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Glossary

Introduction

Chapter 161.097 RSMo, authorizes the Missouri State Board of Education (MSBE) to establish standards and procedures by which institutions of higher education in Missouri will be evaluated for approval of their professional education programs.  The MSBE has established the Missouri Standards for Teacher Education Programs (MoSTEP) for this purpose.

Every professional education unit (PEU) in Missouri must be approved by the MSBE in order to recommend program completers for professional certification. Each program for certification also must comply with requirements established by the MSBE for required course work and field experiences.  Because Missouri has implemented a performance-based program approval system, MoSTEP has nested within it Quality Indicators for beginning teachers, administrators, school counselors, and library/media specialists.  Professional education units and certification programs must undergo a process for initial approval and continuing approval, based on the Standards and Quality Indicators in MoSTEP, in order to confirm their capacity to prepare educators who are ready to assume their roles in Missouri’s public schools.

The MoSTEP Review Team performs the most important role in the program approval process – the mandatory peer review of the professional education unit (PEU) and its constituent programs for certification at a college or university.  The decisions of the MSBE are based on the findings and recommendations, which are documented in the MoSTEP Examiners’ Report.  

Comprised of qualified MoSTEP Examiners, the Review Team represents the MSBE on the college or university campus, and therefore presents an image of the Board and the process it uses to evaluate and approve professional education programs. The professionalism and good judgment exhibited by the examiners are important elements supporting the credibility and significance of the program approval process.

The MoSTEP Review Team must analyze information from multiple sources (candidate assessments, curriculum matrices, survey data, etc.) and observe the unit’s activities via interviews and focused observations, in order to determine the unit’s compliance with the standards. The examiners use their findings and professional judgment to evaluate the unit’s performance and report to the MSBE the unit’s capacity to accomplish the important task of preparing professional educators. The findings and subsequent recommendations of the Review Team are shared with the unit and its institutional administration, as well as the MSBE.

Obviously, much rests on the professional judgment of the examiners on a MoSTEP Review Team.  For this reason, the examiners must be well trained in order to be able to effectively contribute to the evaluation process, thus the need for this handbook and the attendant training workshops.  Each has been created to help MoSTEP Examiners understand and apply the standards and processes by which units and programs are evaluated.

MoSTEP Examiners
MoSTEP procedures state that examiners “shall be practicing certificated P-12 school personnel (teachers, administrators, counselors, librarians) having at least an earned master's degree and three or more years of successful experience in Missouri schools, or faculty from institutions with MSBE approved professional education programs.”  That said one must recognize that team members must also have certain other qualities and abilities in order to perform the important role laid out for them by the MSBE.  Specifically, each MoSTEP examiner must demonstrate objective judgment and excellent skills in data analysis and writing including:

· interpreting quantitative data

· using rating scales, rubrics and questionnaires

· interviewing and observing

· reading and analyzing narrative information

· writing objective observations and evaluations, and

· making credible and unbiased professional judgments.

Qualified individuals must attend a three-day MoSTEP Examiner training workshop prior to being appointed to a Review Team, and members accepting assignments must agree to fulfill the entire time commitment required for a site visit (usually five days).
The number of examiners on a Review Team is correlated to the type of review (MoSTEP or NCATE/MoSTEP joint review) and the number of programs for certification that are reviewed by the team during a site visit.  The number of examiners on any given team will fall within a range of 5 to 8 individuals.  

Service on a MoSTEP Review Team is a voluntary commitment.  However, examiners are reimbursed for expenses (travel, food, and lodging) during their training and their participation on a review team during a site visit.  Examiners receive no other remuneration for their work.

Ethical Guidelines
MoSTEP examiners are expected to be objective in their review of units and programs and to adhere to the highest professional and ethical standards.  The following guidelines are intended to assist examiners in achieving this goal.  In cases where an examiner is unsure about whether or not a conflict exists, it is better to seek the guidance of the Director of Educator Preparation when considering whether or not to serve on a review team.

Conflict of Interest:  The following principles should guide prospective and actual team members to ensure that conflicts of interest do not mar the credibility of the site visit:

· Examiners should not have close, active association with the institution to be visited.

· Examiners should not serve on a review team if they or a family member have ever attended or been employed by the institution or have applied to the institution for enrollment or employment.

· Examiners should not serve on a review team visiting an institution where they have been paid as consultants, served as commencement speakers, received honorary degrees, or otherwise profited or appeared to profit from service to the institution.

· Examiners should not serve on a team visiting an institution from the same region of the state or an institution with which their institution competes for students or programs.

· Examiners should not serve on teams visiting institutions with which they have close personal or professional relationships. (Acquaintances or professional interactions with individuals at an institution do not automatically rule out the possibility of serving on a review team.)

