, chair or dean
Tenure-track PDP, Vitae PPC assessments and acknowledge and
Probationary Self Assessment of Chair peer observations commend work
faculty accomplishmentsin | Dean indicative of excel- | and/or recommend
teaching, scholarship lent teaching? improvements such as
and service faculty member seck
Student evaluations Is faculty member | mentoring, coaching
of teaching beginning or con- or support for teach-
Peer observation of tinuing scholar- ing.
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Point in Pro- Individual Level As- | Program Level Analysis of As- Potential Action
gram sessments Assessments sessment Data Steps
teaching ship?
If progress is not sat-
Is faculty member | isfactory contract
contributing to ser- | discontinued.
vice at the program
level?
Years three Annual portfolio Reviewed by Are the student PPC, chair or dean
though six ten- | submitted that in- PPC assessments and acknowledge and
ure-track fac- cludes Vitae Chair peer observations commend work
ulty Self Assessment of Dean indicative of excel- | and/or recommend
accomplishmentsin | In Years 3 and 6 | lent teaching? improvements such as
teaching, scholarship | University RTP faculty member seck
and service Comimittee Is faculty member | mentoring, coaching
Student evaluations continuing scholar- | or support for teach-
of teaching ship at a level satis- | ing.
Peer observation of factory for promo-
teaching tion and tenure at
the appropriate
time?
Is faculty member
contributing to ser-
vice at gradually
increasing levels?
Post Tenure Every five years ten- | Peer review Is the faculty mem- | PRC or dean ac-

ured faculty not go-
ing for promotion,
prepare portfolio of
teaching, scholarship
and service, Vitae,

student evaluations of

teaching

committee PRC
(5 members)
Dean of the
Faculty

ber’s teaching,
scholarship and
service at appropri-
ate levels to benefit
the university and
program?

knowledge and com-
mend work and/or
recommend im-
provements such as
faculty member seck
mentoring, coaching
or support for teach-
ing.

All faculty files are maintained by the University Faculty Affairs Office in locked file
cabinets. The Director of the SOE has access to these files. Faculty who are on commit-
tees reviewing faculty members’ work for retention, tenure and/or promotion decisions
have access to specific faculty member files.

COOPERATING TEACHER ASSESSMENT

Cooperating teachers are assessed each semester by the student teacher and by the uni-
versity supervisor (Exhibit 2.12). When items of concern are expressed, the Director of
Field Placements meets with the cooperating teacher to discuss the concerns. Semiannu-
ally all cooperating teachers are recognized for their contributions to the university as su-

pervisors.




Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 44
Table 2.4 Cooperating Teacher Assessment
Point in Pro- Individual Level As- | Program Level Analysis of As- Potential Action
gram sessments Assessments sessment Data Steps
Semi-annually | Student teachers and | Director of Field | Is the cooperating Cooperating teachers
University supervi- Placement re- teacher mentoring, | are honored at end of
sors evaluate cooper- | views each as- supporting and year celebration
ating teacher sessment communicating
with the student Cooperating teachers
teacher? for which there are

Is the cooperating
teacher receptive to
the university su-
pervisor and com-
municating?

minor concerns are
given feedback about
ways to more effec-
tively work with stu-
dent teacher and uni-
versity supervisor.

Cooperating teachers
who are not found to
be satisfactory are not
selected in future.

All Cooperating Teacher files are maintained by the Field Experience Office. Access to
these files is through the Director of Field Placements.

Looking Ahead: Biennial Report Planning for Fall 2010

In Fall 2007, our faculty collectively decided to frame our first biennial report by calen-
dar year rather than by academic year. In each program, faculty analyzed data collected
on candidate performance from Spring 2007 through Fall 2007. Patterns were identified,
strengths noted, and action plans for making program-level improvements were created.
These program-level analyses and action plans were then collectively reviewed. Patterns
across programs were identified, strengths noted, and an action plan for making School-
wide improvements was created. Since submitting this first biennial report to CCTC in
August 2008, we have carried out those action plans at program- and School-wide levels,
as evidenced in a later section of our response to Common Standard 9.

Our initial experience with the biennial report taught us that the shift in thinking from
academic year to calendar year was not an easy one to make. Since most of our programs
create a cohort of new credential candidates each semester, we had thought in Fall 2007
that simply reporting on the previous and current semesters’ data made sense. In practice,
however, this seemingly simple shift in defining “yearly” data proved difficult and of-
fered no benefit. In October 2008 we decided to revise our evaluation cycle to reflect data
collected on an academic rather than calendar year schedule, as shown in Table 2.5.
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Table 2.5 School of Education Evaluation Cycle: Transition from CY to AY Reporting

SOE Reports on .

Candidate Competence Semesters of Data Collection
WASC Report
Submitted Fall 2006 Fall 2002-Fal.2006
Biennial Report #1 ;
Submitied August 2008 |  SPring 2007 Fall 2047
Biennial Report #2 Soring 2009 Fall 2009
Submit October 2010 pring

Spring 2010
Biennial Report #3 Spring 2011 Fall 2011
Submit October 2012 pring

Spring 2012

As of this writing in Spring 2009, the following biennial report related activities are un-
derway:
» Implementation of Spring 2008 action plans at program- and School-wide levels
» Organization of data collected from key assessments in Spring 2008 and Fall 2008
+ Data collection on key assessments for Spring 2009

Our next biennial report, due in October 2010, will reflect what we do with data collected
over five semesters — from Spring 2008 through Spring 2010. We want to ensure that our
analyses and uses of these data serve purposes that we value, ensuring continual innova-
tion and improvement in our programs and bringing our School always closer into align-
ment with the ideals named in our Conceptual Framework. Therefore, we will insert op-
portunities to collectively examine and reflect upon data on an annual rather than biennial
basis, at program- and School-wide levels. In preparation for our Fall 2010 biennial re-
port, then, the following plan is in place:

» Program coordinators organize data collected during Spring 2008, Fall 2008, and
Spring 2009, sorted by key assessments.

« By October 31, 2009, faculty in each program review and analyze data from these
three semesters; note program strengths; identify needs for improvement and/or
possibilities for innovation.

« By November 1, 2009, create interim plans at program levels for implementing
new ideas and/or for strengthening those aspects of the program that are identified
as needing improvement. (We intend for these interim plans to be organic, crea-
tive, flexible responses to the data we read and the needs/opportunities these data
suggest — rather than formal reports written for external audiences.)

» By February 15, 2010, the Associate Dean and Director of the School of Education
provides opportunity for faculty across programs to: (1) share program-level
analyses and interim plans for improvement and/or innovation; (2) identify pat-
terns across programs; (3) identify needs for School-wide improvement and/or
possibilities for innovation; (4) create an interim School-wide plan for implement-
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ing new ideas and/or for strengthening those aspects of the School that are identi-
fied as needing improvement. (Again, we intend for this School-wide interim plan
to be an organic, creative, flexible response to program assessments, not a formal
report written for external audiences.)

» By September 15, 2010, program coordinators: (1) organize data collected during
Fall 2009 and Spring 2010; and (2) facilitate program-level opportunities for fac-
ulty to review and analyze these data; note program strengths; identify needs for
improvement and/or possibilities for innovation; and create a formal action plan
for implementing new ideas and/or for strengthening those aspects of the program
that are identified as needing improvement.

« By September 30, 2010, program coordinators complete the Credential Specific In-
formation section of the Biennial Report (Section A).

« By October 15, 2010, the Associate Dean and Director of the School of Education
provides opportunity for faculty across programs to: (1) share program-level
analyses and plans for improvement and/or innovation; (2) identify patterns across
programs; (3) identify needs for School-wide improvement and/or possibilities for
innovation; (4) create a formal School-wide plan for implementing new ideas
and/or for strengthening those aspects of the School that are identified as needing
improvement.

« By October 31, 2010, the Associate Dean and Director of the School of Education
completes the Institutional Summary and Plan of Action section of the Biennial
Report (Section B), presents it for faculty review, and submits the biennial report
in its entirety to CCTC.

We intend to follow a similar pattern for each subsequent biennial report, with purposeful
opportunities built into “oft” years for looking at data reflexively and creatively — with an
eye toward envisioning new possibilities and innovations as much as toward identifying
and correcting problems and weaknesses in our programs and School.
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COMMON STANDARD 3
RESOURCES

The institution or program sponsor provides the unit with the necessary budget,
personnel, facilities and other resources to prepare candidates effectively to meet the
state-adopted standards for educator preparation. Sufficient resources are consistently
allocated for effective operation of each credential or certificate program for
coordination, admission, advisement, curriculum development, instruction, field and
clinical supervision, and assessment management. Library and digital media resources,
information and communication technology resources, and support personnel are
sufficient to meet program and candidate needs. A process that is inclusive of all
programs is in place to determine resource needs.

Response
Overview

The University faculty and administration have provided support for the CSUCI Educa-
tion Programs by their vision, resources, and structure. This University has demonstrated
its commitment to the School of Education’s Programs since its inception in 2001. Using
the University’s mission statement as one of the primary focal points during the devel-
opment of the CSUCI education programs, the faculty in the School of Education worked
closely with the university community and education leaders throughout the county to
identify resources needed to support the preparation of our teacher education candidates.
CSU Channel Islands has supported and provided the needed resources for the develop-
ment and implementation of all credential programs. The resources required to support
program coordination, admission, advising, curriculum, instruction, and field experiences
are included in the School of Education budget. School of Education candidates are sup-
ported by the same general systemic structures that exist for all CSUCI students (e.g.,
admissions, enrollment and records, library, counseling services, student life).

Process to Identify Resource Needs

A University-wide process is in place to identify resource and budgetary needs. The Dean
initiates the process by presenting to directors and chairs their proposed FTES allocation
for the year. A conversation among directors and chairs ensues, with some revisions
made at this point in the process. The Senior Associate Dean and Director of the School
of Education then solicits ideas from Education faculty and prepares a list of the identi-
fied needs and devises a budget for the School of Education. This proposed budget is ne-
gotiated with the Dean, who takes these negotiated budgets from all departments into ac-
count when creating an overall budget for instructional needs, campus-wide. This draft is
then shared with the Academic Affairs Fiscal Policies Committee and the Vice President
for Academic Affairs and Provost. The Provost, in consultation with the Dean, finalizes
the instructional-needs budget and incorporates it into the completed Academic Affairs
budget. The Provost then works with the Strategic Budget Committee to establish budget
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parameters, review all campus budget submissions, recommend allocations under special
circumstances, and engage in long-range budget planning. The process is inclusive and,
since the inception of the University, the Education Programs have been supported at the
institutional level.

School of Education Budget

Budgets are available for review in the document room. A summary of our current budget
follows.

The School of Education annual budget is $3,119,100. Personnel costs are $2,988,771
(95.92%) of the total. The annual budget has three components: a budget for Education
($2,570,627) that includes all credential programs and the Masters programs, a budget for
the Credential Office ($296,307), and a budget for the Liberal Studies program
($252,166). The personnel costs associated with the School of Education include salary
and benefits for unit administrators (Senior Associate Dean and Director of the School of
Education, Director of Field Placements, and the Credential Office Manager), credential
analysts (2 FTE), support coordinators (2.5 FTE), student assistants (5 students for 2.5
FTE), tenured and tenure-track faculty (12 FTE of which one position is unfilled due to
hiring freeze), and temporary faculty (21 FTE).

Cooperating teachers are paid a stipend of $25 per unit for each unit for which the student
teacher is enrolled. The budget for this expense is included as a line item (Contractual
Services) in operating expenses within the Education budget. All university supervisors
are paid the state rate for mileage for field supervision.

As an example of Academic Affairs administration’s support of Education, in very diffi-
cult fiscal times they have maintained a tenure-track faculty line in our budget until we
are allowed to hire again. Other departments have recently lost tenure-track lines. Addi-
tionally, the Faculty-Student Ratio in the School of Education is approximately 1:14 (as
compared to 1:20 for the University), in recognition of the intensive support needed for
field supervision (Exhibit 3.1).

Program Coordination

Each credential program is coordinated by a faculty member who receives assigned time
for coordination and advisement activities (Exhibit 3.2). Once candidates are admitted the
program, faculty coordinators are responsible for advisement and career counseling.
When candidates have completed all program requirements, advisement responsibilities
are again assumed by Credential Office staff.

Curriculum Development
While curriculum development is understood to be part of the service requirement for

faculty within the School of Education (see Education Program Personnel Standards at
http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/rtp.htm), several curriculum de-



http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/rtp.htm

Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 49

velopment projects have been supported by assigned time funded by CSUCI Academic
Programs and Planning (see www.csuci.edu/app/index.htm). Most recently, for example,
these include assigned time to develop the Liberal Studies Teaching and Learning Accel-
erated Program (Fall 2007); to design the Single Subject History-Social Studies Creden-
tial Program (Spring 2008); and to re-design the Education Specialist Level I Credential
(Spring 2009).

Facilities

In Fall of 2007, all offices associated with the School of Education (i.e., Field Experi-
ence, Credential, faculty, and staff) were relocated to a newly renovated floor. This uni-
versity-level commitment to consolidating Education offices demonstrates the student-
centered focus articulated in the CSUCI mission statement. Education candidates are now
able to access credential, field experience, faculty, and administrative support all in one
place. Prior to Fall 2007, these offices of the School of Education were spread through
three buildings, making something as simple as getting signatures on an add/drop form a
significant challenge for students. In addition to being student friendly, this space con-
solidation has greatly improved internal processes, including records management, com-
munications among faculty and support staff, and ease of access to inter-office supports.
Finally, the consolidation resulted in our being closer to School of Education classrooms.

Three classrooms are designated for Education courses. All three of these spaces are
equipped with electronic whiteboards, projection systems, document cameras, desktop
and/or laptop computers, printers, scanners, and instructional computer stations. In addi-
tion to these classrooms, we now have an agreement with the campus library for the use
of two additional classrooms each semester.

Credential Office

The Credential Office provides a breadth of services for Education applicants and candi-
dates. Supporting documentation (e.g., information session PowerPoints, brochures,
forms, handouts for students, requirement completion verification forms) of these ser-
vices, summarized below, is available for review in the Credential Office Binder located
in the Document Room.

The office is staffed by a credential office manager, two credential analysts, a support
coordinator, and student assistants. From a student’s initial contact, the Credential Office
offers informational sessions designed to answer questions and provide materials that will
facilitate students’ application to Education programs. The Credential Office handles stu-
dent applications and monitors student files for completion of application requirements.
As candidates progress through their program, the Credential Office acts as the clearing-
house for all pertinent changes in requirements, modifications of state regulations, appli-
cation and certification processes, and validation of records. As the “one stop shop” for
pre-service and in-service teacher education candidates, this office advocates for students
and plays a vital role in providing assistance and information.
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The Credential Office serves as a campus resource to provide advice, guidance, assis-
tance, and current information to students, members of the faculty, county education of-
fices (serving Ventura and Santa Barbara counties), the community and other interested
parties on matters regarding the State and the campus credential requirements. Credential
staff members serve as a liaison between the campus and the California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing, by recommending the issuance of teaching credentials. Advising
services are available with the goal of supporting individuals interested or engaged in
teaching and/or educational administration. Information meetings are conducted to pro-
vide admissions assistance and an overview of the teaching field. Resource materials, in-
cluding admission and credential materials, test bulletins, and test preparation referrals
are provided. For more information see http://education.csuci.edu/credentials/index.htm.

Field Placement Office

The office is staffed by a Director of Field Placement, a support assistant (funded 0.5
FTE from School of Education budget and 0.5 from Ventura County Office of Education
Intern Grant), and one student assistant. In recognition of our significant reliance upon
our Director of Field Placement for coordinating all field experiences, additional staff
have been given time to assist with secondary placements and interns.

The Director of Field Placement has direct responsibility for placement of candidates in
local schools within our service area. These placements include pre-program student ob-
servation placements and student teaching placements for all credential programs. To
support CSUCI students and student teacher candidates, the Director of Field Placement
provides workshops, professional development seminars, as well as in-service for Uni-
versity Education faculty, cooperating teachers, pre-service teachers, and student teach-
ers.

The Director of Field Placement attends the Field Placement Directors Forum designed to
bring Field Placement Coordinators together from the CSU campuses to facilitate com-
munication and consistency within the student teaching arena. This forum functions as a
problem-solving and idea-sharing body within the CSU. Items discussed include topics
such as “courtesy placements,” student assessment, and issues and/or concerns for future
problem-solving and idea-sharing within the CSU. Through discussion of policies, proce-
dures, and documents, the opportunity for dialogue enables each campus to learn about
other systems used across the CSU. This helps our campus keep abreast of current infor-
mation and provides a “sounding board” for sharing ideas that will support our own cam-
pus efforts to support students. The Field Placement Office Website is located at
http://education.csuci.edu/fieldplacement/Welcome.htm.

Assessment Management

Candidate assessment and program evaluation have been managed collectively, by the
Director of the School of Education, Director of Field Placements, Credential Office, and
each program coordinator. Most recently, resources for an accreditation coordinator and
assistant have been allocated from the Dean’s Office and supplemented by School of
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Education CERF funds. (CERF funds are generated by programs and courses offered
through Extended Education. Since all Education credential programs are now fully of-
fered on the state side, CERF funds are no longer available to sustain assessment man-
agement functions.)

Assessment management is an extremely important function in our School of Education,
encompassing the following activities:
e Teacher Performance Assessment coordination (i.e., PACT)
e CCTC Accreditation Reporting (e.g., Biennial Report, program reports and action
plans)
e Collection and collation of annual SOE assessment data
e Ensuring alignment between SOE Conceptual Framework and SOE Assessment
and Evaluation Plan
e Implementing SOE Assessment and Evaluation Plan
e Chancellor’s Office Accountability Reports
e Preparing for NCATE accreditation

We recognize assessment coordination as an ongoing challenge, as the required activities
named above require resources that are beyond the current allocation. The Director of the
School of Education is seeking ongoing campus support for full implementation and
management of candidate assessment and program evaluation.

University Library

The 137,000 square foot John Spoor Broome Library, designed by architect Lord Norman
Foster, opened in Spring 2008 (http://www.library.csuci.edu/). It has been described by
CSUCI President Dick Rush as “the intersection of tradition and innovation, the physical
and the intellectual, print and electronic, learning and teaching. It is both a stunning ar-
chitectural gathering place and a ‘cyberspace’ where students and faculty can relate
imagination to knowledge, and where classic texts and electronic resources reside in
harmony.”

CSUCI had a book/manuscript acquisition budget that is supported by the University and
undergoes the budget review process annually. These funds have been used to purchase a
multitude of library services such as several wireless classrooms where librarians provide
instructional support for classes. The library includes an array of holdings including
books, journals, periodicals and reference materials (75,000 bound volumes); however, in
keeping with 21* century technology, digital collections are its centerpiece. The digital
library includes more than 180,000 electronic books along with CDs, DVDs, and VHS;
32,000 digital images of art history, biology, environmental science, and current and his-
toric campus photographs. This digital collection allows students, faculty, and commu-
nity members to borrow texts, journals, periodicals from other libraries in California and
around the world. Digital holdings also include a large variety of educational and disci-
pline-based databases used for research in every field.
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The library, media center, and computer labs offer extended hours to meet the needs of
all students. Additionally, the library maintains digital equipment available for checkout
by students and faculty (e.g., laptops, digital cameras, video cameras). Library staff
members are available to help students and faculty in accessing information and using
technology. Librarians offer formal information literacy classes, library instruction, and
reference consultations on finding, evaluating, and using information to produce quality
research papers and projects. They have been especially helpful in coaching School of
Education students in the processes of videotaping lessons for their teacher performance
assessment, editing, compressing files, and uploading them to 7askStream.

The library’s support of the School of Education is further demonstrated by the participa-
tion of library staff on the SOE Advisory Committee.

All CSUCIT students have an email address and access to Blackboard. Blackboard allows
faculty to organize each class section for a variety of purposes, including course assign-
ments, document posting, threaded discussion groups, on-line chats, virtual classroom
activities, emailing, digital drop-box, and specific links and 7urnitin. Faculty are also
able to post all assignments, grades and attendance so that each student can keep track of
his/her grade/progress. Library staff members provide training and technical assistance in
the use of Blackboard.

Collections Supporting Education Candidates and Faculty

Current holdings in the library support all teacher education programs. Education faculty
members are active in working with the University library to order readings, texts, titles,
journals, film, software, compact discs and other instructional support materials. All rele-
vant journals in the field of Elementary, Secondary, Special Education, and Administra-
tive Services and Foundations and Theory of Educational Research are available through
ProQuest, one of the premier academic research resources. In conjunction with the Ven-
tura County Superintendent of Education, the John Spoor Broome Library at CSUCI
houses a complete set of all California State adopted textbooks for use by our candidates
and faculty. The 3,865 plus library holdings include titles in reading, critical pedagogy,
culture, educational psychology, pre-school education, social studies, ability grouping,
mainstreaming, socialization, politics in education, education law, testing and assessment,
curriculum and planning, parent participation, education administration, educational re-
search, foundations of education and all of the California State Subject Matter Frame-
works as resources for students and faculty. More materials are being added as requested
or identified by library staff and faculty.

Reference and Electronic Resources

References and electronic resources include standard works that support research in edu-
cation. Representative titles include ERIC, Pro Quest, California Department of Educa-
tion, Chronicle of Higher Education, Education Codes, Education Week, Statistical Ab-
stract of the United States, U.S. Department of Education Information, Reference
Resources for Children’s Literature, Young Adult Reading List, ERIC Clearinghouse on
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Assessment and Evaluation — Test Locator, ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading, English and
Communication and JSTOR. Data-bases that are provided by the digital library are listed
at http://www library.csuci.edu/articles/db_az.htm.

Periodicals and Journals

CSUCIT students have access to a variety of on-line curriculum materials, including Edu-
cation Connection, Environmental Resources (P-12), History Resources, Institutes for
Learning Technologies (P-12), MathMagic (P-12 math problem solving strategies),
NASA Spacelink, Native American Indians, Parents and Children Together Online,
Quest, NASA’s Technology and Literacy Page, Teachnet, and TEAMS Distance Learn-
ing-Resources for P-12 teachers.

Examples of web databases available for students and faculty include Britannica Online,
CARL (from 1988) Education Index (from 1983) ERIC (Educational Resources Informa-
tion Center), Education Abstracts, InfoTrac (from 1980), Lexis Nexis (current resources
and full-text journals), Academic Univers, Full Text, Literature Resource Center, Psy-
chinfo (1987- present), via WebSpirs, ERIC via First Search (education 1984-present)
Social Scioences Abstracts, Exceptional Child Education Resources, Child Development
Abstracts and Bibliography, Physical Education Index and Sociofile via WebSpirs. Other
general databases useful to education include CARL UnCover which indexes approxi-
mately 19,000 journals across all disciplines.

Databases

Some of the library subscriptions include: Information Sources, Government Publica-
tions: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Latest Federal Government Statistics/FEDSTATS, offi-
cial California home page, FirstSearch 2 (includes access to the FirstSearch databases for
which the Library pays a per search charge and includes Dissertation Abstracts, Index to
Legal Periodicals, Books, and PAAIS International). Librarians provide support for stu-
dents and faculty researching specific topics by identifying helping to identify the re-
sources that will provide the needed information.

First Search is an extensive collection of indexing databases across the curriculum with
document delivery available. The base subscription includes access to general periodical
literature, periodical literature in the humanities, sciences, and social sciences, govern-
ment documents, tables of contents for over 12,500 journals, and conference papers and
proceedings.

Also available through the Library’s Public Access Catalog (PAC) are links to online da-
tabases for full text access, and all full text journals accessed electronically have been
added to the periodicals list. This, coupled with various enhancements in document deliv-
ery services, has resulted in providing efficient journal research. CSUCI is also linked
with the entire CSU library system and can provide research materials through inter-
library loan from other CSU campuses as well as from other libraries around the world.
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Additional Library Resources/Information

The Ventura County Superintendent’s Office operates the Professional Library collection,
County publications reference collection, and the Learning Resource Display Center.
These collections are available to all CSUCI students in the same way that they are avail-
able to local educators. The Professional Library collection focuses on P-12 education
materials and includes the following resources: over 1500 books and other media cover-
ing all aspects of teaching and staft development. A journal collection that offers 25 in-
house periodicals and a large database of online full-text journal articles, a SELPA Col-
lection that offers resources in all areas of special education, the United Parent Collection
that provides information on childhood disorders and support for family members, the
Health Programs Collection that enhances support for health education and training, and
the classroom video collection that supports curriculum in grades P-12 are also available.

County Publications Reference Collection offers documents created by local districts,
counties, and the California Department of Education.

The Learning Resource Display Center (LRDC) includes instructional materials approved
for adoption by the State of California in grades K-8 that are on display for the public to
view. Materials currently under review by the state are also displayed. Materials provided
by educational publishers include: pupil and teacher editions, teachers’ supplementary
resources, plus software and video support. Online resources of over 300 education jour-
nals round out the collection.

Computing and Telecommunications Services

From its inception, the University has placed a strong emphasis on technology. The focus
on technology as a tool for teaching and learning is evident in the respective programs.
We continue to set priorities to meet academic needs as resources are made available.
The institution is connected with the CSU system-wide network and continues to build a
robust fiber optics infrastructure that provides access to all online and Internet services
for faculty and staff. The technical staff develops equipment standards and administrators
set the fiscal policies and support schedules so technology is consistently upgraded and
funds are made available to support this effort. The University is creating an environment
where faculty and staff are technology-oriented and continuously improving their skills
with regard to computing and telecommunications. The following link provides a good
overview of Information Technology services: http://www.csuci.edu/it/services.htm

Organization and Personnel

The Information Technology division has responsibility for managing all voice, data,
network, video, and media services as well as hardware and software to support all of the
systems. The Information Technology division provides all of the technical and pro-
gramming support for the information databases. CSUCI information services are central-
ized while the programs and services are being developed. The functional decisions are
made by the appropriate groups on campus and coordinated with technical support from


http://www.csuci.edu/it/services.htm

Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 55

Information Technology. The Technology Advisory Committee, a standing committee of
the Academic Senate, meets twice a month with IT staff to explore and implement in-
structionally related technology such as clickers, electronic whiteboards and lecture cap-
ture. These topics are provided by faculty members.

Information Technology Services contains a department dedicated to Academic Technol-
ogy. This center is located in the John Spoor Broome Library. Here faculty have access to
IT professionals with technological expertise who coach faculty through the processes of
developing media rich instructional materials, as well as access to tools like Wimba
Classroom, Camtasia, and Respondus.

Campus Network

CSUCI connects to the CSU CENIC which is a high speed fiber optics network connect-
ing all twenty-three CSU campuses, several community college districts, and the Internet.
CSU has a fiber optics backbone with Cisco equipment. Management tools systematically
monitor bandwidth use to reduce down time. Each new building or remodeling project
follows CSU telecommunications guidelines for network infrastructure. Upgraded wiring
and equipment is included in each project.

The campus has implemented a VPN (virtual private network) which allows employees
to access network resources from off campus.

Server and Services

The campus has adopted Exchange as the email and calendar package. The CSU has a
system-wide site license for Microsoft products that makes it cost effective and well sup-
ported. The server support technicians consistently evaluate campus needs and develop
plans to implement additional servers to support file sharing, imaging, financial aid, de-
velopment, authentication and web services as the University continues to grow. The fa-
cility continues to install servers as applications are identified.

In addition, the IT Department has an Academic Server set up where faculty members
can have full access to run research related projects.

All faculty, staff, and students at CSUCI are provided with:
(1) a network account and email address
(2) an ID card that is used for library identification, food services, and copying ser-
vices.

In 2004, the IT Department and SOE faculty in the Single Subject Program worked to-
gether to implement TaskStream — Web-based software to which candidates subscribe,
and which allows candidates to post a variety of files (text, photographic, video) related
to course and field assignments. This collaboration extended to the Multiple Subject Pro-
gram in 2008. Single Subject and Multiple Subject faculty, candidates, and IT staff con-
tinue to work closely on TaskStream implementation, which is currently being used in
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both programs as the mechanism for hosting and managing each candidate’s teaching
performance assessment (i.e., PACT) files.

Faculty/Staff Training and Support for Technology

Academic Technology Services provides training workshops on the use of instructional
technology such as Blackboard, Wimba Classroom, creating 508 compliant documents,
course based website design and development, and multimedia equipment used to create
student projects. We expect the demand for instructional technology support to grow over
the years as faculty and student enrollment increase and technology is further integrated
into the classroom. CSUCI also provides “smart” classrooms (in which multimedia
equipment is permanently installed and configured) and a streaming media server that
allows faculty to include video and audio files in their instructional web sites.

In February 2002, CSUCI purchased Blackboard for enhanced course delivery, along
with training. Each year Blackboard features are improved and new technology is intro-
duced to the campus. Faculty and staff are provided with in-service training to help them
access the latest features. Published training schedules are designed to provide multiple
opportunities for in-depth, on-going training (http://www.csuci.edu/it/training htm).

The IT Department maintains a website dedicated to Faculty Services
(http://www .csuci.edu/it).

Help Desk

The Help Desk was developed in 1998 to meet the growing demand for computer support
among the campus faculty and staff at Channel Islands (which was then affiliated with
the CSU Northridge campus). Help Desk services were expanded in 2001 to prepare for
the CSUCI opening. The Help Desk provides a single point of contact for CSUCI faculty,
staff, and students to report problems, request changes or ask questions regarding the use
of campus computer resources. Help Desk reports are created on line by the IT staff; a
Web product to support this function was installed in 2002. Statistics and assessment re-
ports are published for campus view.

The campus link to IT services is through the IT Help Desk. Staff at the Help Desk re-
spond to classroom technology issues and other forms of 1% tier support, and refer re-
quests to the appropriate IT area for 2™ tier support. The web link for the Help Desk is:
http://www.csuci.edu/it/helpdesk. htm

CSUCI Computer Refresh Program

The CSUCI Computer Refresh program is run through the Budget, Procurement and
Support Services office with considerable assistance from the Campus Information Tech-
nology Department. The Computer Refresh program was created to replace all out of
warranty computers, to create replacement cycles for all computers, and to create campus
standards for minimum requirements on all computers to help efficiently run the day to


http://www.csuci.edu/it/training.htm
https://webmail.csuci.edu/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.csuci.edu/it
http://www.csuci.edu/it/helpdesk.htm

Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 57

day business of all individuals on campus. The campus is currently on a 3-year warranty
cycle, therefore computers are updated every three years.

All computers on campus are covered. This includes PCs, MACs, laptops, classroom, lab,
and those computers from self support units. Minimum requirements for computers are
reviewed regularly to ensure that each computer will meet the minimum requirements.
There are 4 different computers currently available: Dell Desktop (755 SFF); Dell Laptop
(Latitude 630); Mac Book Pro, and IMAC. All computers include all the various periph-
erals including mice, keyboards, monitors and speakers. Standardizing computers across
the University reduces support costs. With computers on a replacement cycle we ensure
that all computers are under warranty and replaced regularly to accommodate the chang-
ing environments.

Instructional Computing Labs

Open computer labs are available in the Broome Library and are open based on library
hours. There are approximately 110 PC computers equipped with the latest software.
These include:
e Microsoft Office 2007
e Adobe Creative Suites 3
o Photoshop
o Dreamweaver
o InDesign
o lustrator
e SPSS 16

Additional software applications are loaded at the request of faculty to support individual
courses. The standard academic software package decisions are made by appropriate fac-
ulty.

Through several small grants, the Education Program upgraded three classrooms (Bell
Tower 1726, Bell Tower 2716, Bell Tower 2684) with new technologies specifically de-
signed for preparing educators. The classrooms have electronic whiteboards, projection
equipment, an electronic document camera (Elmo), and either desktops on the periphery
of the classroom or laptops on a cart. These rooms contain similar equipment to what is
found in some schools in our service area.

CSUCI Hardware/Software List

OPERATING SYSTEMS
1. Windows XP with Service Pack 2
2. Mac OS 10.5

OFFICE PRODUCTIVITY
1. Windows Office 2007 with Service Release 2
2. Mac Office 2008
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BROWSERS
1. Internet Explorer ver. 7, 8 Mac
2. Firefox 3
3. Safari

APPLICATIONS
1. Sophos http://www.csuci.edu/it/software. htm
2. Acrobat Reader 8.x/
3. Microsoft Office Professional 2007/2008
4 SPSS

CONCURRENT LICENSING FOR:
1. Mathlab
2. Adobe Creative Suites 3

COMPUTER HARDWARE
1. Dell
2. Apple
PDA
1. Treo
2. iPhone
3. Nokia E71
PRINTERS

1. HP3000 and 4000 series for workgroup printing
2. HPS5185 Multi Function Printers
3. Pharos Copiers

Summary

CSUCI continues to be a developing and growing university. The leadership of the Uni-
versity understands the need to continue to provide adequate resources in technology, li-
brary, media resources, computer facilities, full-time and part-time instructional faculty
as well as support personnel to meet the needs of candidates in all of the Education pro-
grams. These resources are required to accomplish the mission to which we have commit-
ted.
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COMMON STANDARD 4
FACULTY

Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach and supervise all courses and field
experiences in each credential and certificate program. Faculty are knowledgeable in the
content they teach, understand the context of public schooling, and model best
professional practices in scholarship, service, teaching and learning. They are reflective
of the diverse society and knowledgeable about cultural, ethnic and gender diversity.
They have a thorough grasp of the academic standards, frameworks, and accountability
systems that drive the curriculum of public schools. Faculty collaborate regularly and
systematically with colleagues in P-12 settings, faculty in other college or university
units, and members of the broader, professional community to improve teaching,
candidate learning, and educator preparation. The institution or program sponsor provides
support for faculty development and recognizes and rewards outstanding teaching,
regularly evaluates the performance of course instructors and field supervisors, and
retains only those who are consistently effective.

Response

Consistent with CSUCI policies and procedures, only qualified individuals are hired and
assigned to teach and supervise the fieldwork for all of the credential and certificate pro-
grams offered. Full-time, tenure line faculty members are recruited through a comprehen-
sive national search process that includes an on-line application. The Faculty Search
Committee conducts an on-line review of all applications, conducts telephone interviews
and invites finalists for on-campus interviews. These on-campus interviews are unique to
the CSUCI hiring process in that candidates are evaluated in a campus-wide, interdisci-
plinary forum. This evaluation process is based not only on candidates’ disciplinary and
pedagogical expertise, but also on their ability to collaborate with faculty from other dis-
ciplines. The Faculty Search Committee makes recommendations to the Dean, Vice-
President for Academic Affairs, and the President of the University. The President makes
the final selection. Faculty positions are posted in publications that reach a broad national
audience as well as publications that target diverse faculty candidates; positions are also
posted on discipline related lists (Exhibit 4.1).

Faculty Recruitment and Diversity in the School of Education

In hiring both permanent and adjunct faculty, the School of Education strives to identify
individuals whose professional values and career paths are consonant with the mission
and core values of CSUCI (Exhibit 4.2). We also seek faculty representing experiences in
diverse settings in public schools, with experiences in multicultural, multilingual and
special education settings. Knowledge and expertise in technology and gender equity is
also stressed.

Tenured and tenure-track faculty in the School of Education come from a variety of dis-
ciplines and all have substantive teaching experience in P-12 schools. Further, each fac-
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ulty member has developed a research agenda that is connected to their teaching and aca-
demic preparation. (Faculty vitae are available for review in the Document Room. See
also http://summit.csuci.edu/faculty Accomplishments/faculty AlphabeticalList.pub). Col-
lectively, faculty in the School of Education are reflective of the diverse society at a state
and national level, including cultural, ethnic, and gender diversity (see Table 4.1) and are
able to provide classroom and fieldwork experiences that are directly aligned with the
program opportunities established by the California Commission on Teacher Credential-
ing. Following is a list of the tenured/tenure-track and full-time lecturer Education faculty
who teach in the various credential programs. All tenure-track faculty and the majority of

full-time lecturers hold terminal degrees.

Lillian Vega-Castaneda, Ed.D.
Professor of Education, Language/Multicultural

Robert E. Bleicher, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Education, Science

Merilyn Buchanan, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Education, Mathematics

Kathleen Contreras, Ph.D.
Lecturer in Education, Multicultural/Bilingual

Manual Correia, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Education, Literacy

Jeanne Grier, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Secondary Education
Single Subject Program Coordinator

Tiina Itkonen, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Special Education
Education Specialist Level II Coordinator

Jill Leafstedt, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of Special Education
Education Specialist Level I Coordinator

Alex McNeill, Ph.D.
Professor of Kinesiology
Director of Liberal Studies

Elizabeth Quintero, Ph.D

Professor of Early Childhood Education
Coordinator, Early Childhood Studies
Program

Tim Rummel, Ph.D.
Lecturer in Education
Coordinator, Administrative Services

Mona Thompson, Ph.D.
Lecturer in Education

Kaia Tollefson, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor of Education

Language, Literacy and Sociocultural Studies
Accreditation Coordinator

Eric Toshalis, Ed.D.
Assistant Professor of Secondary Education

Dawn Witt, M.S.
Lecturer in Special Education

Table 4.1 School of Education Faculty Demographics 2008-2009

Tenured/Tenure Track Lecturers Total Percent
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-latina/o 35 44 83.0%
Hispanic, Latina/o 5 7 13.2%
Asian American 1 1 1.9%
African American - 0 0.0%
Native America - 0 0.0%
Unknown 1 1 1.9%

53
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Tenured/Tenure Track Lecturers Total Percent
Gender
Male 4 12 16 30.1%
Female 7 30 37 69.8%
Total 11 42 53
International Faculty & Alex McNeill England
Country of Origin Merilyn Buchanan England

Tiina Itkonen Finland

Part-Time Faculty

Part-time faculty are highly qualified, experienced educators. (See faculty vitae in Docu-
ment Room). Many of the part-time faculty members hold a terminal degree; others hold
a Master’s degree, at minimum (Exhibit 4.3). Part-time faculty hiring is conducted by the
Senior Associate Dean and Director of the School of Education. Selection of part-time
faculty is based upon the experience and expertise of the candidate in the content area as
well as evaluations and recommendations both from school districts and previous em-
ployers. In addition to meeting the minimum requirement of a Master’s degree in educa-
tion, applicants for part-time positions must demonstrate a minimum of three years teach-
ing or administrative experience that is relevant to the teaching and/or supervision
assignment (Exhibit 4.4).