· Examiners should not serve on a team when they feel there is some predisposing factor(s) that could prejudice them, positively or negatively, with respect to the institution or its .

Confidentiality:  All elements of the program approval process are to be treated in the most private and professional manner. These elements include the Institutional Report and the individual program report(s), self studies, documentation, content of questions and answers, discussions, interpretations, analyses, team decisions, and the content of the MoSTEP Examiners Report. Both ethical and legal considerations demand that information from the program approval process not be used for purposes other than program review and approval, unless expressed written permission is obtained from the institution being reviewed. Thus the documents involved in the program review and approval process are the property of the institution and cannot be used without the written permission of the institution.

At the beginning of each site visit, the team chair should read the following statement to the assembled review team: 

Members of MoSTEP program approval teams are reminded that confidentiality is an integral part of the program approval process.  The teams must have access to sensitive information in order to conduct reviews of professional education Units and their programs.  All site visit participants must protect the confidentiality of this information.  Unless indicated otherwise, all on-site review materials, all information obtained on site, and all discussions related to approval of Units and their programs are confidential.  Please remember that confidentiality has no expiration date – it lasts forever.

Discussions of the institutions visited by MoSTEP review teams should be limited to team meetings.  Specific institutions should not be discussed with other trained team members unless they were on the same Review team at the institution being discussed.  Discussions may be overheard anywhere by people one does not realize may be associated with that institution. If asked about unit or a program one has reviewed, one should indicate to the questioner that the information is confidential.  Of course, team members are free to discuss the MoSTEP Procedures and Standards with others and to make recommendations to the DESE staff for improving them.

The Standards

The Missouri Standards for Teacher Education Programs (MoSTEP) are applied in the evaluation of units and programs seeking MSBE approval to recommend candidates for state certification. (See Appendix 1, “Missouri Standards for Teacher Education Programs”) MoSTEP is a set of standards statements, quality indicators and performance indicators that are intended to clearly define the MSBE’s high expectations for the units and programs that prepare quality candidates for professional certification.  

Rubrics for the unit standards and for competencies in each category of school professionals defined by MoSTEP Standard 1 are made available in this Handbook for use in training and for application during an actual review. (See Appendix 2: Rubrics for Unit Standards; Appendix 4: Rubrics for Teacher Competencies; Appendix 5: Rubrics for Administrator Competencies; Appendix 6, Rubrics for School Counselor Competencies; and Appendix 7: Rubrics for School Library Media Specialists.) 

The standards, procedures, and rubrics comprising MoSTEP were developed, reviewed and recommended to the MSBE by representatives of all teacher preparation units in Missouri, as well as representative PK-12 educators, representatives of two-year colleges and a representative of the Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education (CBHE).  The MSBE adopted the MoSTEP Procedures and Standards in 1999, which was the pilot year of the system’s implementation.  Full implementation of MoSTEP began in January 2000.

MoSTEP is beginning its second cycle of operation. It is understood that there might be some areas for which a unit will have little, if any, data to report at the beginning of the cycle. It is expected, however, that units will provide increasingly greater amounts of information as the cycle progresses, allowing them to refine their programs, policies and procedures and data sources to reflect the revised standards.  During this cycle, teams will be looking for planning and progress toward full compliance with MoSTEP, as well as the quality of existing programs.  

Unit and Program Documentation

Site visits are not “fishing expeditions” trying to catch a unit in mistakes.  Rather, the site visit is a careful and professional “critical friend” activity intended to assist the unit with respect to a continuous renewal of its curriculum and programs.  In service to this work, the MoSTEP examiners will spend substantial amounts of time prior to the site visit reading documentation provided by the institution to form early impressions, determine issues and develop questions to be pursued in interviews and other sources of evidence during the site visit itself.  This early scrutiny helps to provide a focus for the site visit. To aid this, prior to and during the site visit, team members will review a number of pieces of documentation provided by the institution.  

At least two weeks in advance of the site visit, the team will receive information from the unit including an Institutional Report and other data pertaining to the review. Team members should review these documents prior to arriving at the institution.  From them, members should begin to develop a sense of the unit’s mission and conceptual framework, how programs are structured, the kinds of clinical experiences required of candidates, and expectations held for the candidates. Moreover, team members should be able to get a first glance at the demographic makeup of the unit/campus and the faculty makeup and workload.  

MoSTEP Review Teams begin their evaluation of programs and the unit within which they reside by reviewing program data.  No single data source dooms or saves a program; rather, examiners should view the data set holistically in order to identify patterns across the data and to identify questions to pursue via other program documentation (e.g., curriculum matrices, syllabi, faculty vitae, Conceptual Framework, etc.) and via interviews with current and former students, faculty, administrators, and public school colleagues.