University supervisors meet on a regular basis (a minimum once per semester) to review
and update themselves on changes in the law or changes in the University’s expectations
for the candidates. Many of the University supervisors have been with CSUCI since the
University offered the first Teacher Education Program in 2002. The Director of Field
Placement and the appropriate program coordinator introduce new CSUCI supervisors to
their role in the University. These individuals come to a new supervisors’ orientation and
training. They also receive peer support from experienced supervisors at the semester
meetings for supervisors. They are given a handbook which is updated annually. (Field
Placement University Supervisor handbooks for all teacher credential programs are avail-
able for review in the Document Room.)

Nondiscrimination Policy

The California State University does not discriminate on the basis of gender in the educa-
tional programs or activities it conducts. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972,
as amended, and the administrative regulations adopted there under prohibit discrimina-
tion (including harassment) on the basis of gender in education programs and activities
operated by CSUCI. Such programs and activities include admission of students and em-
ployment.

The California State University does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admis-
sion or access to, or treatment of employment in, its programs and activities. Sections 504
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of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, to-
gether with the regulations adopted there under, prohibit such discrimination.

The California State University complies with the requirements of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 as amended by the Americans with Disabilities Act and the regula-
tions adopted there under. No person shall, on the grounds of race, color, national origin,
or disability, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise
subjected to discrimination (including harassment) under any program of the university.

The California State University does not discriminate on the basis of age, ethnicity, relig-
ion, sexual orientation, pregnancy, marital or veteran status in any of its programs or ac-
tivities. CSUCI complies with all applicable federal and state laws and regulations and
Trustee policies in this area. (See Exhibit 4.5 for the CSU policy on non-discrimination:
Executive Order 883, System-wide Guidelines for Nondiscrimination and Affirmative
Action Programs in Employment).

Faculty Knowledge of California Standards and Schools

As described in our response to Common Standard 2, one way faculty members demon-
strate their currency and familiarity with academic content standards, curriculum frame-
works and accountability systems in the California public schools is through the peer re-
view process. The peer review process, for tenure-track faculty, is described in the School
of Education retention, tenure, and promotion standards (see
http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaftairs/rtp.htm). For part-time faculty, as
with full-time faculty, the annual peer evaluation (Exhibit 4.6) and Student Evaluation of
Teaching Effectiveness (Exhibit 4.7) assess instructors’ demonstration of content cur-
rency and pedagogical effectiveness. For all faculty, the expectation is for excellence in
teaching. Faculty are knowledgeable about the context of public schooling and model ex-
emplary professional practice in scholarship, service, teaching and learning. Another way
that faculty demonstrate knowledge of academic content standards, curriculum frame-
works, and accountability systems in the California public schools is in their course syl-
labi (e.g., learning outcomes, course assignments, course readings) which are available
for review in the Document Room.

Faculty academic expertise, experience, preparation, and interests are the primary deter-
minants for course teaching and field supervision assignments. Course assignments are
made with these criteria in mind, and are in keeping with the CFA contract (see
http://www .calfac.org/allpdf/contractpages2007/Article 12 pdf).

Faculty maintain a high level of involvement in schools and districts in the community as
a way of staying current regarding demographics, curriculum, programs and other educa-
tional needs. Table 4.2 provides a summary of School of Education faculty members’ ac-
tivities in P-12 schools and classrooms in our service area.
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Table 4.2 School of Education Faculty Involvement in Area Schools and Classrooms

CSUCIT School of Activities in Elementary/Secondary Schools and Classrooms
Education Faculty
Adler, Mary Early Assessment Program (EAP), Expository Reading and Writing

Course. Santa Barbara, Ventura, Oxnard, and Conejo Valley School Dis-
tricts. Annually 2005-present.

RIAP workshops for local content area teachers, Summer 2008, Summer
2006.

Modeling lessons in creative writing, UCMS, Spring 2008 (with Matt
DeMaria’s 8th grade English students). Will continue this year with
Danna Lomax.

Keynote Address: Ventura County Reading Association, Camarillo, CA,
February 2006.

Professional development consulting for LAUSD, 2005-07

NEA Grant for collaborative discussions of secondary literacy w/Dori
Maria Jones and a teacher team at Frank MS, 2004-05

Arner-Costello, Fran

Assistant Director of the Ventura Office of Education SELPA

Bleicher, Robert

Directs EAP working directly with high school teachers in mathematics
and literacy workshops

One of two School of Education faculty participating on a research team
that also includes two UPS teachers and the UPS superinten-
dent/principal. The team presented its findings at the American Education
Research Association in Spring 2008; winner of the AERA 2008 Claudia
A. Balach Teacher Researcher Award.

Teaches Educ 101 Introduction to Elementary Schooling on-site at a local
elementary school where over 50% of students are English learners.

Buchanan, Merilyn

Liaison of CSUCI with University Preparation School, a professional
development school, associated with the University. Works directly with
teachers at the school.

One of two School of Education faculty participating on a research team
that also includes two UPS teachers and the UPS superinten-
dent/principal. The team presented its findings at the American Education
Research Association in Spring 2008; winner of the AERA 2008 Claudia
A. Balach Teacher Researcher Award.

Teaches Educ 101 Introduction to Elementary Schooling on-site at a local
elementary school where over 50% of students are English learners.

Butterficld, Jarice

Directs special education at Santa Barbara County Office of Education

Chrisman, Valerie

Advise Assistant Superintendents of each district on a monthly basis of
new policy, law, etc. from California Department of Education (all Ven-
tura County districts)

Work with two district superintendents of Program Improvement Year 3
districts to implement new Local Educational Agency Plans. (Rio and
Hueneme)

Provide professional development to district and site leaders and teachers
on how to use data to change instruction (Ojai)

Contreras, Kathleen

Plan and coordinate history social science presentations at CSUCI/UPS
Charter School.

Plan, coordinate and facilitate after-school P-12 tutoring service for chil-
dren of farm workers at their housing development site in conjunction
with CSUCI Office of Civic Engagement.

Facilitate bilingual classroom experiences in conjunction with local
school districts for CSUCI BCLAD students in multiple-subjects pro-
gram.
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CSUCIT School of
Education Faculty

Activities in Elementary/Secondary Schools and Classrooms

Scholarship Chairperson for local CABE chapter (California Association
for Bilingual Education), which provides financial aid opportunities for
future bilingual teachers.

Correia, Manuel

Pacifica High School, Teaching and Education Carcers Academy
(TECA), liaison and working with faculty on curriculum and program de-
velopment. (06-07, 07-08, 08-09)

TECA Advisory Committee. (07-08, 08-09)

California Distinguished Schools Award Site Verification Team (S08)
Oxnard Union High School District English Learner Task Force. (08-09)

Cotsis, Virginia

Full-time Literacy Specialist for Ventura County Office of Education

Flores, Stephen

Teaches at Montalvo Dual Language Elementary School, Ventura

Gilmore, Jacqueline

Works with many districts each semester placing student teachers and
working with cooperating teachers.

Grier, Jeanne

Supervised of secondary student teachers in several area high schools
(Hueneme, Westlake, Thousand Oaks, Camarillo, Oxnard) and jun-
ior/middle schools (E.O. Green, Cabrillo, Anacapa, Rio de Valle, Santa
Barbara)

Conducted student teacher orientations at Hueneme High School and
Frank Middle School

Science fair judge, Sycamore Canyon

Assisted with initial middle school charter planning at the University
Charter Middle School

Itkonen, Tiina

2005-2007 field support to one level 2 candidate; Channel Islands High
School

2007-2008 observation at Camarillo High School based on Level 2 can-
didate request

Consulted with Phoenix School on paraprofessionals’ instructional work
Coordinated BTSA and SELPA activities related to Level II candidates’
teaching assignments

Facilitate networking for Level II candidates with exemplary middle and
high school teachers as part of the Professional Learning Community
process

Johansen, Erik

Concurrently taught since 2002 a full schedule of English Language De-
velopment and Social Sciences at Hueneme High School and ENGL 475
and EDSS 550 at CSUCL

Has hosted many CSUCI observers in his own classroom as well as coor-
dinated classroom visits on site (Hueneme HS) with other teachers, in-
cluding mainstream, ELD/SDAIE and Special Ed. Programs.

Served as cooperating teacher for several CSUCI teacher candidates over
the past 5 years.

Attended the initial CSUCT Social Science Network meeting representing
both CSUCI and Oxnard Union HS Dist.

Has conducted many teacher training sessions on the implementation of
SDAIE throughout California during his association with CSUCIL.

Karp, Joan

Serves on Board of University Preparation School

Serves on Advisory Board of TECA at Pacifica High School
Assisted with student interviews for admission to TECA
Supervised special education student teachers

Leafstedt, Jill

Publish parent education articles for Pleasant Valley Cooperative Pre-
school newsletter 2007-present
Worked with UPS on beginning an RTI program 2006-2007
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CSUCIT School of
Education Faculty

Activities in Elementary/Secondary Schools and Classrooms

Newman, Julia

Primarily supervise special education Interns at their school sites
Teach Intern Seminar

Patten, Barbara

In addition to working with student teachers, I served on a committee for
White Oak Elementary when they had their validation visit for California
Distinguished School.

Phillips, David

Santa Paula Elementary School District
o Directed Science Adoption Grades K-8 (2007-2008)
o Modeling Science Lessons in the Classroom K-8 (2005-present)
o Science Curriculum Development Grades 4 and 5 (2005-2008)
o Presented Staff Development to Teachers Grades 4 and 5 (2006-
2008)
Rio Elementary School District
o Assisted in the Planning and Design of Science Lab Renovation
(2008)
Conejo Valley Unified School District
o Presented Staff Development in Science for Grades 4 and 5

Puglisi, John

Superintendent of Schools, Mesa Elementary School District

Quintero, Elizabeth

Active Participation in Councils and Coalitions:

o Member of Pre-K Coalition of Ventura County

o Member of Ventura County Childcare Planning Council

o  Member of Ventura Association for the Education of Young Chil-
dren

o Member of Baccalaureate Pathways in Early Care and Education, a
project of California State University Child Development Faculty to
communicate and coordinate across programs

o Member of Higher Education Collaborative of Early Care and Edu-
cation professors of California State University and Community Col-
leges of California

Regular visits to schools and preKs where student are placed:

University Preparation School

Rio School District

Ocean View Early Education Program

Camarillo Parent Cooperative Preschool

Child Development Resources (Head Start)

Child Development Incorporated (Head Start)

Pleasant Valley School District

Ventura Unified School District

Great Pacific Child Development Center

© O O O O O O O O

Rummel, Tim

Supervises Administrative Services candidates at their school sites

Short, James

Math Specialist for the Oxnard Union High School District. In that capac-

ity I do the following:

o  Provide professional development for math teachers in my own dis-
trict.

o Work with Vicki Vierra in the County Office of Education as one of
Ventura County SB 472 math workshop providers.

o  Along with Vicki Vierra, have provided EAP math workshops in the
past, and will be collaborating again to present one in December.
Provide coaching and support to the math teachers in my district.
Oversee the development and administration of district wide assess-
ments in my district.

o  Work with math teachers to analyze assessment data, and then make
appropriate instructional decisions based on the data.

o  Work with middle school math teachers from the schools and dis-
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CSUCIT School of
Education Faculty

Activities in Elementary/Secondary Schools and Classrooms

tricts that feed into the OUHSD to try and make the transition as
smooth as possible for our students.

Thompson, Mona

Writing a Toyota Grant with the Pleasant Valley Elementary School Dis-
trict - targeting 3 Title I school sites. We have finished first writing phase
Supervising 2 student teachers at Dos Caminos Elementary School

Run a Family Literacy program on Mon. and Tues. for students who have
academic challenges. CSUCI EDUC 521 students are tutoring the 15 up-
per grade children at Dos Caminos Elementary School.

Supervise 20 Student Observer/Participants at Dos Caminos Elementary
School every Mon. and Tues.

Tollefson, Kaia

Initiated and am co-coaching a Critical Friends Group for faculty from
CSUCIT School of Education, University Preparation School, and Univer-
sity Charter Middle School (Spring 2009)

Supervised EDMS 565 student teacher at University Preparation School
(Fall 2008).

Supervised EDUC 521 student observers at University Preparation
School (Spring 2009, Fall 2007).

School accountability: To whom? To what? Why? How? with Eric To-
shalis (2008, September). Presentation to parents, teachers, and adminis-
trators at University Charter Middle School and the University Prepara-
tory School at CSUCI in Camarillo, CA.

On Motivation: A Workshop for Teachers, with Monica K. Osborn (2008,
August). Presented at University Preparation School/ University Charter
Middle School, Camarillo, California.

Encountering behavioral “problems™ in the classroom with Eric To-
shalis. (2008, May). Consultation at University Charter Middle School in
Camarillo, CA.

Cultivating the learner-centered classroom: A conversation with local
authors about teaching and learning in the 21st century. (2008, March).
Book talk with co-author Monica Osborn, held at the University Prepara-
tory School at CSUCIT in Camarillo, CA.

Journey Mapping for University Preparation School and University
Charter Middle School (2007, November). Facilitated school-wide fac-
ulty workshop.

Community judge (2006, November). Mock congressional hearings on
We the People, Los Cerritos Middle School, Thousand Oaks, California.

Toshalis, Eric

Supervising observers at UCMS & Pacifica HS

Supervising student teachers at Frank Intermediate

Tollefson, K. and Toshalis, E., School accountability: To whom? To
what? Why? How? (2008, September). Presentation to parents, teachers,
and administrators at University Charter Middle School and the Univer-
sity Preparatory School at CSUCI in Camarillo, CA.

Toshalis, E. History-social science partners event. (2008, May). Planner
and presenter of collaborative event involving Ventura County social sci-
ence educators and members of the history, political science, economics,
and library faculties at CSUCI

Tollefson, K. and Toshalis, E., Encountering behavioral “problems” in
the classroom. (2008, May). Consultation at University Charter Middle
School in Camarillo, CA.

Toshalis, E. Cultivating the learner-centered classroom: A conversation
with local authors about teaching and learning in the 2 1st century. (2008,
March). Created and convened the event to celebrate the release of Dr.
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CSUCT School of Activities in Elementary/Secondary Schools and Classrooms
Education Faculty

Kaia Tollefson and Monica Osborn’s book, held at the University Pre-
paratory School at CSUCI in Camarillo, CA.

e Toshalis, E. “Ability” tracking in public schools. (2008, February). Guest
speaker in lan McFadyen’s class in the Teaching and Educational Careers
Academy at Pacifica High School in Oxnard, CA.

¢ Developed survey instrument to help Pacifica HS evaluate the effective-
ness of its TECA recruitment strategies; October, 2008

e Participated in OUHSD social studies inservice training event at Oxnard
HS; 10/22/08

This has been my work since 2001 (VCOE Math Specialist). I've worked with
Vierra, Vicki every district in Ventura County, except for Briggs. In October 2008, for ex-
ample, I've participated in the following:

o Facilitation of the Matilija Jr. High faculty's (Ojai USD) introduction to

data teams

¢  Support for math presenters for the Oct. 2 English Learners HS Confer-
ence

e C(Classroom observations and standards writing for the Achievement
Analysis for Fillmore HS

e  Special Interest group presentation on Math Coaching to the Math Lead-
ership Cadre - Tri County Math Project (UCSB), teacher leaders from
districts across Ventura County

e Lead for Region VIII (San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Kern & Ventura
COEs) delegation to the statewide Algebra Forum in Burlingame, Oct.
13-15 - presentations by researchers in the area of algebraic understand-
ing & development of an Action Plan for our region

e  Oct. 20-24 SB472 Math textbook institute for Rio SD & Oxnard SD
teachers using their newly adopted Scott Foresman program

¢ Numeracy Project workshop at Phoenix School for teachers from Triton
School, Providence Court School, Gateway Community School and
Phoenix School

e Instructor training at Lawrence Hall of Science for the After School Math
& Science program offered to Ventura County schools

e Facilitate Math Dept. collaboration meeting for Fillmore MS, Marzano
strategy of Compare & Contrast in mathematics

e Attendance at RTI presentation by Mike Mattos at VCOE

¢  Ventura County Math Council mini-conference "Goblins, Ghouls & Ge-
ometry" for 150 county teachers of mathematics P-12

e Sept. 2001-June, 2006 - Elementary Principal - Simi Valley Unified

Williamson, Suzanne e 2007, 2008 (Jan-June both years)- Pleasant Valley School Dist - GATE
Symposium teacher (2 days/week - 20 weeks each year)

e  Sept, Oct 2007 - Consultant - Rio School district - CPM review coordina-
tor - District and school sites

e  Currently I am supervising student teachers in Oxnard Union High

Witt, Dawn School District, Santa Paula Unified High School District, and Ventura
County Office of Education (Fall 2008).

¢ [ am also running a qualitative pilot study at SPUHSD involving one case
study of an Ed Specialist (mild/moderate) teacher (Fall 2008).

SOE faculty collaborate regularly with colleagues from across the University, as
evidenced, for example, by strong and consistent service on various campus committees
(see http://senate.csuci.edu/committees.htm). Further evidence of faculty collaboration,
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both within CSUCI and with members of the broader, professional community is
available in faculty vitae located in the Document Room.

Evaluation of Teaching Performance

The CSU is a teaching institution and places this at the center of its mission, which states,
in part: “To accomplish its mission over time and under changing conditions, the Califor-
nia State University emphasizes quality instruction.” CSUCI and the School of Educa-
tion, in keeping with the CSU mission, also emphasize teaching excellence. The Univer-
sity has made a public commitment to candidates and area educators that we will
continuously model various approaches of effective teaching in our Education programs.
Excellence in teaching is clearly the most significant factor in evaluating faculty in the
School of Education, and an essential element in retention, tenure and promotion deci-
sions.

Education faculty critique the effectiveness of their teaching using a variety of processes
(e.g., peer review, student review, self reflection, teaching cycle narratives). These proc-
esses are described for tenure-track faculty in our Education Program Personnel Stan-
dards (see http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/rtp.htm) and for lectur-
ers in the Academic Senate Policy for Evaluating Part-time Faculty (Exhibit 4.8). Faculty
success in meeting these standards leads to formal recognition and reward for teaching
excellence via advancement through RTP process for tenure-track faculty and through
range elevations for lecturers. Lack of success in meeting these standards results in fac-
ulty development interventions and/or recommendation for non-retention.

Faculty Development

The Office of Faculty Development supports instructionally related activities designed to
improve instruction (e.g., monthly newsletters summarizing current research on effective
teaching practices, workshops on promoting student engagement, effective pedagogy,
assessment and evaluation practices).

Faculty are supported in their professional development in a variety of ways:

e A number of faculty members are supported to participate in professional devel-
opment seminars on teaching and learning sponsored by the California State Uni-
versity. These seminars bring together individuals with expertise in teaching
and/or research in various areas through the CSU including, literacy education
(CAR), and regional meetings for other program areas. (See faculty vitae in the
Document Room).

Funds for travel to conferences, seminars and professional development meetings
are provided, with an emphasis on supporting faculty in presenting papers (e.g.,


http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaffairs/rtp.htm

Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 69

American Education Research Association, California Association of Teachers of
English, International Reading Association, National Association for Bilingual
Education). Each full-time tenure-track faculty member receives a yearly stipend
from Academic Affairs to support travel and conference costs ($1200). Each full-
time lecturer within the School of Education also receives a stipend ($500, using
CERF funds) to support these activities. Faculty accomplishments are noted
within individual vita (Document Room) and are published annually in the
CSUCI Faculty Accomplishment booklet.

(http://summit.csuci.edu /facultyAccomplishments/facultyAlphabeticalList.
ub).

e Faculty members are encouraged to submit grant proposals within and external to
the CSU system (faculty vitae, Document Room). The CSUCI Office of Faculty
Development offers opportunities annually for faculty to write and compete for
campus-wide Faculty Development Mini-grants that financially support profes-
sional activities in addition to the funds mentioned above. Each year, School of
Education faculty members have competed successfully for these grants. For ex-
ample, four Education faculty won grants in the 2008-2009 academic year, which
supported three units of release time for each grant winner and additional re-
sources as needed for pursuing their scholarship.

e Faculty members engage in professional development in the community by par-
ticipating in collaborative groups of professionals across our service area (e.g.,
RTI Workshop sponsored by VCOE; PACT workshops sponsored by Stanford).
(See faculty vitae in the Document Room).

For additional information, please visit CSUCI’s Office of Faculty Development
web-page: http://facultydevelopment.csuci.edu/

Faculty Retention

We view the stability of our tenure-track faculty as one of the strengths of our School of
Education (Table 4.3). In the eight years since we began as an Education Program at
CSUCI, 13 tenure-track faculty have been hired. One has since been promoted to Associ-
ate Dean and Director of the School of Education; three have been tenured and promoted;
and one chose to leave the University to take a position at another institution. The stabil-
ity of our non-tenure track faculty is also strong (Table 4.4).

All faculty are regularly evaluated following procedures described in our response to
Common Standard 2, and only those who are consistently effective are retained. Student
evaluations of Education faculty indicate that teaching performance in the School of Edu-
cation exceeds the campus-wide average (this data is available through the Office of Fac-
ulty Affairs); this reflects the expectation in the School of Education Program Personnel
Standards (see http://www.csuci.edu/academics/faculty/facultyaftfairs/rtp.htm) for tenure-
track faculty that teaching performance must “exceed the standard.”
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History of Faculty Advancements and Non-retentions

Table 4.3 Tenure-track/Tenured Faculty
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Subsequentl Subsequentl
Y;ar Number Subs; ey | ey promo(%ed toy Subsequg:ntly left un(ilversityy Faculty and Rank at Time of Hire
Hired Retained Tenured/Promoted Non-retained .
Assoc Dean (voluntarily)
Joan Karp, Professor
2001-02 2 2 - 1 - - Lillian Vega Casteneda, Professor
Bob Bleicher, Assistant Professor
Merilyn Buchanan, Assistant Professor
2002-03 3 3 3 - - - Jeanne Grier, Assistant Professor
Maria Denney, Assistant Professor
Jill Leafstedt, Assistant Professor
2003-04 3 2 - - - 1 Alex McNeill, Professor
2004-05 - - - - = = No hiring
Manuel Correia, Assistant Professor
2005-06 2 2 - - - - Tiina Itkonen, Assistant Professor
2006-07 1 1 - - = - Kaia Tollefson, Assistant Professor
Elizabeth Quintero, Professor
2007-08 2 2 - - - - Eric Toshalis, Assistant Professor
2008-09 - - - - - - No hiring
Total 13 12 3 1 - 1

Table 4.4 Lecturers (excluding Liberal Studies faculty)

Promotion/ No longerat | No longer at
Number retirement/ CSUCT but CSUCI- un-
Hired or range cleva- appropriate to | satisfactory
Year Rehired | Retained Multi-year contract | tion rehire performance
2001-02 | No data
2002-03 | No data
2003-04 33 23 - - 8 1
2004-05 42 32 - - 9 1
2005-06 38 29 4 - 5 1
2006-07 40 30 4 - 7 1
2007-08 48 42 2 2 4 1
2008-09 47 N/A 9 1 2 -
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COMMON STANDARD 5
ADMISSION

In each professional preparation program, candidates are admitted on the basis of well
defined admission criteria and procedures (including all commission-adopted admission
requirements) that utilize multiple measures. The admission of students from a diverse
population is encouraged. The institution determines that candidates meet high academic
standards, as evidenced by appropriate measures of academic achievement, and demon-
strate strong potential for professional success in schools, as evidenced by appropriate
measures of personal characteristics and prior experience.

Response

Credential Admission Criteria

Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist Level 1

1.

2.

Application. Students apply to both the University and the School of Education
Programs. Information and directions regarding the application procedures can be
found on the CSUCI School of Education website link. Program advisement is
available in the Credential Office and applications are available online

(see http://education.csuci.edu/credentials/appprocess.htm).

Basic Skills Requirement. Students must pass the basic skills requirement prior to
admission. This requirement can be met by passing any of the following:

o CBEST Passage of a basic skills exam from another state

e CSET: Multiple Subjects Plus Writing exam (for Multiple Subject and Educa-
tion Specialist candidates only)

o CSU Early Assessment Program (EAP) (English and Mathematics sections)
taken in the Spring of 11th grade

e CSU Placement Examinations: English Placement Test (EPT) passing score
151 and Entry Level Mathematics (ELM) passing score 50

Subject Matter Preparation.

Multiple Subject Credential: The CSU Channel Islands Liberal Studies in Teach-
ing and Learning option best prepares students for the subject matter knowledge
and skills required for the Multiple Subject Teaching Credential Program. All
program applicants are required to pass the California Subject Examination for
Teachers (CSET) prior to admittance to the program. The CSET examination re-
sults are valid for five years from the date of passing and must be valid upon final
completion of the program.

Single Subject Credential: Prior to admission to the Single Subject Teaching Cre-
dential Program, students may complete a state approved subject matter program
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Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 72

in the specific content area from CSUCI or other colleges or universities. Students
who have not completed a state-approved subject matter program must pass the
California Subject Examination for Teachers (CSET) in the subject matter area of
the single subject credential prior to admission to the Credential Program. The
CSET examination results are valid for five years from the date of passing and
must be valid upon final completion of the program.

Education Specialist. Applicants must complete subject matter competence for ei-
ther a Multiple Subject Credential or a Single Subject Credential. The CSUCI
Liberal Studies Option — Teaching and Learning best prepares students for the
knowledge and skills required for passing the Multiple Subject CSET. Students
must pass a relevant subject matter examination approved by the Commission
(e.g., the CSET in any of the subject areas--Multiple Subject, English, Mathemat-
ics, Science, or Health) prior to admissions to the Education Specialist Credential
Program. The CSET examination results are valid for five years from the date of
passing and must be valid upon final completion of the program. Applicants pur-
suing Education Specialist for teaching in middle and high school may demon-
strate subject matter competence through an approved single subject, subject mat-
ter program in a content area such as English, mathematics, or science.

Prerequisite Courses in FEducation (16-20 units). If taken at CSU Channel Is-
lands, the course must be completed within seven (7) years prior to beginning the
program with a grade of “C” or better. If an equivalent course at another college
or university has been taken, it must have been completed with five (5) years prior
to beginning the program. The following table shows the prerequisite courses for
various credentials.

Table 5.1 Prerequisite Courses Required by Program

Multiple Single Sub- | Education BCLAD
Subject ject Specialist
Level I

ENGL 475 (3 units)
Language and Social Context X X X X
SPED 345 (3 units)
Trudividugls with Disability in Soeisty X X X X
EDUC 510 (3 units) X X X
Learning Theory and Development
EDUC 512 (3 units)
Equity, Diversity, and Foundations of X X X X
Schooling
EDUC 520/521 (3 units/1 unit)
Observing and Guiding Behavior/Field X X X X
Experience
EDSS 515 (3 units)
Adolescent Development for Secon- X
dary Educators

* BCLAD Students are required to take HISTORY 445/EDUC 445 The Chicano Mexicano
Child and Adolescent Child (4 units).



Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 73

5. Additional Requirements for Admission fo the Teacher Education Programs:

a. U.S. Constitution: Knowledge of the U.S. Constitution demonstrated by comple-
tion of two semester units of a college level course or college level examination.

b. Grade Point Average: Cumulative GPA of 2.65, or in the last 60 semester units
completed, GPA of 2.75. If a student does not have the required GPA, conditional
admission may be available on a limited case by case basis.

c. Health Clearance: Evidence of a negative tuberculin test is required. The tubercu-
lin test is valid for four (4) years and must be valid through student teaching.

d. Certificate of Clearance: Students must possess or apply for a valid Certificate of
Clearance as part of admission. A copy of a valid California teaching credential
or permit satisfies the clearance requirement. The Cerftificate of Clearance is a
background check and clearance conducted by the Department of Justice and
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

e. One Set of Official Transcripts: One official set of transcripts from each of the
colleges or universities attended must be mailed directly to the CSU Channel Is-
lands Office of Admissions and Records.

f. Two Letters of Recommendation: Two letters of recommendation from faculty,
employers, and/or others who are knowledgeable about the student’s personal
qualities and potential to work with children must be submitted with the program
application.

g. Experience: At least 45 hours of documented field experience in a K-12 class-
room or equivalent documented field experience must be completed.

h. Bachelor’s Degree: A bachelor’s degree or all undergraduate academic subjects
must be satisfied toward a bachelor’s degree before entering a teacher education
program. A bachelor’s degree is a requirement for teacher certification.

1. Writing Sample: Writing samples are required as part of the application process.
The writing sample includes a 500-600 word essay describing the applicant’s in-
terest in teaching children with the diversity of languages and cultures represented
in California schools. In addition another “on the spot” writing sample is required
of program applicants during the interview process.

j. Interviews: An Education Program Admissions Committee interviews candidates
once all portions of the admissions requirements are complete.
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6. Multiple Subject and FEducation Specialist Level I: The California Commission on

Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) requires program applicants to pass the Reading In-
struction Competence Assessment (RICA) for the initial issuance of a Multiple Sub-
jects or Education Specialist Level I Credential. It is recommended that the Assess-
ment be taken after completion of the Literacy I course in the credential program.

CPR: Certification in adult, infant and child CPR is required by the CCTC prior to
issuance of an initial teaching credential.

BCLAD: Spanish Emphasis Language Assessment - BCLAD emphasis. Students who
wish to complete the BCLAD emphasis in Spanish should sign-up for the language
assessment CSET LOTE (Language Other Than English) prior to admission. This
must be passed prior to the beginning of bilingual student teaching. Please visit the
website of the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing for information re-
garding Test III: The Language of Emphasis as well as for testing dates:
http://www.ctc.ca.gov

Requirements for Admission to Education Specialist Level 11

1.

These requirements differ from that of Education Specialist Level I because students
admitted to this program currently hold the preliminary Education Specialist Level 1
credential.

a. CBEST: Students must pass the California Basic Educational Skills Test prior to
admission

b. Education Specialist. Mild/Moderate Disabilities Level 1 Credential: Students
must hold an Education Specialist Mild/Moderate Disabilities Level I Credential
prior to being considered for admission to the Education Specialist Level II pro-
gram

c. Evidence of Employment. Applicants must provide evidence of employment as a
Special Education Teacher prior to admission to the program.

d. Letters of Recommendation: Two letters of recommendation from professionals
who are knowledgeable about the candidate’s professional work are required. At
least one letter must be from the candidate’s current supervisor or administrator.
Letter from university faculty describing the candidate’s ability to successfully
complete graduate work are also recommend

e. Interview: Interview with the Education Programs Admissions Committee is re-
quired prior to admission to the program

t  Writing Sample: A written statement of purpose in a 400-600 word essay is re-
quired. This essay includes a reflection on personal and professional goals, and


http://www.ctc.ca.gov/
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how the candidate plans to acquire the knowledge and skills to achieve these
goals.

Additional Requirements for Admission to the Education Specialist Level 11 Program:

g. Candidates are required to complete courses in health education and technology.
h. Candidates must be certified in adult, child, and infant Cardiopulmonary
Resuscitation (CPR) prior to being issued a credential Education Specialist Cre-

dential from the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.

Requirements for Admission as an Intern

1. Bachelor of Arts/Bachelor of Science: Students applying to an intern program must
hold a BA or BS degree from a regionally-accredited college or university.

2. Grade Point Average: Cumulative GPA of 2.65, or in the last 60 semester units com-
pleted, GPA of 2.75.

3. Basic Skills Requirement: Individuals may satisfy the basic skills requirement by one
of the following methods:

o Passage of CBEST Passage of a basic skills exam from another state

e Passage of CSET: Multiple Subjects Plus Writing exam (for Multiple Subject and
Education Specialist candidates only)

e Passage of the CSU Early Assessment Program (EAP) (English and Mathematics
sections) taken in the Spring of 11th grade, or the CSU Placement Examinations:
English Placement Test (EPT) passing score 151 and Entry Level Mathematics
(ELM) passing score 50

4. Subject Matter Competence: Prior to admission to the intern programs students must
verify their subject matter competence by coursework or a subject matter examina-
tion.

5. Certificate of Clearance: Students must possess or apply for a valid Cerfificate of
Clearance. A copy of a valid California teaching credential or permit satisfies the
clearance requirement. The Certificate of Clearance is a background check and clear-
ance conducted by the Department of Justice and Federal Bureau of Investigation.

6. U.S Constitution: Students must have proof of having studied the U.S. Constitution
via coursework and/or passed a U.S Constitution examination.

7. Preservice Requirement: Students must have completed and passed the following
courses in the Prerequisite Program — English 475, Education 520 and 521. Education
Specialist applicants must also complete SPED 345. Students who have been ac-
cepted into a Credential Program will have completed these classes.
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8. Offer of Full Time Employment. To be admitted into an internship program, students
must have an offer of full-time employment with a participating Ventura County or
Santa Barbara public school district in a teaching assignment which matches the cre-
dential being pursued.

Process: Students who wish to apply to an internship program and who meet the criteria
addressed in items 1-8 must:

a. Contact the Intern Analyst via email for forms and instructions;

b. Meet with the Intern Advisor for academic planning;

c. Submit a signed Intern Authorization form (Exhibit 5.1) to the Intern Analyst in
the Credential Office. This form must be signed by the hiring school district and

the School of Education.

d. Submit an Intern Application packet for processing to the Intern Analyst in the
Credential Office.

Early Completion Internship Option

The Early Completion Internship Option for Multiple and Single Subject Teaching Cre-
dentials (English, Mathematics and Science) allows individuals to bypass teacher prepa-
ration coursework by passing the Teaching Foundations and the fieldwork requirements
by passing the Teaching Performance Assessment. In order to be eligible to participate in
the early completion option, an individual must be accepted into a Commission—approved
internship program and have an offer of employment from a school district.

Requirements for the Early Completion Internship Option

e Passage of the Teaching Foundations Examination (TFE)

e Individuals must satisfy all admissions requirements for the Intern program except
for the Preservice requirement:
http://education.csuci.edu/credentials/forms/Intern ProgramFlowchart %282%29.pdf

e Individuals must satisfy all of the following requirements™:

1. Pass the Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA). At CSUCI this is the
PACT that requires candidates to complete specific coursework in order to
complete PACT. Candidates must pass the TPA on the first attempt in order
to be eligible for the Early Completion Internship Option. If the candidate
does not pass on the first attempt, he/she is no longer eligible to participate in
the Early Completion Internship Option program and must complete the full
teacher preparation program.
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2. Pass the Reading Instruction Competence Assessment (RICA). RICA is a re-
quirement for Multiple Subject Credential candidates only.

3. Complete foundational computer technology course work that includes gen-
eral and specialized skills in the use of computers in educational settings.

4. Individuals applying for the Preliminary Multiple or Single Subject Teaching
Credential must be formally recommended by CSUCIL

*The employer may require additional instruction deemed necessary for the
preparation of the candidate.

Requirements for Admission to Preliminary Administrative Services Program

1.

Application: Students must apply to both the University Admissions Office and the
Education Credential office

Transcripts: One set of official transcripts from each of the colleges or universities
attended must be mailed directly to the CSU Channel Islands Admission s Office.

Grade Point Average: Students must have a cumulative grade point average of 3.0
(B) to be accepted into Preliminary Administrative Services Credential Program

CBEST Examination: A copy of the card issued by the California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing that verifying that the candidate has taken and passed the test
prior to admission to the program is required.

California Teaching Credential: A copy of a valid California teaching credential is
required for admission to the program. The credential verifies that the candidate holds
a baccalaureate degree and has completed a program of professional preparation, in-
cluding student teaching, or a valid California Designated Subjects Teaching Creden-
tial, provided the applicant also possesses a baccalaureate degree or a valid California
Services Credential in Pupil Personnel Services, Health Services, Library Media
Teacher Services or Clinical or Rehabilitative Services that required a baccalaureate
degree and a professional preparation program including field practice or the equiva-
lent submitted to the Education Credential Office

Experience. Documentation of at least three years of full-time successful teaching ex-
perience (substitute or part-time service does not apply.

Letters of Recommendation: Two letters of recommendation from professionals who
are knowledgeable about the candidate’s professional work. One of the letters must
be from the administrator who is the candidate’s current school administrator.

. Interview: The candidate will be required to have an interview with the Education

Program Admissions Committee prior to admission to the program.
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9. Writing Sample: A written statement of purpose (500-600) word essay describing the
reason/s the candidate desires to be school administrator serving the children and
families of the diverse communities of California. This essay will include reflection
on personal professional goals and ways in which the knowledge and skills will be
developed to achieve these goals.

Candidate Admission Procedures

At admissions the Credential Office is responsible for collecting and maintaining all can-
didate information. The Credential staff organizes each candidate’s file and determines if
the candidate has met the minimum requirements for admission to the program (for MS,
SS, and ES T candidates--GPA, Subject matter competence, passage of basic skills re-
quirement, Certificate of Clearance, health clearance, 45 hours of work with children or
youth in schools, passage of course on US constitution, and written essay; for ES II--
CBEST, Education Specialist credential, employment as a special education teacher,
GPA, two letters of recommendation, essay; for AS--CBEST, California teaching creden-
tial, 3 years of experience teaching, two letters of recommendation, and essay). If the
candidate has met the minimum requirements then the candidate is scheduled for an in-
terview. Multiple Subject, Single Subject and Education Specialist Level I programs as-
sess the candidate’s ability to communicate with adults in writing and verbally by asking
the candidate to read, write about and discuss a passage. Groups of candidates discuss
commitment to teaching all learners in the richness of their diversity, and other pertinent
questions while being observed by faculty and scored on a rubric. Letters of recommen-
dation and essays are scored using a rubric. The results of the group discussion, written
responses, recommendations and essay are considered by faculty and credential staff in
determining admission. Once Education Specialist Level I and Administrative Services
credential applicants’ files are complete they are invited for an interview. At the inter-
view they are assessed on group verbal skills and a written essay submitted with their ap-
plication. At the conclusion of the interview process, the faculty and credential staff de-
termines admission.

Recruitment of Under-Represented Groups

California State University Channel Islands actively recruits candidates for program ad-
mission from under-represented groups. The campus undergraduate student body repre-
sents minority and traditionally under-represented populations, providing a natural pool
of students for Education credential programs. Education faculty use prerequisite classes
as an avenue for recruiting diverse, motivated, academically engaged students to explore
education as a career option. Further, CSUCI provides outreach to area educators from
diverse backgrounds in our recruitment of future administrators.