Team members’ jobs are made easier or more difficult depending on the degree to which unit and program faculty have

1.
compiled the data needed for the review,

2.
presented the data in easy-to-understand formats, and

3.
analyzed the data.

Over the course of the site visit, team members will examine the following data for each program seeking approval:

· OUTPUT DATA 

· Test Results (entrance tests – C-BASE 
, ACT/SAT, GRE/MAT; unit/departmental tests; and exit tests – PRAXIS, SLLA, SSA)

· additional indicators of content knowledge (NOTE: this teacher subject-matter knowledge assessment may be incorporated into one of the other Quality Indicator-based assessments.)

· Candidate Summative Quality Indicator-Based Assessments (e.g., portfolio, teacher work sample, culminating project, or whatever the Unit has identified as its assessment of the applicable Quality Indicators)

· Clinical Evaluation (i.e., minimally summative internship evaluation [e.g., student teaching, school leader internship, etc.])

· Candidate Impact on PK-12 Achievement

· Quality-Indicator-Based Follow-Up Surveys of Graduates and Their Employers

· INPUT DATA 
· Curriculum Matrices (subject-matter [i.e., Subject Specific Competencies] & “pedagogy/professional knowledge & skills” [i.e., Quality Indicators])

· Compliance with DESE Certification (Course & Credit-Hour) Requirements

· UNIT & PROGRAM REFLECTIVE ANALYSIS DATA 
· MoSTEP Annual Report(s) (for the period since the last visit)

· MoSTEP Self-Study or Institutional Report if NCATE (site visit year)

· MoSTEP Certification Program Report(s) (i.e., one for each program for which the Unit seeks DESE Program Approval)

The standards in MoSTEP intentionally establish both challenging goals and an expectation that programs must clearly articulate their objectives, continuously evaluate themselves against the performance of their graduates, and continuously evolve to improve the performance of future graduates.  Therefore, members of a review team have the dual responsibility of not only assessing the degree to which programs currently meet the Standards, but also of reflecting the degree to which programs are moving toward meeting the standards.

As team members analyze data, they should keep in mind the same kinds of questions they ask their own students to consider in reflecting on their teaching experiences:

· What is the program doing to prepare educators to meet their performance expectations?

· Why is the program doing it?

· How do program faculty know that what they are doing is working? What kind of assessment process have they implemented to find out? (This is a MOST important component!)
· What have they identified that could be working better?

· How are they defining goals, objectives, time lines, benchmarks, milestones to track their implementation of these new ideas?

What to Look for in the Conceptual Framework
Broadly speaking, a Unit’s (or Program’s) Conceptual Framework needs to include:

· Mission and Philosophy for – 

· the institution within which the Unit operates

· the educator preparation Unit

· the individual programs within the Unit

· Beliefs about teaching, learning, teachers, learners (all & each), the role of education in the community & in the broader democratic society, & the preparation of educators

· Specifically cited knowledge bases upon which those beliefs rest; knowledge bases must clearly rest on established and contemporary research, the wisdom of practice, and emerging education policies and practices.

· Translation of beliefs and knowledge base into a coherent curriculum; i.e. it must provide a rationale and coherent structure for course work and field experiences

· Performance outcomes for – 

· candidates

· programs (e.g., elementary education or secondary French education)

· unit

· An Assessment plan (for candidates, for Programs, for the Unit and for the Conceptual Framework)
Furthermore, the conceptual framework must exhibit the following characteristics:

· It must be collaboratively developed by the unit, its faculty, content area faculty, pk-12 professionals, and other relevant members of the professional community.

· It must be well articulated and shared among professional education faculty, candidates, and other members of the professional community.

· It must reflect multi-cultural and global perspectives.

· It must make clear the Unit’s (and Programs’) commitments to preparing educators ready to assume responsibility for increasingly diverse student populations and ready to integrate current technology into their practice.
Finally, the unit must have created and implemented a schedule for the review of its conceptual framework.  The results of the reviews are used to refine/update the conceptual framework and improve and/or enhance program effectiveness. The results of these reviews are regularly shared with all significant members of the professional community.

Useful Definition of Conceptual Framework (sources: MoSTEP Standard #2 & NCATE 2000 Standards, p.12-13)

The conceptual framework establishes the shared vision for a unit’s efforts in preparing educators to work effectively in P(12 schools.  It provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance, scholarship, service, and unit accountability.  The conceptual framework is knowledge-based, articulated, shared, coherent, consistent with the unit and/or institutional mission, and continuously evaluated.  The conceptual framework provides the bases that describe the unit’s intellectual philosophy, which distinguishes graduates of one institution from those of another.