Consistent with the mission of CSUCI, The School of Education faculty, staff, and ad-
ministrators regularly work with neighboring P-12 school districts, local superintendents,
and the Ventura County Office of Education to recruit candidates from diverse back-
grounds to seek admission to all of the credential programs. CSUCI collaborates with
these parties to recruit applicants from diverse backgrounds thereby enriching the quality
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of the cohort group and also preparing candidates who represent the diversity of the P-12
schools of Ventura County. One example of a recent, faculty-led initiative is the collabo-
ration between the School of Education and Pacifica High School’s Teacher Education
Careers Academy (TECA) in the Oxnard Union School District. TECA students are in-
terested in pursuing careers as educators; they are primarily second-language speakers;
and they come from the strong Mexican-American community of Oxnard. Several Educa-
tion faculty members and the Director of the School of Education serve on the TECA ad-
visory board. They consult with TECA faculty at Pacifica High School about appropriate
curricula to prepare young students for careers in education; they also work collabora-
tively to bridge adolescent development with the students’ career aspirations. Finally,
School of Education and TECA faculty have worked together to arrange for students to
come to CSUCI for a series of orientations to the university;, Pacifica High School stu-
dents meet with CSUCI students, faculty, admissions office staff, University Housing,
and Student Life representatives.

Another method our School of Education has supported under-represented students’ entry
to careers in education has been to organize and sponsor writing retreats for students who
express an interest in becoming a teacher but who, as English-language learners, have
difficulty with written expression. These retreats have taken place during spring break
week in order to provide students the additional time and focused attention for an en-
riched writing experience.

A third example of recruitment efforts of under-represented groups is sponsored by the
California State University System. The CSU provides funding for each of its campuses
to implement a unique program expressly designed to encourage the recruitment, reten-
tion and credentialing of under-represented groups. The areas of concentration for the
TDP program are to recruit and prepare individuals who are interested in focusing on
math and science preparation at the undergraduate and teacher credentialing levels. The
Teacher Diversity Project (TDP) recruits students from under-represented groups. The
TDP provides assistance in the following areas: test preparation for the CBEST, CSET,
BCLAD, funding/support for test-taking; use of test preparation materials, and some as-
sistance with textbook acquisition.

When the Teacher Diversity Project was first implemented at CSUCI, a task force com-
posed of Education faculty and Credential Office staff met to design the process for allo-
cating the funds given to our campus by the California State University State system.
During the past two years, this process has been administered by the Credential Office
Coordinator. The Teacher Diversity Project is supported by lottery funds from the CSU
Chancellor’s Office. Students are encouraged to visit the CSUCI School of Education
website to find out about the project, and criteria to apply for the funds. They are able to
download a copy of the application and complete the entire process online. Please visit
our webpage for additional information regarding the Teacher Diversity Project:
http://education.csuci.edu/credentials/teacherdiversity/.
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COMMON STANDARD 6
ADVICE AND ASSISTANCE

Qualified members of the institution’s staff are assigned and available to advise candi-
dates about their academic, professional and personal development, as the need arises,
and to assist in their professional placement. Adequate information is readily available to
guide each candidate’s attainment of all program and credential requirements. The insti-
tution assists candidates who need special assistance and retains in each program only
those candidates who are suited for entry or advancement in the education profession.

Response

Candidates in credential programs are advised with regards to academic standards, indi-
vidual progress, professional preparation, career opportunities, and personal development
in a number of ways. Academic advisement is provided by the faculty, program coordina-
tors, Director of Field Placement, and Credential Office. As candidates progress through
their program, each is encouraged to interact with the program faculty, the program coor-
dinator, the Credential Office, and the Director of Field Placement, all of whom are
knowledgeable about program requirements, deadlines, and procedures.

When appropriate, small portions of class time are used to update and remind candidates
about upcoming deadlines, requirements, and other important program matters. Addition-
ally, each credential program requires a seminar designed to support students in such ar-
eas as debriefing and learning from field experiences, working on culminating summative
evaluation projects (e.g., PACT, poster session, portfolio), and preparing for the job
search (e.g., learning to write a resume and cover letter; preparing for interviews). Stu-
dent teacher supervisors also consistently facilitate communication among candidates,
faculty, and cooperating teachers.

Digital Supports for Advisement

The Credential Office has a functional web-based database that integrates candidate data
with information from PeopleSoft (the University’s central data management system).
The system has two functions:
1. Store candidate application and completion data
2. Provide faculty and staff with easy access to candidate information, making the
advisement process accurate and efficient

In Spring 2008, our Credential Tracker Advisor was implemented. This system allows
advisors to access data from the database described above while meeting with an individ-
ual candidate. Most critically, it allows advisors to keep a record of each of these advis-
ing sessions. This advising trail becomes part of the digital record for each candidate and
all subsequent advisors have access to it.
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Summary of Advisement Services

A summary of advisement and assistance that prospective and current candidates receive
at each transition point is provided in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1 Summary of Advisement Services

Transition Advisement SOE Program Field SOE Director
Points External to Credential Coordinators Placement
SOE Office and Faculty Office
Pre-admission | Academic Information Placements Information
to Credential advising pro- sessions in arranged for sessions in
Program: vided by collaboration prerequisite collaboration
CSUCIT Advis- | with SOE Di- ficld experi- with Credential
Undergraduate | ing Center rector ences, which Office
students entails advise-
ment on pro-
fessional dis-
position and
deportment
Pre-admission | Transcript or Individual ap- Individual ap-
to Credential credential re- pointments pointments to
Program: view com- with credential address unique
pleted by Ven- | analysts for student situa-
Post- tura County advisement on tions and chal-
baccalaureate Office of Edu- | required lenges
students who cation or courses and/or
hold creden- CCTC examinations
tials from out
of state
Pre-admission Information Individual ap-
to Credential sessions of- pointments to
Program: fered in col- address unique
laboration with student situa-
Post- SOE Director tions and chal-
baccalaurcate lenges
students seck- Individual ad-
ing a credential vising ap-
pointment with
credential ana-
lyst for ad-
visement on
required
courses and/or
examinations
and completing
application
process
Admissions Individual ad- | Inform pro- Provide infor- | Inform pro-
vising ap- spective candi- | mation about spective candi-
pointment with | dates about ficld placement | dates about
credential ana- | credential op- expectations SOE Concep-
lyst for ad- tions and ca- and procedures | tual Frame-
visement on reer opportuni- work
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Transition Advisement SOE Program Field SOE Director
Points External to Credential Coordinators Placement
SOE Office and Faculty Office
required ties
courses and/or Individual ap-
examinations Advise candi- pointments to
and completing | dates about address unique
application program re- student situa-
process quirements, tions, chal-
program struc- lenges, and
ture, course denial of ad-
sequence mission
During Orientation and | Orientation and | Director of Individual ap-
Program registration registration Field Place- pointments to

sessions: guide
candidates in
course registra-
tion, financial
aid options,
support ser-
vices at CSUCI

Information
session on how
to apply for
credential

sessions: guide
candidates in
course registra-
tion, financial
aid options,
support ser-
vices at CSUCI

Individual ap-
pointments
with program
coordinator to
address unique
student situa-
tions and chal-
lenges

Specific issues
and challenges
experienced by
students in
field place-
ments are dis-
cussed with
faculty in se-
minar and me-
thods courses

Faculty advise
candidates
about career
options, pro-
fessional dis-
position and
deportment,
professional
development
opportunities,
and instruc-
tional re-
sources in se-
minar, methods

ments advises
candidates on
types of
placements and
expectations
regarding pro-
fessional dis-
position and
deportment

Director of
Field Place-
ments works
with faculty
(methods
course faculty,
field supervi-
sors) and coop-
erating teach-
ers to advise
students who
have difficulty
meeting stu-
dent teaching
expectations
and require-
ments (see be-
low for de-
scription of the
Statement of
Concern proc-
ess)

address unique
student situa-
tions and chal-
lenges

Assist, as
needed, to
identify re-
sources, clarify
expectations,
and explore
options for
students ex-
periencing dif-
ficulty in field
experiences
and/or methods
courses
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Transition Advisement SOE Program Field SOE Director
Points External to Credential Coordinators Placement
SOE Office and Faculty Office
courses, during
office hours,
during student
teaching su-
pervision
Faculty advise
candidates
about the job
searching
process (e.g.,
resume, inter-
viewing, Ed-
Join, etc.)
Exiting Ventura Coun- | Individual ap-
Program ty Office of pointment with
Education staff | credential ana-
advise exiting | lyst for final
candidates credential
about Begin- check
ning Teacher
Support and
Assistance
program

In addition to information sessions and individual appointments described in Table 6.1,
additional information is provided to prospective and current candidates through the fol-

lowing means:

e (CSUCI University Catalog: http://www.csuci.edu/academics/catalog/2008-
2009/index.htm

CSUCI Advisement Center: http://www.csuci.edu/academics/advising/

School of Education website: http://education.csuci.edu

Credential Office website: http://education.csuci.edu/credentials/

available for review in the Document Room)
e Field Placement Office website:
http://education.csuci.edu/fieldplacement/Welcome.htm

Credential program brochures (Exhibit 6.1; see also the Credential Office binder

e Field experience handbooks (available for review in Document Room)

e Information sessions offered by Credential Office staff and the Director of the
School of Education (see PowerPoint handouts in the Credential Office binder
available for review in the Document Room)

Candidate Assistance and Retention

In addition to the personal and academic services provided by the Education Department,
the University has many services available to candidates who need academic, profes-
sional, or personal assistance. The University Office of Student Affairs maintains Dis-



http://www.csuci.edu/academics/catalog/2008-2009/index.htm
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http://education.csuci.edu/
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Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 85

abilities Resource Programs (http://www.csuci.edu/drp/index.htm) as well as counseling
services for students (http://www.csuci.edu/students/personalcounsel.htm). These offices
are staffed by professionally trained personnel. Candidates may schedule individual ap-
pointments to seek help with career and/or personal counseling.

Throughout the coursework, and especially during the fieldwork experience, candidates
are provided with close university and school district supervision. This includes a Uni-
versity supervisor who observes and conferences with students during both semesters of
their student teaching and a cooperating teacher with whom the candidate works on a dai-
ly basis during both of their student teaching assignments. Candidates in the Administra-
tive Program are supervised by an experienced administrator at a school site rather than
by a cooperating teacher. Candidates in the Education Specialist Level Il Program receive
guidance from a support provider identified by their local school district. Candidates in
all credential programs have ongoing opportunities to reflect upon and assess their own
performance.

Statement of Concern Process

If at any time during the program there is an indication that a candidate needs academic
or professional intervention and remediation, a conference is held with the candidate and
the appropriate School of Education personnel (e.g., the program coordinator, Director of
Field Placements, field supervisor). The purpose of this conference is to develop a State-
ment of Concern (Exhibit 2.5). The Statement of Concern does the following:

1. Details faculty concerns about the candidate’s performance and/or the specific
behaviors that are causing the candidate to have difficulty achieving one or more
of the professional standards associated with their credential program (e.g.,
Teaching Performance Expectations, Standards of Professional Practice).

2. Names specific goals that students must achieve in order to remain in the pro-
gram;

3. Specifies steps the candidate must take in order to achieve those goals and thereby
address the issues outlined in the Statement of Concern;

If the candidate does not meet the goals outlined, a second conference is held. Depending
upon the seriousness of the situation, the candidate may either be informed of their dis-
qualification from the University or further coached toward achieving success. In the lat-
ter case, another Statement of Concern is created and the candidate has one more oppor-
tunity to rectify the problem. If candidates feel they have been treated unfairly at any
point in this process, due process is available to them. They may present their case to the
next administrative level of the University, which is the Dean of Faculty.

All candidates are advised prior to beginning their credential program of the Statement of
Concern process. This information is provided in all Field experience handbooks, which
are available for review in the Document Room.


http://www.csuci.edu/drp/index.htm
http://www.csuci.edu/students/personalcounsel.htm
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COMMON STANDARD 7
FIELD EXPERIENCE AND CLINICAL PRACTICE

The unit and its partners design, implement, and regularly evaluate a planned sequence of
field-based and clinical experiences in order for candidates to develop and demonstrate
the knowledge and skills necessary to educate and support all students effectively so that
P-12 students meet state-adopted academic standards. For each credential and certificate
program, the unit collaborates with its partners regarding the criteria for selection of
school sites, effective clinical personnel, and site-based supervising personnel. Field-
based work and/or clinical experiences provide candidates opportunities to understand
and address issues of diversity that affect school climate, teaching, and learning, and to
help candidates develop research-based strategies for improving student learning.

Response

Field experience and clinical practices are described in the first sections of this response.
The evaluation plan for field experiences (based on our overall unit assessment and eval-
uation plan articulated in our response to Common Standard 2), can be found at the end
of this chapter.

Diversity

Attention to issues of diversity figures prominently in our identity as a School of Educa-
tion. This is strongly reflected in our Conceptual Framework (see Common Standard 1)
and is infused throughout our approach to designing programs, courses, and field experi-
ences. Field experiences help candidates to understand and address issues of diversity
that affect school climate, teaching, and learning in the following ways:

e Field experience placements ensure that all candidates spend a minimum of one
semester in a setting that is linguistically and culturally diverse. (See Exhibits O.1
and O.2 for demographic data of schools in our service area.)

e All credential candidates enroll in a field experience seminar during their semes-
ters of fieldwork. These seminars (Exhibit 7.1) exist primarily to assist candidates
in the work of reflecting on how school climate, teaching, and learning are im-
pacted by their own and others’ experiences with privilege and/or oppression
(e.g., social, economic, linguistic, gender, ability, sexual orientation), and the im-
pact that candidates can have on all learners in their care.

Research-Based Practice

Field experiences help candidates to develop research-based strategies for improving stu-
dent learning in the following ways:

e All credential programs are designed so that candidates take methods coursework
concurrently with their field experiences. This design facilitates the incorporation
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e All teaching credential candidates in our School of Education are required to
complete two full semesters of student teaching, further providing opportunities
for synthesizing research-based practices and their “real-life” applications in the
schools.

Field Experiences in Teacher Education

Historical Context

Collaboration with P-12 educators is fundamental to the mission of CSU Channel Islands.
This commitment is historically situated in our early work as we established our first
Education Programs and continues to be evident in our on-going work with local school
districts. Originally, as we first planned the Education Programs at CSUCI, a planning
group composed of CSU Channel Islands faculty, administrators, CSU Northridge Off-
campus Center, and representatives of the Ventura County Superintendent of Schools
Teacher Support Programs met regularly to brainstorm the first Multiple Subject Creden-
tial Program (Exhibit 7.2). We understood that this planning, in terms of guiding princi-
ples, theoretical underpinnings and curricular focus would guide the development of later
programs. The planning group discussed the need for various credentials in the region,
who should be involved in planning the teacher preparation programs, and how the pro-
grams should proceed. This group determined that a regional visioning meeting would
assist the University in establishing the identity of its education programs and creating
the framework for collaborative relationships among the key educational community con-
stituents.

At the visioning meeting held on November 14, 2001, fifty-eight educators from
throughout Ventura and southern Santa Barbara counties met to describe the knowledge,
skills and dispositions desired of teachers, the types of programs to be offered at CSU
Channel Islands, and the way in which the professional education community and the
university can work together to create strong teacher preparation programs. The profes-
sionals represented Ventura County and southern Santa Barbara County Superintendents,
Personnel Directors, Migrant Education Program Coordinators, BTSA Coordinators, Bi-
lingual Program Coordinators, Principals, Teachers and Program Coordinators. Parents
who chaired key parent groups were also represented. Educators selected from the par-
ticipants formed the original base of the Education Advisory Committee for teacher
preparation at CSUCL

As the programs have grown, the current School of Education Advisory Committee has
members representing the various age levels in schools (P-14), county interests, faculty of
the University, the School of Education, UPS/UCMS, and other interested community
members. This group meets semi-annually and provides feedback on School of Education
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matters, especially those having to do with how the School interfaces with the commu-
nity.

The initial visioning meetings of 2001 generated a series of goal statements that continue
to guide our programs:

e Expose undergraduates early and often to classrooms especially prior to credential
program, particularly those with diversity of student populations

e Support more personal contact, collaboration with veteran teachers (not only one
master teacher)

e Develop a good mentoring system early-on and with all stakeholders, demonstrat-
ing that schools and university are partners in a reciprocal relationship

e Develop learning communities with a variety of ages, types of assignments, and
grade levels, to support and give feedback to each other

e Base the classroom and Fieldwork on experiential learning with excellent model-
ing

e Identify model programs/classrooms

Ongoing Collaboration

The School of Education has several collaborative relationships that have profound effect
on the daily operations of both the surrounding school districts and our credential pro-
grams. Prerequisite field experiences for teacher education candidates occur at University
Preparation School, University Charter Middle School, Dos Caminos Elementary, all in
the Pleasant Valley School District, as well as Frank Middle School in the Oxnard Ele-
mentary District, Pacifica High School, in Oxnard Union District, and Rio del Valle and
Rio Vista in the Rio School District. Our education candidates complete their field ex-
perience in all school districts in Ventura County, as well as in southern Santa Barbara
County and northern Los Angeles County. We strive to find the schools and cooperating
teachers who will ensure that excellent teaching is modeled for our candidates during
their field experiences.

University Preparation School (UPS) & University Charter Middle School (UCMS)

UPS and UCMS were organized as charter schools in 2001/2006 respectively, in consul-
tation with Education Program faculty and surrounding P-12 educators. The school was
established as a professional development charter school, with a curricular focus on dual
immersion, Second Language acquisition, and cultural development for all students, in-
cluding English speaking students. In 2006, University Charter Middle School (UCMS)
was added to continue educational opportunities for 6th, 7th, and 8th graders. One grade
was added at a time; by 2008 all grades (P-8) were established.



Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 90

At this time, 50% of UPS/UCMS staff are permanent faculty at the school. The other
50% of the teachers comes from school districts in the surrounding area to serve a mini-
mum of 3 years as members of the UPS/UCMS community. CSUCI faculty members
work with the UPS/UCMS staff in a variety of professional development activities in the
various disciplines, including math and literacy education. Additionally, CSUCI and
UPS/UCMS faculty have conducted research and presented findings at conferences, and
have implemented a Critical Friends Group. (A Critical Friends Group is a professional
learning community consisting of approximately 8-12 educators who come together vol-
untarily once every two weeks for the purpose of improving their practice through col-
laborative learning.) Finally, CSUCI partners with the UPS/UCMS as a major site for
fieldwork and student teacher placement.

Collaboration with Local Schools and Sequence of Fieldwork Experiences

California State University Channel Islands teacher candidates are placed in fieldwork
and clinical experiences in local school districts as a result of strong ongoing communica-
tion and collaborative relationships between both parties. Communication has been en-
hanced by the addition of a website for the Education Programs. This site highlights in-
formation for students, cooperating teachers, university supervisors and faculty. The link
to this website is: http://education.csuci.edu/index.htm.

The Director of Field Placement further enhances dialogue and collaboration through dis-
trict and site visits on a regular basis to encourage open communication of ideas, solu-
tions to concerns and career possibilities for the students. The Director of Field Place-
ment attends Ventura County Office of Education meetings, such as Institute of Higher
Education and CPAN (human resource directors). The Director also participates in the bi-
annual Intern Statewide Meeting, monthly LA Regional Intern meetings, and the Field
Placement Directors Forum (which keeps the office connected with the local, regional
and state education community).

A sequenced array of fieldwork and clinical experiences is arranged for candidates in the
programs’ prerequisite and requisite courses, including site-based experiences observing
and participating in selected school settings. Faculty, cooperating teachers and field su-
pervisors plan and articulate these experiences.

It is the expectation of CSUCI faculty that students assume planning and teaching re-
sponsibilities in their fieldwork placements gradually as they move through their teaching
preparation. Toward the end of each student teaching experience, the students assume
full-time responsibility for planning, instruction, and classroom management.


http://education.csuci.edu/index.htm
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Site Selection

Site planning and coordination of student teaching assignments is the responsibility of the
CSU Channel Islands Director of Field Placement and faculty program coordinators, all
of whom have themselves worked in public school education programs and are well in-
formed of the theory, research, and practices that promote teaching excellence. Local
school districts have and continue to provide strong support for the credential preparation
programs at Channel Islands by providing placement opportunities with specific cooper-
ating teachers who model excellent opportunities in classroom settings with diverse stu-
dent populations.

Field placement site selection is based upon at least the following criteria:

e A belief among teachers and administrators that all students must have equal ac-
cess to education and equitable opportunities for learning;

e A demonstrated commitment to promote inclusive educational programming and
access for all students in general education environments;

e Ethnic, racial, cultural, linguistic and socio-economic diversity;
e A demonstrated representation of teaching excellence;
e A high level of professional collegiality among faculty and administration;

e Opportunities for student teachers to apply principles of the credential program
conceptual framework in the classrooms in which they are placed,

e Willingness to mentor and coach student teachers

The Field Placement Office provides student teachers with a range of experiences that
reflect student diversity, various types of settings and grade levels appropriate for each
credential. Candidates are assigned to teach in diverse settings in which there are students
who represent a variety of cultural, ethnic, linguistic and ability differences, using strate-
gies specified in their linguistic and cultural diversity preparation, such as English Lan-
guage Development, Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English, inclusive
teaching practices (e.g., differentiated instruction), as well as other strategies which en-
sure success for all learners.

University Supervisor Selection, Training, and Development

For teaching credential candidates, all university field experience and student teaching
supervisors are or have been classroom teachers. For those candidates who are bilingual
and who are pursuing a BCLAD Credential, supervisors are bilingual as well.
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To provide student teachers with current information, university supervisors who partici-
pate in all programs must demonstrate dedication to self-renewal in their own work. Self
renewal via professional development is fundamental selection criterion for invitations to
supervise for the California State University Channel Islands Teacher Education Pro-
gram. Recent examples of large numbers of supervisors’ participation in professional de-
velopment activities include attendance at the annual PACT conference sponsored by
Stanford University, and a Response to Intervention workshop sponsored by the Ventura
County Office of Education. The Director of Field Placement, faculty, and supervisors
attend training the trainer sessions, and bring to other faculty and supervisors the latest
research and practice. Our goal is that all supervisors will be well equipped to involve
and include their student teachers in exciting, cutting-edge pedagogy. (See faculty vitae
in the Document Room).

Supervision practices and policies are designed to ensure frequent supervisor contact,
continuity in supervision across supervisors and ready opportunity for supervisors to seek
collegial support. It is the responsibility of the Director of Field Placement to verify that
they have the professional credentials, academic preparation, and successful experience
in teaching and/or supervision in the areas in which they are assigned to supervise. Su-
pervisors are trained in mentoring and coaching models of supervision. At the beginning
of each semester, supervisors meet (according to credential program), review require-
ments for supervision, are briefed on new teaching and school practices that affect candi-
dates (e.g., Response to Intervention, PACT requirements), and are apprised of any legis-
lative changes.

Supervision handbooks detailing the requirements for student teaching in each program
are provided to all university supervisors. Additionally, each candidate and cooperating
teacher receives a student teaching handbook that outlines the expectations and student
outcomes for each experience. Copies of each of the student teaching handbooks are in-
cluded with each program’s accreditation report. (All field experience handbooks are
available for review in the Document Room.)

Administrative Services Program

The Administrative Services Program was created in response to the needs identified by
Ventura County Superintendent of Schools and reinforced by the collective assembly of
superintendents of the school districts in Ventura County. As indicated in the Administra-
tive Services Fieldwork Handbook (see Administrative Services accreditation report) the
university coordinator works with representatives of the schools of Ventura County to
select highly qualified school administrators to serve as supervising administrators for
each of the candidates in the cohort. The university coordinator works with superinten-
dents and human resource directors from the school districts to identify appropriate sites
and supervising administrators. This process occurs in sequence with the admissions
process so as to provide candidates with Fieldwork sites that are professionally suitable
and geographically accessible to the candidates.
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Supervising administrators will share the following characteristics:
e A deep desire and commitment to support and mentor new administrators

o Skills needed to advise and direct candidates in professional development and
Fieldwork

e Commitment to and active involvement in professional development

e A clear vision focused on leadership that supports success for all students
e Three years minimal experience in successful school administration

e Possession of the Administrative Services Credential

The Administrative Services Program Fieldwork Handbook provides for structured field
experiences that focus on development of the competencies specified in the Standards of
Candidate Competence and Performance (10-15) established by the CCTC. The Field-
work is integrated into a professional development process that is scheduled for the entire
length of the program while still requiring an intensive experience during one or more of
the terms. The rationale for Fieldwork is grounded in the professional development and
goal setting process that requires each candidate to work with a highly competent, experi-
enced school district administrator who is prepared to advise, support and challenge the
candidate in developing entry-level competency in each of the specific standards of per-
formance.

The Fieldwork is further supported by seminars scheduled over the course of the program
that provide support, instruction and feedback from the university coordinator and colle-
gial feedback from the entire cohort.

Further details on the school collaboration and Fieldwork program are provided in the
syllabi for Courses EDPL 631 and 632 and the Administrative Services Program Field-
work Handbook that are included in the Program’s accreditation report.

Collaboration in the Internship Programs: Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and
Educational Specialist

School districts stipulate that “the District may employ new interns annually in such num-
bers as needed in critical staffing areas, provided that the interns do not supplant regular
unit members.” Therefore, school districts identify and offer to hire qualified candidates in
high need areas. In collaboration with the school districts, CSUCI admits qualified candi-
dates who have been hired as interns to the credential program. CSUCI collaborates with
the Ventura County Teacher Support and Intern Program to assure that interns are men-
tored and supported with district and university-based support providers. The VCTSI Pro-
gram provides financial incentives to district-based support providers. CSUCI assigns fac-
ulty to provide supervision, support, and academic advising to interns. Semi-annually, the
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Ventura County Teacher Support and Intern Program sends CSUCI faculty to the Intern
Directors meeting so that they are kept up to date on the latest developments in the field.
The CSUCI School of Education participates as an active member of the Ventura County
BTSA/Intern Higher Education Advisory Board.

Support providers are selected by the district using their established procedures (e.g., pub-
lication of vacancy announcements). The district is responsible for selecting the district
support providers based upon the following criteria:

e The district support providers holds a credential in the area of the assigned interns;

e The support provider has had at least 3 years experience teaching as an educator
and holds the credential appropriate for training, mentoring, and coaching the as-
signed CSUCI candidate;

e For those candidates who are bilingual, support providers must be bilingual as

well;

e The support provider demonstrates leadership within the district through member-
ship on committees, delivery of professional development workshops and semi-
nars, serving as a support provider for new teachers, and so forth.

In the Educational Specialist Program the district mentor may not be the intern’s principal

Of SUpervisor.

Evaluation of Field Experiences

Table 7.1 Evaluation Plan for Field Experiences

Transition Individual Level Program Level Analysis of Potential Action
Point Assessments Assessments Assessment Data Steps
Mid-term as- Review of candi- Faculty meetto | Are candidates’ Review of prepara-
sessment dates’ performance in | discuss candi- dispositions appro- | tion of supervisors
field experiences as dates who are priate for beginning | and/or cooperating
rated by cooperating | having difficulty | full time or in- teachers and new plan
teachers and univer- | in or field ex- depth field experi- | implemented
sity supervisors periences. ences?
Statement of Concern
for candidate with
supports and inter-
ventions specified
Mid-year as- Review of candi- Director of Field | Is candidates’ per- | Statement of Concern
sessment dates’ performance in | Placements re- formance appropri- | for candidate with
field experiences as views all field ate for moving to supports and inter-
rated by cooperating | experience eval- | next semester of ventions specified
teachers and univer- | uations. field experience?
sity supervisors Increase field obser-
Are there field ex- | vations with addi-
periences across tional coaching and
candidates that mentoring
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Transition Individual Level Program Level Analysis of Potential Action
Point Assessments Assessments Assessment Data Steps
need to be modified
or changed?
Program Review of candidate | Pass rate of What are candidate | Propose changes to
Completion performance in field | PACT strengths and program
experiences as rated weakness in field
by cooperating teach- | Subtest scores of | experience? Identify across pro-
ers and university PACT gram areas for im-
supervisors What are the can- provement
Completion rate | didate strengths
Review of candi- for cohort and weaknesses on
dates’ completion of PACT?
courses Exit survey of
graduates How do these
Review of candidates strengths and
completion of Teach- weaknesses relate
er Performance As- to other candidate
sessment (PACT) assessments-
confirming, discon-
Review of other cre- firming?
dential specific re-
quirements for com- What are the pro-
pletion (e.g., MS- gram implications
RICA, CPR, Mock for the candidate’s
interviews, Practice performance?
Teaching Survey; SS
Program End of Year What are the over-
Survey; ES End of all strengths and
Program Perform- weaknesses across
ance Assessment; all programs that
Focus Group, Per- can be addressed
formance Assess- by unit work?
ment, BCLAD Span-
ish proficiency) What do candidates
say are the pro-
Exit survey com- gram’s strengths
pleted by candidates and areas in need
(paper or focus of improvement?
group)
Post One year follow-up CSU System- What are the Report data to ad-
Graduation survey of graduates wide survey of strengths and areas | ministration and advi-

and their supervisors
(Multiple Subject,
Single Subject and
Educ Spec Level I)

Education Specialist
Level IT and Admin-
istrative Services are
in the process of de-
signing post gradua-
tion survey and pro-
cedures for
administering it.

graduates and
their employers
(MS, SS, Educ
Spec Level I)

in need of im-
provement as rated
by graduates and
their employers?

sory committee with
faculty and staff rec-
ommendations —
strengths and im-
provements
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COMMON STANDARD 8
DISTRICT EMPLOYED SUPERVISORS

District-employed supervisors are certified and experienced in either teaching the speci-
fied content or performing the services authorized by the credential. A process for select-
ing supervisors who are knowledgeable and supportive of the academic content standards
for students is based on identified criteria. Supervisors are trained in supervision, ori-
ented to the supervisory role, evaluated and recognized in a systematic manner.

Response

CSUCI has developed strong collaborative relationships with the P-12 school districts in
our service area. Many of these relationships actually precede the official opening of the
CSUCI campus when CSUCI were first established by California State University North-
ridge as an off campus Center in Ventura. CSUCI continues to nurture these partnerships
while working to add new partners. The University is committed to the careful selection
of cooperating teachers and supervising administrators who value collaboration, diver-
sity, and inclusive educational practices. All cooperating teachers and supervising admin-
istrators have successfully demonstrated their skills and each holds an appropriate Cali-
fornia teaching or administrative credential for the area in which they are performing
their services. A listing of cooperating teachers and supervising administrators is avail-
able for review in the Field Placement Office (for teacher credential programs) and in the
office of the Program Coordinator for Administrative Services.

We have established criteria for the selection of both cooperating teachers (Multiple Sub-
ject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist) and supervising administrators
(Administrative Services) that include:

e The ability and willingness to meet regularly with the candidate to plan and pro-
vide feedback on their work with children in the classroom. For candidates in the
Administrative Services program appropriate feedback on the professional devel-
opment plan and field experience responsibilities are required.

e Cooperating teachers will model a variety of teaching strategies for their student
teachers that meet the needs of their diverse student population and that address
state adopted content standards and curriculum frameworks. Candidates in the
Administrative Services Program will also be provided professional modeling and
opportunities to discuss effective leadership when working with diverse learners.

e Cooperating teachers and supervising administrators will be committed to estab-
lish an environment that values the meaningful inclusion of students with disabili-
ties, and cultural and linguistic diversity.

e Cooperating teachers will have the ability and willingness to provide candidates
with opportunities to develop entry-level competencies as specified by the Teach-
er Performance Expectations (TPE) and Teacher Performance Assessment (TPA)
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standards established by the CCTC. Candidates in the Administrative Services
Program will also have opportunities to gain entry-level skills as defined by the

standards established for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential
(PASC).

e Cooperating teachers will need to be sensitive to the candidates’ challenges as
they strive to meet the University’s expectations based on the CCTC requirements
for credentialing. For example, cooperating teachers will support student teachers
by providing a variety of teaching opportunities leading to a culminating two-
week take-over experience in the Multiple Subjects Program. Each program will
have a slight variation on their “take-over” requirements. Supervising Administra-
tors will also need to understand the Administrative Services candidates’ chal-
lenges as they learn the skills required of school leaders that include exploring
professionally and personally the challenges of school leadership positions.

e Cooperating teachers and supervising administrators need to have demonstrated
competencies of determining and communicating expectations, rationales for de-
cisions and evaluation of the candidates’ performance.

e Cooperating teachers and supervising administrators need to demonstrate their en-
joyment of engaging in professional growth experiences through the exchange of
ideas with the candidate, the University supervisor and/or the University Coordi-
nator (Administrative Services) and by participating in opportunities for profes-
sional activities offered by the district and University.

Selection of Sites and District-Employed Supervisors

The Director of Field Placement, having worked with the CSUN, CSUN-CSUCI and
CSUCI programs has an established record of collaborative work with school districts in
Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties, as well as working with the Ventura County Office
of Education. In these roles she has established contact with all of the school districts in
the counties to identify both school sites and cooperating teachers who meet the criteria
defined above. In collaboration with the program coordinators, sites are identified that
will provide the required experiences for CSUCI teacher education candidates (see Ex-
hibits O.1 and O.2). Using a collaborative process, cooperating teachers are selected by
site administrators, supervisors, district office personnel, and the Director of Field Place-
ment. The selection, orientation, and assessment of cooperating teachers are ongoing
processes requiring input from all parties.

Student teachers have two teaching experiences. For Multiple Subject candidates, as-
signments are made at two grade levels; one in the primary grades (K-3), and the second
in the upper grades (4-6) in self-contained classrooms. The Field Placement Director as-
signs a supervisor to work with each candidate, on a regular basis, in the classroom. Typ-
ically, student teachers begin their first teaching experience in the primary grades with
one supervisor, which typically has 20 students or less. This is followed the second se-
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mester by an experience in the upper grades with a different supervisor and typically over
30 students.

In the Single Subject Program a similar process is used whereby candidates are given two
student teaching experiences. The first semester experience is typically in a local middle
school followed by a second experience in the high school setting the following semester.

Education Specialist Mild/Moderate: Level I and Level 11 candidates also have two class-
room experiences. The first semester our candidates are placed in an elementary setting
K-6 and the second semester in a middle school or high school setting. They are assigned
to work with experienced, highly qualified Special Education teachers who themselves
have a wealth of experience to share with these candidates and hold a Mild to Moderate
Education Specialist Credential.

The school site placements for all Administrative Services candidates are handled by the
Administrative Services Program Coordinator and the university supervisors assigned to
the Administrative Services Program (see Exhibits O.1 and O.2). University supervisors
work with the districts and schools to collaboratively agree upon a set of sites and super-
vising administrators who match the criteria described above for the selection of super-
vising administrators. Secondarily, candidates’ geographic and school level preferences
are honored whenever possible. Candidates are assigned and then are responsible for con-
tacting the supervising administrator to arrange a first meeting. Responsibilities for prep-
aration for this meeting are outlined in the Administrative Services Program Fieldwork
Handbook (available for review in the Document Room).

Orientation and Training

The Director of Field Placement works with local school districts to identify cooperating
teachers. Once classroom teachers have been identified and assigned a student teacher,
they receive the Field Placement Handbook describing their role as a cooperating teacher.
In addition the university supervisors meet with each cooperating teacher to clarify any
questions and/or provide support throughout the semester. In March 2007 a group of ex-
perienced cooperating teachers met with the Director of Field Placement and supervisors
for the Multiple Subjects program to discuss a plan to formalize the training and updating
process for cooperating teachers. This representative group offered ideas that the Director
of Field Placement to develop training content and a process that will create a stronger
system for preparing new cooperating teachers. At representative school sites that host
multiple student teachers each semester (e.g., Dos Caminos Elementary School, Univer-
sity Preparation School, University Charter Middle School, Robert J. Frank Intermediate
School, Rio del Valle Middle School, Hueneme High School), we are piloting our proc-
ess for preparing cooperating teachers as supervisors. In these schools, we meet at the
beginning of each semester with all cooperating teachers, student teachers, and supervi-
sors to provide training and orientation regarding the roles and responsibilities of supervi-
sion, mentoring, and coaching, as well as to review expectations of the field experience.
Additionally, cooperating teachers at UPS and UCMS routinely provide feedback on our
supervisory preparation, student teaching evaluation forms, and supervisory processes.
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In the Administrative Services Program, orientation of supervising administrators is the
responsibility of the University Coordinator and the university supervisors. The supervis-
ing administrator receives the Administrative Services Program Fieldwork Handbook
(available for review in the Document Room) that specifically outlines candidate per-
formance requirements, supervising administrator responsibilities, and university coordi-
nator responsibilities. Special attention is given to providing supervising administrators
with orientation to the Standards of Quality and Effectiveness for Administrative Ser-
vices Preparation Programs established by the CCTC. The university coordinator works
collaboratively with supervising administrators to create a shared understand of entry-
level competency on each of the standards of candidate performance.

Candidates and supervising administrators are provided with a written list (developed at
the Michael D. Eisner College of Education at CSU Northridge) of suggested activities
that candidates may use to fulfill the required standards (Exhibit 8.1). The university su-
pervisors meet with supervising administrators at the school sites several times through-
out the program to provide mentoring and coaching on ways to help candidates meet
standards. Throughout each term, supervising administrators receive additional ongoing
support provided by the university supervisors. The University Coordinator meets with
the university supervisors and the supervising administrators to keep them informed of
changes in fieldwork requirements, clarify supervision procedures, and/or to assess spe-
cific progress or concerns about candidates. The Administrative Services Program Field-
work Handbook is revised periodically, based upon input from supervising administra-
tors, candidates, and program faculty.

Evaluation of Cooperating Teachers and Administrators

Prior to assigning a student teacher to any cooperating teacher, the Director of Field
Placement personally discusses the qualifications required of cooperating teachers with
the district and site administration. Administrative recommendations are extremely im-
portant in this process. After school sites and cooperating teachers have successfully
worked with the University, supervisors are able to contact the site administrator and re-
quest certain placements for their students based on their knowledge of both the cooperat-
ing teachers’ and candidates’ backgrounds.

The role of cooperating teacher is one of the most important parts of the teacher prepara-
tion experience and every effort is made to communicate this concept to those profes-
sional educators who are actively involved in the continuum of preparing highly qualified
teachers for California schools. An important expectation is that of ongoing mentoring
and feedback between the student teacher and the cooperating teacher.