Faculty members in the unit are expected to collaborate with members of their professional community in developing a conceptual framework that establishes the vision for the unit and its programs. The conceptual framework provides the basis for coherence among curriculum, instruction, field experiences, clinical practice, assessment, and evaluation.  It makes explicit the professional commitments and dispositions that support it, including the commitment to acquire and use knowledge on behalf of P(12 students.  It reflects the unit(s commitment to diversity and the preparation of educators who help all students learn.  It reflects the unit’s commitment to the integration of technology to enhance candidate and student learning. The conceptual framework also provides a context for aligning professional and state standards with candidate proficiencies expected by the unit and programs for the preparation of educators. (underscoring added for emphasis)
NCATE further offers the following useful Indicators for Conceptual Frameworks (NCATE 2000 Standards; p. 13)

Shared Vision:


The unit’s conceptual framework(s) describes the vision and purpose of a unit’s efforts in preparing educators to work in P-12 schools. It is well-articulated, knowledge-based, and consistent with the institution’s mission.
Coherence: 


The unit’s conceptual framework(s) provides a system for ensuring coherence among curriculum, instruction, field experiences, clinical practice, and assessment across a candidate’s program.
Professional Commitments and Dispositions:


The unit’s conceptual framework(s) clearly articulates its professional commitments to knowledge, teaching competence, and student learning. It has outlined the dispositions that the faculty value in teachers and other professional school personnel.
Commitment to Diversity:


The unit’s conceptual framework(s) reflects the unit’s commitment to preparing candidates to support learning for all students and provides a conceptual understanding of how knowledge, dispositions, and skills related to diversity are integrated across the curriculum, instruction, field experiences, clinical practice, assessments, and evaluations.
Commitment to Technology:


The unit’s conceptual framework(s) reflects the unit’s commitment to preparing candidates who are able to use educational technology to help all students learn; it also provides a conceptual understanding of how knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to educational and information technology are integrated throughout the curriculum, instruction, field experiences, clinical practice, assessments, and evaluations.
Candidate Proficiencies Aligned with Professional & State Standards:


The unit’s conceptual framework(s) provides the context for developing and assessing candidate proficiencies based on professional, state, and institutional standards.

What to look for in Annual Reports (AR) 

Purpose of MoSTEP Annual Reports: to document on year-to-year basis qualitative and quantitative information about the Unit (including programmatic updates) and its progress toward meeting the standards and to apprize DESE of that progress

What examiners will find in Annual Reports:
The MoSTEP Annual Report is revised each year.  The annual reports for 2004 and prior may include AACTE PEDS instead of MoSTEP part A and B.  Annual reports after 2004 have been revised to reflect the necessary information and data to keep the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education informed as to the status, changes and accomplishments of the professional education unit.  Regardless of the year, all reports will include at least the following:

· Institutional Enrollment - race, ethnicity, and gender information for full-time and part-time undergraduate enrollment for the institution as October

· Unit Enrollment - race, ethnicity, and gender information for full-time and part-time undergraduate enrollment for the institution as October

· Certification Program Enrollment - total number of candidates who have been both formally admitted to AND enrolled in each certification program at the institution during the reporting year.
· Program Completers - the total number of completing each certification program at the institution during the reporting year
· Alternative/Innovative Programs – the total number of candidates enrolled and the total number who completed during the reporting year 

· Professional Education Faculty - gender and race/ethnicity of the professional education faculty that are employed full-time, part-time and adjunct as of fall semester

· Professional Education Faculty List - all individuals who teach one or more courses in professional education, provide professional services to education students (e.g., advising or student teaching supervision), or administer some portion of the professional education unit during the academic year

· Approved Programs - approved certification programs and any additions or deletions during the academic year

· Assessment Tools - method and instrument(s) used to document candidate’s mastery of the teacher, administrator, counselor and/or library media specialist standards

A separate section of each report will include at least the following:

· The structure and governance of the Professional Education Unit

· All changes made to the certification programs during the reporting year.

· Components of the unit’s assessment system, including those for classroom teachers, administrators and student services

· Current assessment system documents the units’ impact on PK-12 education (2006)

· Modification to the assessment system for the unit to implement the revised MoSTEP standards (2006)

· List of each MoSTEP or NCATE standards which contains “Area(s) of Improvement” from the most recent site visit report and the Units accomplishments in addressing each “Area(s) of Improvement

· List of each certification subject area which contains “Area(s) of Improvement” from the most recent site visit report and the accomplishments in addressing each “Area(s) of Improvement

· Major changes that occurring during the report year that affected the professional education unit.  Typically this written by MoSTEP standard

· Any external or internal evaluations of the professional education unit and its programs

· Assessment instrument(s) and disaggregated data

What to look for in an Institutional Report (IR)
Purpose of the MoSTEP Institutional Report: to compile, analyze, and interpret unit and program information since the last site visit.

What examiners need at hand to review Institutional Reports:
· MoSTEP Standards and Rubrics

· Report Outlines

What examiners will find in Institutional Reports:
The principal distinction between Annual Reports and the Institutional Report (IR) is that the IR is intended to compile and analyze the findings of the preceding annual reports.  Units are directed to “Reflect on trends which the institution has identified, conclusions drawn from those trends, and actions undertaken based on those findings.

The required appendices include not only program-specific data (test scores, follow-up survey data, etc.), but also program descriptions and samples of the various assessments being used across the unit (i.e., examples of assessments used within courses, examples of assessments used across programs and across the Unit).  The specific contents of any given standards-based “chapter” of the IR should be guided by the indicators and the rubric for that standard.

What You Should Expect to Find in Certification Program Reports

Units (and their programs) are asked to provide the following specific information, data and documentation relevant to each of its certification programs seeking approval by DESE during the site-team visit. You should verify the presence, completeness and quality of each piece of documentation. Any missing, incomplete, inappropriately/confusingly presented documentation should be reported immediately to the team chair, so the problem may be addressed by the Unit. You are not responsible for searching out this documentation or for compiling/reorganizing its content/data. This is the job of the unit/programs.
Description of Certification Program

1. Locations of certification program – What departments or colleges are responsible for coursework:

a. Content (i.e., traditional subject-matter, e.g., mathematics, biology, history, etc.)

b. Pedagogy (including professional knowledge as would be involved in counseling or school leadership programs)

2. Type of degree(s) earned by completers

3. Type of Program, including Grade Level and whether it is a Stand Alone or Add-on certificate

4. Requirements for degree(s)

5. Number of hours/semesters/years to complete

6. Size of certification program

7. Certification program history

8. How the certification program integrates and is coherent with the Unit’s Conceptual Framework

9. How certification program & course outcomes, field experiences, & student evaluation (campus & clinical) are aligned to the professional knowledge base upon which the unit’s goals and beliefs are constructed

10. Authority to offer the program and any collaboration used to develop and deliver the program

11. Membership, authority, and responsibilities of whatever advisory body has responsibility for the program

12. Recent revisions or changes to the program

13. If appropriate, National recognition from a specialty professional association – you will need documentation and explanation of process  

Characteristics of Certification Program Candidates

1. Number of candidates – admitted and completed for each year since last visit

2. Number of “home grown” versus “transfer” candidates

3. Diversity – for each year since the last visit (must include gender)

4. Entrance test scores (College-BASE) – for each year since the last visit

a. Include 1st time pass rate

b. Overall pass rate

c. Number of attempts

d. Average scores for each sub test

5. Oral Communication verification

6. Entrance GPA

7. Other entrance requirements established by Unit – ranging from admission essays required of all candidates to standardized entrance examination scores required for graduate students (e.g., MAT scores)

8. Persistence to graduation

Certification Program Requirements

1. Description of admission process/requirements – Content, Education and Degree
2. Description of required courses – Content Courses, Degree-specific Courses, Professional Education, and Courses specifically required for Certification 

3. Syllabi for all required and possible elective courses

4. Relationship of each course to the appropriate MoSTEP Quality Indicators and Subject Specific Competences

5. Describe options for completing certification program

6. Description of advisement process

a. Who does the advising? – positions and number of candidates

b. Sample advisement sheets

7. Checklist for graduation/program completion

 Course List

1. List all courses with catalog description (general education, content, and professional education)
2. Describe/list when offered

a. Semester

b. Day

c. Night

d. Weekend

e. Online

f. ITV

g. Inter-session

3. Instructors (who teaches each course)

Matrices

1. Describe and document how the certification program is meeting

a. General Education – Standard 1.1.1 and 1.2.1

b. Professional Competencies – Standard 1.2 or 1.3 or 1.4 or 1.5

c. Subject Specific Competencies

d. Certification requirements

Description of Field Experiences

1. Type 

· Observation

· Number of hours per week

· Number of weeks per semester

· Total number of hour

· Practicum 

· Number of hours per week

· Number of weeks per semester

· Total number of hour
· Internship (if required)

· Number of hours per week

· Number of weeks per semester

· Total number of hour

· Student Teaching

· Number of hours per week

· Number of weeks per semester

· Total number of hour

2. Locations (including school/district socio-economic status information)

3. Supervision

4. Evaluation(s) including examples of instruments and scoring criteria
5. Documentation of Impact on K-12 student achievement