Candidates in the programs are also given an opportunity to formally evaluate both their
university supervisor (Exhibit 2.11) and cooperating teacher (Exhibit 2.12) at the end of
each semester. Cooperating teachers evaluate university supervisors (Exhibit 2.11) and
university supervisors evaluate cooperating teachers (Exhibit 2.12). These evaluations are
reviewed by the Director of Field Placement and used to determine future placements. In
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addition, University supervisors are evaluated once a year by the Director of Field
Placement (Exhibit 2.11) and the alternating semester by their peers (Exhibit 2.11).

In the Administrative Services Program every effort is made to ensure that all assign-
ments of supervising administrators are suitable and appropriate. After an initial meeting
to clarify expectations, the university supervisor meets with the candidate and supervising
administrator at the school site several times throughout the program. The Professional
Development and Fieldwork seminars provide candidates an opportunity to address con-
cerns related to their relationship with their supervising administrator. On that rare occa-
sion when a change needs to occur, it is done swiftly and diplomatically. Problems are
addressed in a straightforward mode using the opportunity as a learning experience for all
involved parties.

Recognition of Cooperating Teachers

Students enrolled in Multiple Subjects, Single Subjects and Education Specialist pro-
grams are invited to participate in a celebration at the end of their student teaching ex-
perience. The cooperating teachers, families, and site administrators are invited via a
formal written invitation to attend this celebration (Exhibit 8.2). Candidates and supervi-
sors follow-up on the invitation with each of the cooperating teachers encouraging them
to attend the celebration held on campus the end of each semester. Cooperating teachers
receive a Certificate of Appreciation (Exhibit 8.3) which can be used in some districts for
professional development hours. Each cooperating teacher receives a small stipend ($25
per fieldwork unit for which the candidate is registered) from the University for the ser-
vices they provide.
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COMMON STANDARD 9
ASSESSMENT OF CANDIDATE COMPETENCE

Candidates preparing to serve as professional school personnel know and demonstrate the
professional knowledge and skills necessary to educate and support effectively all stu-
dents in meeting the state-adopted academic standards. Assessments indicate that candi-
dates meet the Commission-adopted competency requirements, as specified in the pro-
gram standards.

Response
History and Context: Examining and Reporting on Candidate Competence

In Spring 2007, CSUCI completed a system-wide review for the University’s accredita-
tion through the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) (see
http://www.csuci.edu/accreditation/). Our university was granted accreditation for seven
years, the maximum number of years possible, based on the strength of that review. As-
sessment of student performance was one of the notable accomplishments cited by the
review team. In commending assessment practices instituted at CSUCI, Ralph Wollft,
President and Executive Director of WASC, wrote:

As a new institution, CSUCI demonstrated educational foresight by organiz-
ing all its course syllabi around student learning outcomes, then proceeded to
identify assessment strategies aligned with those outcomes. Assessment is be-
coming embedded within the culture of CSUCI, including in student services
programs (Exhibit 9.1)

Assessment and evaluation of candidate performance has always been a priority within
our School of Education. Prior to 2007, data were systematically collected, analyzed, and
used to improve credential programs within our School. These processes for holding our-
selves accountable to CCTC-adopted competency requirements mostly took place within
rather than across our individual programs. Our system for examining and reporting on
candidate competence has evolved along with the Common Standards. (Prior to Spring
2007, individual credential program reports were completed. With the change in CCTC
requirements of 2007, biennial reports were added. Our first biennial report, Exhibit 9.2,
was submitted in August 2008.)

Reports generated for CCTC prior to Spring 2007 described each credential program and
collectively serve now as a mechanism for tracking data-driven changes made within
programs over the years. While these reports met the CCTC standards of their time and
provided our rationale for making changes, they typically did not include the actual data
on candidate performance that informed those decisions. With the advent of biennial re-
porting requirements, we have now systematized our process for showing that data. A
listing of the 40 program and School-wide reports we have prepared from Fall 2002
through Spring 2009 is provided in Table 9.1. Reports that include data on candidate per-
formance are italicized.


http://www.csuci.edu/accreditation/
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Table 9.1 School of Education Documentation and Assessment Reports

Available for review in the
Document Room

Documentation and Assessment Reports
Note: Italicized reports contain candidate performance data

Multiple Subject Program

e Multiple Subject Professional Teacher Preparation Program Proposal
(Fall 2002)

¢ Pilot Project for Assessment in the Education Program Final Report

(June 2004)

Program Learning Outcomes Assessment Project (2005-2006)

Multiple Subject Program Report (2007)

Biennial Report, Part A (2008)

Multiple Subject Program Report (2009)

Single Subject Program

Single Subject Professional Teacher Preparation Program Proposal

(Spring 2004)

o Single Subject Credential Program: History, Assessment, and
Changes (Spring 2004-Spring 2006)

¢ Single Subject Program Report (2007)

o Biennial Report, Part A (2008)

¢ Single Subject Program Report (2009)

Education Specialist Level 1

o Education Specialist Level I Professional Teacher Preparation Pro-
gram Proposal (Fall 2003)

o Assessment Report for the Education Specialist: Mild/Moderate Dis-
abilities Level I (2006)

¢ Educ Specialist Level I Program Report (2007)
Biennial Report, Part A (2008)
Educ Specialist Level I Program Report (2009)

Education Specialist Level 11

o Education Specialist Level II Professional Teacher Preparation Pro-
gram Proposal (Fall 2005)

¢ Educ Specialist Level II Program Report (2007)

Biennial Report (2008)

Educ Specialist Level II Program Report (2009)

Administrative Services

Administrative Services Preliminary Credential Proposal (Fall 2004)
Administrative Services Program Outcomes Project (2005-2006)
Administrative Services Program Report (2007)

Biennial Report, Part A (2008)

Administrative Services Program Report (2009)

School of Education

Biennial Report, Part B (2008)
Title Il Reports (2002-2009)
e (CSU Chancellor’s Office Accountability Report (2004-2009)

Measures of Candidate Competence and Reliability Checks on Data

As noted in our response to Common Standard 2, multiple measures are utilized to assess
and evaluate candidates’ performances in coursework and fieldwork. This multidimen-
sional view of each candidate allows us to triangulate data and form reliable judgments
regarding each student’s progress toward meeting competency requirements. The trust-
worthiness of these evaluations is further ensured through our work to achieve inter-rater
reliability on a number of key assessments used within our various programs. (See Table
9.2 for a summary of key assessments and measures to ensure that the data they yield are

reliable.)
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Evaluators are formally trained to criteria in the state-mandated teacher performance as-
sessment we have adopted (i.e., the Performance Assessment for California Teachers),
using rubrics developed at Stanford by the creators of PACT and authenticated for valid-
ity and reliability. Faculty from our School of Education participate in PACT-sponsored
calibration workshops, and these faculty train local scorers to criteria using PACT ru-
brics. All scorers participate in these 2-day calibration trainings to ensure the trustworthi-
ness of results.

A number of our other key assessments are evaluated with rubrics created by faculty
within our various credential programs (e.g., Student Teaching Evaluation forms, Induc-
tion Portfolio Rubric, Mock Interview Rubric). While evaluators are not formally trained
to criteria in the use of these locally developed rubrics, work is continually underway to
ensure that they are consistently interpreted and applied. In the case of field evaluations,
for example, supervisors meet regularly to discuss interpretation and use of the evaluation
rubric. Further, the Director of Field Placements oversees and evaluates supervisors in the
Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist programs; and the Coordinator
of Administrative Services oversees and evaluates supervisors in that program. In these
ways, we work to ensure that instruments for evaluating student teachers and student ad-
ministrators are uniformly interpreted and used.

Some key assessments (e.g., course grades) are used to evaluate candidate competence
for which we intentionally have no checks in place to ensure inter-rater reliability. While
we work to ensure common learning objectives across multiple sections of individual
courses, we have no intention of standardizing evaluation practices within courses. We
rely on the experience and professionalism of our faculty to ensure that candidate compe-
tence in methods coursework is fairly and reliably judged. The one exception to this is in
the scoring of Embedded Signature Assessments, a required element of PACT, in Multi-
ple Subject methods courses. One ESA is required in all but one of the Multiple Subject
methods courses. (An ESA is not required in EDMS 526 because mathematics is cur-
rently required to be candidates’ focus in the overall teaching event for PACT.) Instruc-
tors are calibrated in the use of PACT rubrics for evaluating ESA’s.

Table 9.2 Current Measures of Candidate Competence and Reliability Checks on Data

Key Multiple Single Education Education Administrative
Assessment Subject Subject Specialist I Specialist 1T Services
Categories

Coursework Course Grades: |Course Grades: |Course Grades: |Course Grades: |Course Grades:

Grading is not
standardized;
checks for inter-
rater reliability
not applicable.

Embedded Sig-
nature Assess-

ments (PACT):

Common signa-
ture assessments

Grading is not
standardized;
checks for inter-
rater reliability
not applicable.

Grading is not
standardized;
checks for inter-
rater reliability
not applicable.

Grading is not
standardized;
checks for inter-
rater reliability
not applicable.

Grading is not
standardized;
checks for inter-
rater reliability
not applicable.
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Key Multiple Single Education Education Administrative
Assessment Subject Subject Specialist I Specialist 11 Services
Categories

via parallel

course design.

Instructors are

trained to crite-

ria and evaluate

ESAs using

PACT rubrics

(Exhibit 2.7).
Supervisors’ Student Teach- Student Teach- | Student Teach- Administrative
Evaluations in | ing Evaluations | ing Evaluations | ing Evaluations Services Field
the Field (Exhibit 2.4): (Exhibit 2.4): (Exhibit 2.4): Evaluation

All university All university All university (Exhibit 2.6):
Note: All in- SUpPErvisors use | Supervisors use | Supervisors use All university
struments for | the same evalu- | the same evalu- | the same evalu- supervisors use
evaluating ation scale and | ation scale and | ation scale and an end-of-
candidate per- | all candidates all candidates all candidates program evalu-
formance in arc evaluated a | are evaluated a | are evaluated a ation scale to
the field in- minimum num- | Minimum num- | minimum num- evaluate candi-

clude specific
items measur-
ing candidates’
ability to pro-
mote Success
for all students
(Exhibit 2.4).
Data from
AY2007 is
included and

ber of times per
semester (two
informal les-
sons, four for-
mal lessons).
Cooperating
teachers evalu-
ate their student
teachers using
the same scale.

ber of times per
semester (two
informal les-
sons, four for-
mal lessons).
Cooperating
teachers evalu-
ate their student
teachers using
the same scale.

ber of times per
semester (two
informal les-
sons, four for-
mal lessons).
Cooperating
teachers evalu-
ate their student
teachers using
the same scale.

dates in the
field. All can-
didates are vis-
ited a minimum
of twice per
semester. Su-
pervising ad-
ministrators
evaluate the
candidates us-

analyzed in the | University su- University su- University su- ing the same
Biennial Re- pervisors meet pervisors meet | pervisors meet scale. Univer-
port of 2008 regularly to regularly to regularly to sity supervisors
(Exhibit 9.2). discuss use of discuss use of discuss use of meet regularly
evaluation ru- evaluation ru- evaluation ru- to discuss can-
bric. Director of | bric. Director of | bric. Director of didates’ pro-
Field Office Field Office Field Office gress towards
oversees all oversees all oversees all meeting re-
supervisors’ supervisors’ supervisors’ quirements of
work and evalu- | work and eva- work and eva- the evaluation
ates each super- | luates each su- | luates each su- rubric. The
visor a mini- pervisor a min- | pervisor a min- Coordinator of
mum of once imum of once imum of once Administrative
per year. per year. per year. Services over-
sees all super-
visors’ work.
State PACT: Faculty | PACT: Faculty
Mandated participate in participate in
Teaching PACT- PACT-
Performance sponsored cali- | sponsored cali-
Assessment bration work- bration work-
shops. These shops. These
faculty train faculty cur-
local scorers to | rently score all
criteria using teacher per-
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Key Multiple Single Education Education Administrative
Assessment Subject Subject Specialist I Specialist 11 Services
Categories
PACT rubrics. formance as-
All scorers par- | sessments in
ticipate in these | the subject arca
2-day calibra- in which they
tion trainings. are calibrated.
All TPAs are They will train
scored by cali- local scorers to
brated evalua- criteria using
tors (Exhibit PACT rubrics
9.3). when the num-
ber of candi-
dates in the
program war-
rants multiple
SCOTers.
Portfolio Induction Port- | Porfolio (Re-
Assessment folio: Evalua- flective Essays,
tors use a rubric | Matrix of Pro-
(Exhibit 2.9) to | gram Stan-
evaluate these dards, and Arti-
culminating fact
portfolios of Presentation):
student work. In the past, the
Inter-rater reli- | Coordinator of
ability is estab- | Adm. Services
lished through | has been sole
collaborative evaluator, using
review of port- | a rubric (Ex-
folios and on- hibit 2.10) to
going discus- evaluate portfo-
sion about lios. Plans are
rubric meaning | being made to
and application. | share this re-
sponsibility
with supervi-
sors and to en-
sure inter-rater
reliability in
use of rubric.
Other Mock Inter- Poster Presenta-
Performance views: Area tion: Evaluators
Assessments teachers, admin- use a rubric to

istrators, and
SOE faculty use
the same rubric
to evaluate can-
didates’ per-
formance (Ex-
hibit 9.4).
Interviewers
meet before
Mock Inter-
views for orien-

evaluate candi-
dates’ perform-
ance (Exhibit
2.8). The rubric
is reviewed
with raters prior
to evaluation.
Discrepancies
over .5 are dis-
cussed and re-
solved among
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Key Multiple Single Education Education Administrative
Assessment Subject Subject Specialist I Specialist 11 Services
Categories

tation and are raters after

invited to cri- evaluation.

tique the proc-

ess afterwards.

This critique

took place in-

formally until

Fall 2008. In

FO8, interview-

ers were invited

to complete

written critique

of the process

(Exhibit 9.5).
Survey of Practice Teach- | Single Subject | Education Spe- | Focus Groups:
Candidates’ ing Experience | End of Year cialist Focus Program com-
Experience in | Survey: Pro- Survey: Pro- Group Program | pleters are sur-
Credential gram complet- gram complet- | Evaluation: veyed about
Program ers are surveyed | ers are sur- Program com- their experience

about their stu- | veyed about pleters are sur- | in the Level I1

dent teaching their experience | veyed about program (Ex-

experience (Ex- | in the Single their experience | hibit 9.9).

hibit 9.6). Subject Pro- in the Level 1 Checks for in-

Checks for in- gram. (Exhibit | program (Ex- ter-rater reli-

ter-rater reliabil- | 9.7). Checks for | hibit 9.8). ability not ap-

ity not applica- | inter-rater reli- | Checks forin- | plicable.

ble. ability not ap- ter-rater reli-

plicable. ability not ap-
plicable.

CSuU Exit Survey: Exit Survey: Exit Survey:
System-wide Program com- | Program com- | Program com-
Surveys pleters take an | pleters take an | pleters take an

online survey online survey online survey

developed and | developed and | developed and

administered by | administered by | administered by

the CSU (with | the CSU (with | the CSU (with

reliability and reliability and reliability and

validity meas- validity meas- validity meas-

ures estab- ures estab- ures estab-

lished) onpre- | lished) onpre- | lished) on pre-

paredness to be | paredness to be | paredness to be

a first-year a first-year a first-year

teacher. (These
results are
summarized in

teacher. (These
results are
summarized in

teacher. (These
results are
summarized in

Table 9.6 be- Table 9.6 be- Table 9.6 be-
low.) low.) low.)
One-Year-Out One-Year-Out | One-Year-Out
Survey: First- Survey: First- Survey: First-
year teachers year teachers year teachers
from our pro- from our pro- from our pro-

gram and their

gram and their

gram and their
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Key Multiple Single Education Education Administrative
Assessment Subject Subject Specialist I Specialist 11 Services
Categories

supervisors take
online surveys
administered by
the CSU (with
reliability and
validity meas-
ures estab-
lished) on their
performance as
beginning
teachers. Re-
sults are sum-
marized in Ta-
ble 9.7 below.

supervisors take
online surveys
administered by
the CSU (with
reliability and
validity meas-
ures estab-
lished) on their
performance as
beginning
teachers. Re-
sults are sum-
marized in Ta-
ble 9.7 below.

supervisors take
online surveys
administered by
the CSU (with
reliability and
validity meas-
ures estab-
lished) on their
performance as
beginning
teachers. Re-
sults are sum-
marized in Ta-
ble 9.7 below.

Applications to Program Completion Data

While we work continuously to facilitate our students’ achievement of competency re-
quirements and are proud of strong program completion rates, not all students are suc-
cessful in entering and completing our credential programs. We see this as one illustra-
tion of the rigor of our programs. Table 9.3 illustrates the ratio of applicants to program
completers. Supporting documentation is available for review in the Credential Office.

Table 9.3 Applications to Program Completion

Sem Applied Admitted Enrolled Of Candidates En-
& rolled, Those Who
Year Eventually Completed

Multiple Subject Program
F02 34 27 27 19
S03 63 57 52 49
FO3 67 67 66 61
S04 16 16 15 15
F04 45 42 42 40
S05 22 22 19 19
FO5 47 44 41 41
S06 30 28 24 21
F06 52 49 45 37
S07 21 20 20 20
F07 34 31 30 29
S08 23 18 17 12
FO8 16 9 9 in progress
S09 20 14 14 in progress
Multiple Subject with BCLAD
FO8 2 2 2 in progress
S09 5 5 3 in progress
Single Subject Program
FO3 6 6 6 5
S04 3 3 3 2
F04 13 13 13 11
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Sem Applied Admitted Enrolled Of Candidates En-
& rolled, Those Who
Year Eventually Completed
S05 12 12 11 11
FO5 14 13 13 12
S06 10 10 10 10
F06 16 16 15 14
S07 13 12 11 9
FO7 7 7 6 6
S08 11 11 11 6
FO8 9 8 q in progress
S09 18 17 16 in progress
Education Specialist Level [
FO03 18 18 18 11
S04 5 4 4 2
F04 17 16 13 12
S05 12 12 10 8
FO5 8 7 6 4
S06 12 10 10 8
Fo6 18 17 16 14
S07 15 14 14 11
F07 16 15 14 7
S08 14 14 14 3
FO8 24 24 19 in progress
S09 1* 1* 1* in progress
Education Specialist Level 11
FO5 12 12 11 8
S06 4 4 4 4
Fo6 13 13 13 11
S07 1 1 1 1
F07 6 4 4 2
S08 3 3 3 in progress
FO8 14 14 14 in progress
S09 0* 0* 0* NA
Administrative Services
F04 17 13 13 11
S05 0 0 0 0
FO5 27 27 21 13
S06 8% % 2% 0
F06 31 31 17 5
S07 2% % 2% 0
Fo7 31 28 28 in progress
S08 1* 1* 1* in progress
FO8 16 16 15 in progress
S09 2% 2% 2% in progress

* Fall only admissions, with limited number of admissions for candidates with exceptional circumstances.