6. Reference Unit’s handbook and other documents received by candidates

· Teacher Education Handbook

· Student Teaching Handbook

· Cooperative Teacher Handbook

Diverse Classrooms

1. Describe how candidates are being prepared to perform successfully in diverse classrooms

Description of Certification Program Assessment System

1. Performance Benchmarks – used to promote and advise candidates throughout the program

· Acceptance to Program

· Acceptance to Field Experience

· Acceptance to Student teaching

· Graduation

· Recommendation for certification

2. Entrance assessment(s) including rationale, instruments, scoring criteria and scoring methods

3. Content assessment(s) including rationale, instruments, scoring criteria and scoring methods

4. Pedagogy assessment(s) – Standard 1.2 or 1.3 or 1.4 or 1.5 including rationale, instruments, scoring criteria and scoring methods

5. Field Placement Assessment(s) including rationale, instruments, scoring criteria and scoring methods

6. Graduate surveys – as they reflect MoSTEP Quality Indicators
7. Employer surveys – as they reflect MoSTEP Quality Indicators

Assessment Data – 4.4

1. College Base

2. Cumulative GPA – Content and Professional Education

3. Performance in clinical practice

4. Exit Exam (Praxis/SLLA/SSA)

a. Include 1st time pass rate

b. Overall pass rate
c. Number of attempts

d. Average scores for each sub category

5. Candidate performance assessment – culminating experience/work sample/portfolio

Must document mastery of Standard 1.2 or 1.3 or 1.4 or 1.5

6. Results from Graduate and Employer Surveys

7. Documentation of candidate and faculty Impact on K-12 student learning

Technology

1. Describe how/where candidates are taught to integrate technology into their classrooms and teaching

2. Describe how university faculty use technology

· Content Faculty

· Education faculty

3. Describe how university candidates are required to use technology

Faculty

1. Collaboration and FORMAL communication between/among content and Professional Education faculty

2. Content Faculty
· Vitae for program faculty (full-, part-time, adjunct)

· Demographic characteristics of faculty

· Documentation of content faculty’s involvement in the public schools and in the larger “professional community”

3. Professional Education Faculty – 

· Vitae for program faculty (full-, part-time, adjunct)

· Demographic characteristics of faculty

· Documentation of program faculty’s involvement in the public schools and in the larger “professional community”
4. Summary (e.g., a table) of program faculty’s scholarly activity, 

5. Individual professional development activities, 

6. Student teaching supervising responsibilities, 

7. Advising responsibilities (number of advisees),

8. Process by which program evaluates teaching (including evaluation instruments, evaluation criteria, and findings); 

9. Involvement in beginning teacher assistance program (i.e., role and responsibilities of content and education faculty in providing support for graduates--see MoSTEP 4.5) 

10. Description of training/orientation efforts for part-time faculty; information about how the full-time faculty involve pat-time faculty in the community of scholarship
Certification Program Resources

Descriptions of the resources (fiscal & instructional) available to the program (MoSTEP 8) highlighting comparison of the program to other programs within the unit and to comparable programs elsewhere within the institution
What to look for in Curriculum Matrices

Purpose of Curriculum Matrices: To reveal the degree to which programs are providing candidates sufficient opportunity to learn and practice what is expected of them as defined by the Quality and Performance Indicators for their job responsibility.

What examiners need at hand to review Curriculum Matrices:
· Subject-Specific Competencies for the Beginning Teacher in Missouri
Note: The knowledge-base for Administrators and Counselors is identified within each of the Quality Indicators for their job responsibility.

· Quality/Performance Indicators for the job responsibility (teacher, administrator, counselor, library-media specialist)

· Unit/Program Course Titles & Numbers

What to look for and what to look out for:
Examiners should…

1.
Verify that BOTH subject-specific competencies (or the analogous competencies for administrators, counselors, or library-media specialists) and performances are revealed in one or more matrices

2.
Verify that EACH competency and EACH performance indicator for the field is identified in the matrix

Note: Competencies have been articulated with varying degrees of specificity.  In some instances, competencies and strands are the same (e.g., English, health, physical education); in other instances, strands are further defined by individual competencies (e.g., mathematics, science).  Moreover, in many instances, competencies are not identified for each level of candidate (e.g., the elementary candidate, the middle school candidate, the secondary candidate); programs are responsible for revealing how they are determining breadth and depth of coverage of the competencies.  Programs are responsible for identifying where they are teaching individual competencies; therefore, if a program’s matrix reveals only the strand, it is incomplete.  Analogously, programs must identify individual Performance Indicators rather than just revealing where across the professional education curriculum faculty are addressing the Quality Indicators.

3. Verify thoroughness and appropriateness of coverage and/or identify gaps and spaces in coverage.  For example, a subject-matter matrix might reveal that the entirety of a strand has been assigned to a single course typically taken by students in their sophomore year.  Such a discovery would lead team members to investigate how, or whether, competencies within the strand are being addressed in the students’ upper-division course work.  Alternatively, a matrix might reveal that every competency is being taught in every course; such a discovery would lead team members to investigate (e.g., via syllabi) how faculty are accomplishing such coverage.

Note on Difficult Presentation Formats: Unfortunately not all programs will provide team members with easy-to-understand formats.  For example, team members may confront a two-column format in which the program identifies a block of competencies in one column and a list of course numbers in the other column.  This format makes it very difficult for team members to determine how systematically the competencies and/or performances have been distributed throughout the curriculum.  When team members confront this format, they will need to pursue clarification via other means (e.g., syllabi, interviews with program faculty, etc.).

4.
Verify that regardless of what optional (or elective) courses students may elect, they confront the same competencies.  In other words, when the program has provided students choice among courses, it must demonstrate that the options are indeed comparable.  For example, a matrix might reveal that students choose from amongst Courses A, B, and C; therefore, the matrix should document that the courses are indeed comparable.  If team members were to discover that Course A identified three competencies, but that Courses B & C did not identify those same three competencies, then team members would want to pursue the question of how (or where) students who selected Courses B & C were acquiring all three competencies.

5.
Programs seeking NCATE accreditation have the option of submitting their NCATE Program Reports in lieu of a separate Missouri matrix.  However, regardless of whether the program report has been accepted by NCATE, the program must still document where it is addressing Missouri’s requirements -- even when Missouri’s subject-specific competencies or performances are different from (or more typically, more specifically stated than) those of the Professional Society to whom they have submitted their report.

What to look for in Course Syllabi
1. Stated Quality Indicators/ Competencies

2. References to Show-Me Standards, Curriculum Frameworks, MAP

3. Course Objectives/Essential Questions Guiding the Course Content and Instruction and reflective of Conceptual Framework, Program Goals, etc.

4. Related Learning Opportunities Tied to the Quality Indicators and Course Objectives

5. Field Experiences Tied to Course Objectives and Content

6. Portfolio Artifacts Arising From Course-work

7. Assessment of Learning (preferably including means of evaluation, e.g., rubrics)

8. Technology-related activities

9. Diversity-related Experiences

10. Bibliography of Textbooks and Related Readings Reflective of Conceptual Framework and Current Research/Best Practice
Verifying Compliance with Certification Requirements

Purpose of Verifying Compliance: To ensure that the program is requiring its students to complete the courses (and the credit hours) prescribed by the program for compliance with courses/competencies stipulated by DESE’s requirements for certification.

What examiners need at hand to verify compliance:
· DESE’s Requirements for the Area of Certification (Elem Ed, English, Math. Etc.)

· Program Courses of Study (frequently available in “Advising Sheets”)

What to look for and what to look out for:
1.
This verification is frequently very straightforward.  Team members simply compare program requirements against Certification course and credit-hour requirements.  Their reports will then include a sentence stating that the program is requiring course work that meets Certification requirements.  Deviations observed will require more explanation.

2.
The comparison can, however, get more complicated when a program has integrated or otherwise combined Certification requirements.  For example, DESE requires all candidates for initial licenses to study psychology of the exceptional child.  Many programs have understandably incorporated this material into other courses taken by their students.  In an ideal situation, program faculty will have simplified team members’ task by identifying where in their curriculum they are satisfying Certification requirements.  In less than ideal situations, team members will need to investigate how and/or in which courses faculty have assigned the material. Remember, the Team’s approval means that students completing the program have in fact satisfied the requirements for the certificate they seek.

What to Look for in Unit and Program Assessment Systems

Broadly speaking, a Unit’s assessment system should account for candidate, program, unit, and conceptual framework assessment.  The system should incorporate multiple measures.  The system must be communicated throughout the professional community and the information must be used throughout the unit for improving candidate, program, unit, and conceptual framework performance.

The Unit (and its Programs) should provide you a clear description of its system of measures.  You should look for 

· A narrative and/or a graphic description of all of the instruments by which the unit and its programs evaluate candidate proficiencies

· The description should identify specific points in time when each instrument is administered (e.g., upon application to Professional Education, upon application for culminating internship, and upon exit from the program)

· The description should explain (or depict in the case of a graphic) what evaluations/assessments the unit is administering IN ADDITION TO candidate assessment, e.g., program evaluation adds follow-up survey of graduates and their employers and course-evaluation to candidate-level assessment

You are likely to find this description in either the Unit’s Self-Study for Standard 2 (or, for NCATE-seeking Units, in the NCATE IR, Standard 2) and/or in the Unit’s Annual MoSTEP Reports.  You should also look for verification of the system’s use.  For example, Standard 4 stipulates that assessment data be used in advising and monitoring of candidate progress; Standard 5 stipulates that assessment data be used in the evaluation of faculty performance.