Summary of Candidate Performance Data

As documented in the program and School-wide reports referenced above (Table 9.1),
candidates who successfully complete our credential programs are prepared to serve as
professional school personnel. They know and can demonstrate the professional knowl-
edge and skills necessary to educate and effectively support all students in meeting the
state-adopted academic standards. Key assessments in each program indicate that our
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graduates have met the Commission-adopted competency requirements, as specified in
the program standards and as reflected in data summarized in the tables below.

Content Knowledge Upon Entering Programs

Data in Table 9.4 were excerpted from Title II Reports, 2002-2008. Full reports are avail-
able for review in the Credential Office.

Table 9.4 CBEST, CSET Pass Rates of Regular Program Completers

2007-2008 | 2006-2007 | 2005-2006 | 2004-2005 | 2003-2004 | 2002-2003
CBEST 69/69 7777 77/77 92/92 78/78 15/15
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
MSAT (1240 + 0151) 0 0 1/--(-%) | 7/--(--%) | 41/41 12/12
(100%) (100%)
CSET MSE I 58/58 60/60 60/60 68/68 22/22 0
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
CSET MSE 1T 58/58 60/60 60/60 68/68 22/22 0
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
CSET MSE 111 58/58 60/60 60/60 68/68 22/22 0
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
CSET English I 3/-(-%) | 8/--(-%) |5-(-%) |3/—-(-%) |0 0
CSET English I 3/-(-%) | 8/--(-%) |5-(-%) |3/—-(-%) |0 0
CSET English II1 3/-(-%) | 8/--(-%) |5-(-%) |3/-(-%) |0 0
CSET English IV 3/-(-%) | 8/--(-%) |5-(-%) |3/—-(-%) |0 0
CSET Math 1 1/-(--%) | 1/~-(-%) |3/--(--%) |1/-(-%) |0 0
CSET Math I 1/--(--%) | 1/~-(-%) |3/-(-%) |1/-(-%) |0 0
CSET Math III 1/--(--%) | 1/--(-%) 0 0 0
CSET Sci 11 Bio/Life 3/-(-%) |3/~-(--%) |2/-(-%) |0 0 0
CSET Sci III Earth/Planetary | 0 1/--(--%) | 1/--(-%) |0 0 0
CSET Sci IV Bio/Life 0 1/--(—-%) | 0 0 0 0
CSET Science | 3/--(-%) | 3/-(-%) |3/--(-%) |0 0 0
CSET Science 11 3/--(-%) | 3/-(--%) |3/--(-%) |0 0 0
CSET Social Sci I 0 0 0 0 0 0
CSET Social Sci I1 0 0 0 0 0 0
CSET Social Sci ITI 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health Science S* (16) 0 0 0 3/-(-%) |0 0

Number Tested/Number Passed (Pass Rate %)

indicates "Number Passed" and "Pass Rate" not shown because "Number Tested" is less than 10

Performance Data During Program

Prior to 2007, candidate performance was summarized in program assessment reports
(see Table 9.1). The best integrated evidence of candidate performance during the pro-
gram is captured in the Biennial Report of CY2007 (Exhibit 9.2). In it, each credential
program identified performance measures and data gathered about candidate competence
on program standards. In each program, candidates are clearly meeting the standards of
their program. Strengths are not uniform, however, and we have identified areas in need
of improvement and have created action plans for making those improvements. Aggre-
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gated data, key findings from data analysis, and action plans for each program are found
in the Biennial Report on the following pages:

Aggregated Data Analysis: Key Findings  Action Plans

Multiple Subject pp. 5-17 pp. 17-21 p. 22

Single Subject pp. 25-34 pp. 35-37 p. 38
Education Specialist pp. 40-44 pp. 44-45 pp. 45-46
Level

Education Specialist pp. 48-54 pp. 54-55 pp. 55-56
Level II

Administrative Services ~ pp. 59-62 p. 63 pp. 63-64

Progress to date on implementing action plans is reported in an addendum to our Biennial
Report (2008) and is available for review in the Document Room.

Candidates in the Multiple Subject and Education Specialist Level I programs take the
Reading Instruction Competence Assessment (RICA) after completion of the Literacy 1:
Multicultural/Multilingual course. Data in Table 9.5 summarize pass rates and were ex-
cerpted from Title II Reports, 2002-2008. Full reports are available for review in the Cre-
dential Office.

Table 9.5 RICA Pass Rates

2007-2008 | 2006-2007 | 2005-2006 | 2004-2005 | 2003-2004 | 2002-2003
RICA 58/58 61/61 63/63 87/87 76/76 15/15
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

There is a developmental process to candidates’ gaining competency as beginning profes-
sionals, therefore all candidates do not make growth at the same rate. We have processes
in place to support candidates who require more time and/or other specific forms of assis-
tance to achieve required competencies. Statements of Concern (Exhibit 2.5) are most
often related to professional disposition and teaching performance. When concerns are
related to performance in methods courses, these are typically linked to performance in
the field. Examples of Statements of Concern and plans for remediation are available for
review in the Field Placement Office. Figures 9.1-9.4 provide a summary of the kinds of
data we collect to document intervention efforts with candidates who struggle to achieve
or do not achieve competency requirements. (Data for these figures were drawn from
“Statement of Concern Data(5) xIs” summary file, available for review in the offices of
the Director of the School of Education and Director of Field Placement.)
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30

25

20

15

10

Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009

Reason for Statement of Concern

|
|

Childcare Issues
Academically
Disqualified

Too many absenses

Content Knowledge

Figure 9.2 Statement of Concern by Semester

Number of candidates

Unprofessional
Behavior

Needed more

experience

Statement of Concern by Semester

Classroom

Management

Professional

Disposition

O =2 NWk O~ o

L [

q

T

Qa“‘/d”&&@“@d”é"@éé\

@ &‘q @ & &
R R R "o

N
Q"’ “0" &
eR

&

Q‘b

N

O <<f0 Q@
eR

113



Response to Common Standards March 20, 2009 114

Figure 9.3 Statement of Concern by Program
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Figure 9.4 Resolution of Statement of Concern
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Performance Data at End of Program

Candidates in every credential program demonstrate achievement of program standards in
at least one culminating evaluation of their performance. A detailed, program-by-program
analysis of candidate performance can be found in the Biennial Report of 2008 (Exhibit
9.2). Pass rates on these end-of-program competency measures are typically high for a
number of reasons:

e carly field experiences in the prerequisite program allow us to see prospective
candidates’ professional disposition in action and to encourage those students
with strong potential to enter the profession;

e carly field experiences in the prerequisite program allow prospective candidates to
“try on” the profession and get a sense of all that it demands;

e the admissions process is aligned with our Conceptual Framework and is designed
to help us select candidates who will be successful in our programs;

e during programs, there is a sequential nature to courses and increasingly higher
expectations for professional growth; this sequencing scaffolds candidates’ ex-
periences and maximizes potential for success;

e the emphasis on the connection between theory, research, and practice begins in
the prerequisite program and carries through candidates’ experience in each se-
mester of every program,;

e faculty actively mentor and coach candidates who are experiencing difficulty in
meeting standards; candidates have opportunities to revise and improve their per-
formances on culminating evaluations. When students have more serious difficul-
ties, then faculty and the Director of Field Placement work closely together to
identify and name problem areas, to develop action plans in collaboration with the
candidate (see Statement of Concern Process detailed in our response to Common
Standard 6), and to provide detailed guidance and mentoring to help candidates
address problems and improve performance. Even with these interventions, how-
ever, some candidates have been unable to demonstrate achievement of program
standards (see Figure 9.4).

Another end-of-program measure that offers insight into candidates’ perceptions of pre-
paredness for entering the field is the CSU System-wide Exit Survey. Evaluation ques-
tions were answered by graduates exiting Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and Educa-
tion Specialist Level I credential programs in the CSU. Data in Table 9.6 were excerpted
from these surveys. Program-by-program analyses and interpretations of these data for
FY2007 are provided in the Biennial Report of 2008 (Exhibit 9.2). Full copies of the
CSU System-wide Exit Surveys are available for review in the Document Room.
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Table 9.6 CSU System-wide Exit Survey Results

CSUCI System-wide
2007-2008 Cohort Year Very or Very or
Somewhat N Somewhat

A. How Valuable or helpful was CSU Instruction in

General Pedagogy?
1. Instruction in how children and adolescents grow and

develop. 61 73.80% 6979 85.00%
2. Instruction in the implications if human learning and

motivation. 64 79.70% 7108 88.50%
3. Instruction in school purposes, organization, issues and

history. 65 83.10% 7034 83.10%
4. Instruction in methods of classroom teaching and man-

agement. 72 93.10% 7308 93.00%
5. Instruction in the teaching of English language leamers. 72 90% 7316 91.00%
6. Instruction in cultural diversity and multicultural edu-

cation. 72 89% 7315 91.30%
7. Instruction in teaching students with special learning

needs. 72 83.30% 7263 84.70%
8. Instruction in using computer technology for classroom

instruction. 64 65.60% 7142 80.70%
B. How Valuable or Helpful was CSU Program Infor-

mation and Support?
1. Information and support provided in initial program

orientation. 71 73.20% 7206 76.30%
2. Information, support, and solutions provided by the

credentials office. 71 80.30% 7051 75.50%
3. Information, support and advice provided by faculty

advisor(s). 68 83.80% 7084 83.70%
4. Information provided in written materials (e.g.,

handbook, catalogues, website). 69 78.30% 7175 79.60%

CSUCI System-wide
2006-2007 Cohort Year Very or Very or
Somewhat N Somewhat

A. How Valuable or helpful was CSU Instruction in

General Pedagogy?
1. Instruction in how children and adolescents grow and

develop. 77 75.30% 6498 85.30%
2. Instruction in the implications if human learning and

motivation. 87 81.60% 6581 87.90%
3. Instruction in school purposes, organization, issues and

history. 82 80.50% 6484 84.10%
4. Instruction in methods of classroom teaching and man-

agement. 91 96.70% 6769 93.10%
5. Instruction in the teaching of English language learmers. 91 91% 6777 90.80%
6. Instruction in cultural diversity and multicultural edu-

cation. 91 91% 6775 92.20%
7. Instruction in teaching students with special learning

needs. 89 87.60% 6720 84.60%
8. Instruction in using computer technology for classroom

instruction. 83 68.70% 6610 81.00%
B. How Valuable or Helpful was CSU Program Infor-

mation and Support?
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1. Information and support provided in initial program

orientation. 86 79.10% 6585 76.90%
2. Information, support, and solutions provided by the

credentials office. 84 77.40% 6466 76.00%
3. Information, support and advice provided by faculty

advisor(s). 85 89.40% 6492 83.70%
4. Information provided in written materials (e.g.,

handbook, catalogues, website). 84 79.80% 6585 79.20%

CSUCI System-wide
2005-2006 Cohort Year Very or Very or
N Somewhat N Somewhat

A. How Valuable or helpful was CSU Instruction in
General Pedagogy?
1. Instruction in how children and adolescents grow and

develop. 36 86.10% 5008 85.00%
2. Instruction in the implications if human learning and

motivation. 37 91.90% 5143 88.10%
3. Instruction in school purposes, organization, issues and

history. 37 89.20% 5074 82.30%
4. Instruction in methods of classroom teaching and man-

agement. 38 94.70% 5246 92.60%
5. Instruction in the teaching of English language learners 39 100% 5243 90.40%
6. Instruction in cultural diversity and multicultural edu-

cation. 38 100% 5242 91.00%
7. Instruction in teaching students with special learning

needs. 37 91.90% 5235 85.30%
8. Instruction in using computer technology for classroom

instruction. 35 68.60% 5121 79.10%

B. How Valuable or Helpful was CSU Program Infor-
mation and Support?

1. Information and support provided in initial program

orientation. 38 76.30% 5126 75.90%
2. Information, support, and solutions provided by the

credentials office. 39 76.90% 5027 73.10%
3. Information, support and advice provided by faculty

advisor(s). 34 82.40% 5012 82.10%
4. Information provided in written materials (e.g.,

handbook, catalogues, website). 39 87.20% 5150 77.30%

Performance Data After Program Completion

One year after completion of their program, graduates who are close to completing their
first year of teaching and their supervisors (i.e., principals, department chairs) participate
in an on-line survey administered by the CSU system. The purpose of this survey is to
determine the extent to which K-12 teachers were prepared effectively for their teaching
responsibilities. Data in Table 9.7 were excerpted from the CSU System-wide Evaluation
of Teacher Preparation, 2004-2008. Program-by-program analyses and interpretations of
these data for FY2007 are provided in the Biennial Report of 2008 (Exhibit 9.2). Full
copies of the CSU System-wide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation are available for re-
view in the Document Room.



Table 9.7 CSU System-wide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation Results

Year of CSU System-wide Report:
Year of CSUCI Cohort:

A-1 Overall Effectiveness of CSU
Multiple-Subject Cred Programs
% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

A-2 Overall Effectiveness of CSU
Single-Subject Cred Programs
% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

A-3 Overall Effectiveness of CSU
Education Specialist Programs L-I
% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

B-1 CSU Preparation of Multiple-
Subject Teachers for Reading-
Language Arts Instruction (K-8)
% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

2008
2006-2007
Supervisors Graduates

91 86
11 15
82 73
1087 1579
73 83
8 10
80 75
823 1017
65 79
4 5
83 70
251 387
77 90
15 20
84 83
1330 1921

2007

2005-2006
Supervisors Graduates
88 85
12 24
80 72
676 1087
100 83
4 10
82 73
512 794
100 77
1 4
78 72
176 297
91 89
13 28
82 81
843 1331
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2006
2004-2005

Supervisors Graduates

94
11

31
1200

79
10

100

33
298

97
15

34
1455

86
49

74
1900

90

73
1030

31
13

74
472

90
59

33
2240

2005
2003-2004

Supervisors Graduates

91
18

31
1973

N/A

33
1140

84
443

93
21

32
2349

39
19

73
2214

N/A
N/A

74
1203

75
506

96
21

33
2575

2004
2002-2003

Supervisors  Graduates

62

1255

N/A
N/A

31
610

N/A
N/A

31

231

100

34
1452

118

77

75
1707

N/A
N/A

74
920

N/A
N/A

72

448

90

34
2017



Year of CSU System-wide Report:
Year of CSUCI Cohort:

B-2 CSU Preparation of Multiple-
Subject Teachers for Mathematics
Instruction (K-8)

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

B-3 CSU Preparation of Single-
Subject Teachers of English (7-12)
% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

B-4 CSU Preparation of Single-
Subject Teachers of Mathematics
(7-12)

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

B-5 CSU Preparation of Single-
Subject Teachers of Science (7-12)
% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

2008
2006-2007

Supervisors Graduates

90
15

85
1330

85

216

92

86
145

100

38
101

93
20

30
1921

31

270

96

31
192

31
133

2007
2005-2006

Supervisors Graduates

86
13

84
843

100

92

144

100

34
87

100

90
59

36
28

31
1331

100

75
233

79
142

76
115
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2006
2004-2005

Supervisors Graduates

100
15

36
1455

N/A
N/A

93

205

100

39
107

100

33
91

85
59

33
2240

100

79

274

87

78
176

100

78
151

2005
2003-2004

Supervisors Graduates

93
21

84
2349

N/A
N/A

92
287

N/A
N/A

87
141

N/A
N/A

91
165

98
21

32
2575

N/A
N/A

78
321

N/A
N/A

33
170

N/A
N/A

78
217

2004
2002-2003

Supervisors  Graduates

67

85
1452

N/A
N/A

90
144

N/A
N/A

39
91

N/A
N/A

92
92

119

77

84
2017

N/A
N/A

77
217

N/A
N/A

86
110

N/A
N/A

79
171



Year of CSU System-wide Report:
Year of CSUCI Cohort:

B-7 CSU Preparation to Teach
Subjects Other than Reading and
Mathematics (K-8)

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

B-9 CSU Preparation to Develop
Reading Skills in Content Classes
(7-12)

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

C-1 CSU Preparation of Teachers
to Plan Instruction

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

C-2 CSU Preparation of Teachers
to Motivate Students

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared

2008
2006-2007

Supervisors Graduates

95
11

30
1087

76
323

32
23

85
2148

79
23

33

76
15

64
1579

34
10

72
1017

91
30

30
2918

38
30

79

2007
2005-2006

Supervisors Graduates

31
12

78
676

100

76
512

94
17

34
1346

92
17

32

78
24

60
1087

36
10

68
794

90
38

78
2091

84
38

77
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2006
2004-2005

Supervisors Graduates

86
11

77
1200

100

73
72

100
17

33
2165

98
17

33

30
49

65
1900

70
1030

90
64

30
3198

90
64

78

2005
2003-2004

Supervisors Graduates

95
18

76
1973

N/A
N/A

78
1140

90
21

35
3457

96
21

33

74
19

62
2214

N/A
N/A

71
1203

95
21

30
3690

39
21

77

2004
2002-2003

Supervisors  Graduates

76
1255

N/A
N/A

71
610

64

33
2042

64

33

120

66

65
1707

N/A
N/A

67
920

30
2836

79



Year of CSU System-wide Report:
Year of CSUCI Cohort:

C-3 CSU Preparation of Teachers
to Manage Instruction

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

C-4 CSU Preparation of Teachers
to Use Education Technology

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

C-6 CSU Preparation of Teachers
to Assess and Reflect on Instruc-
tion

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

D-1 CSU Preparation of Teachers
for Equity and Diversity in Teach-
ing

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

2008
2006-2007

Supervisors Graduates

30
23

32
2148

90
23

36
2148

76
23

30
2148

78
23

79
2148

33
30

74
2918

69
30

65
2918

36
30

76
2918

39
30

74
2918

2007
2005-2006

Supervisors Graduates

39
17

31
1346

94
17

35
1346

94
17

31
17

92
17

79
1346

32
38

72
2091

70
38

61
2091

36
38

75
2091

84
38

72
2091
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2006
2004-2005

Supervisors Graduates

97
17

31
2165

96
17

33
2165

96
17

31
17

94
17

79
2165

82
64

74
3198

62
64

63
3198

86
64

76
3198

87
64

74
3198

2005
2003-2004

Supervisors Graduates

38
21

31
3457

32
21

32
3457

90
21

31
21

90
21

30
3457

39
21

74
3690

33
21

65
3690

36
21

75
3690

93
21

74
3690

2004
2002-2003

Supervisors  Graduates

36
2042

77

75

2042

54

79

78
2042

121

84

77
2836

47

66

2836

79

78

2836

75

74
2836



Year of CSU System-wide Report:

Year of CSUCI Cohort:

D-5 CSU Preparation of Teachers
to Teach English Learners

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

D-7 CSU Preparation of MS-SS
Teachers to Teach Special Learn-
ers in Inclusive Schools

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents
System-wide

% Well or Adequately Prepared
Total # of Respondents

2008
2006-2007

Supervisors Graduates

32
19

31
1660

7
19

78
1906

38
27

76
2383

34
25

71
2579

2007
2005-2006

Supervisors Graduates

90
13

30
1024

90
16

79
1183

84
34

75
1752

31
34

69
1861
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2006
2004-2005

Supervisors Graduates

96
11

79
1016

94
13

78
1912

88
46

76
2386

31
54

71
2875

2005
2003-2004

Supervisors Graduates

94
15

30
2629

38
18

78
3092

92
19

76
2996

85
19

70
3354

2004
2002-2003

Supervisors  Graduates

87

30

945

54

7
1855

122

74

77

1890

72

70
2576