What to look for and what to look out for:
In addition to providing you explanation of the components of the system, the unit should also provide you explanation and verification of the following:

1. That all members of the professional community regularly and systematically interact over candidate, program, framework, and unit-wide assessment information.  You should find corroboration in meeting minutes.  You should be provided specific results of data-based decisions.

2. That the system operates in a fair, valid, unbiased manner.  You should be provided specific information about what the unit has done to 

a. Validate the components of its system, i.e., that each instrument and its rubric(s) is measuring what the unit believes/claims it is measuring.  Obviously, your attention will be directed at unit-/program-based measures such as clinical measures, summative Quality-Indicator measures, dispositions assessments, course-embedded measures, etc., and NOT standardized test validity (e.g., Praxis II or CBASE).

b. Ensure the reliability of its measures.  Typically, you will be examining inter-rater agreement among scores/scorers and descriptions of whatever workshops the unit (or a program) has implemented to focus faculty, clinical supervisors, and cooperating professionals on the rubrics by which candidates are being evaluated.

3. That the unit has adopted or developed and implemented an information technologies system to manage and report all components of the system.

a. Whatever system the unit (or the majority of its programs) have implemented must reveal the capacity to provide for the collection, analysis and use of data from applicants’, candidates’ and graduates’ performance, and program/unit operations.

b. The information management system must be used, i.e., to inform decisions with regard to improvement.
4. That the unit is collecting data from candidates, recent graduates, employers, and other members of the professional community.
5. That the unit has provided follow-up data for each certification program (vs. merely unit-level follow-up data.  You should pay particular attention to secondary teaching programs; Missouri does NOT offer a “secondary” certificate; rather, Missouri offers subject-specific certificates.  Therefore, a Unit reporting follow-up information for Secondary Education programs has NOT provided you disaggregated follow-up data.
6. That the unit has and implements a schedule by which it reviews its conceptual framework and the performance of its candidates, programs, and the unit overall.
a. You should be provided the results of the reviews and how those results have been used to improve and/or enhance program effectiveness.
b. You should be provided evidence (e.g., a calendar) of the regularity with which assessment data are shared throughout the professional community.
7. That the unit assesses the impact of its candidates, faculty and programs on PK-12 education.  Since this is new requirement for non-NCATE institutions, you may have only plans for the development of impact assessments.
8. That the unit’s (and programs’) plan includes applying what it learns regarding candidate, faculty, and program impact to inform the conceptual framework, preparation curricula, and professional development opportunities.
9. That data from the unit’s defined assessment system are aggregated for unit purposes AND disaggregated for program purposes.  Furthermore, the unit’s and its programs’ assessment system data must be clearly and accurately presented.  It is NOT your job as a team member either to disaggregate data or to reformat data for clarity.  If (or when) you identify discrepancies within data (e.g., different reports identify different numbers of candidates in a program), you must bring the discrepancies to your team chair’s attention for pursuit with the unit head. Furthermore, DO NOT be mislead by beautiful graphs or charts; if you cannot tell which Quality Indicators or Subject Specific Competencies are being reported, then you must bring the problem to your team chair’s attention for pursuit with the unit head.
10. That all data have been mapped back to the Quality Indicators and Subject Specific Competencies appropriate to each program.  It is NOT your job to determine which Quality Indicators or Subject Specific Competencies an instrument is intended to measure.  
What to Look for in Candidate Assessments and Data Reports

Purpose of Quality Indicator-based Candidate Assessments and Data Reports: To provide evidence of the program’s impact on the candidate’s learning and practice.

What team members need at hand to review assessments and data reports:
· Performance Expectations for Each Professional Role (i.e., Beginning Teacher Quality Indicators, Beginning Administrator Quality Indicators, etc.)

· Scoring Rubrics for unit and program Assessments

· Assignment or other description provided to candidates

· (optional) Copies of evaluated candidate work 

What to look for and what to look out for:


1. The unit of analysis for assessments and data is the Quality Indicator – not the individual “Performance” Indicators.  On the one hand, that means that candidates’ portfolios, works samples, culminating projects, or whatever the program (or Unit) has identified as THE summative Quality-Indicator based assessment must reveal evidence of the ENTIRETY of each Quality Indicator; on the other hand, it also means that no single assessment tool should be expected to reveal every Performance Indicator.  For example, if the program had identified a project resulting in a behavior management plan, then you must look to ensure that the results reveal candidates’ understanding and skills regarding BOTH behavior management, classroom management, AND motivation.

2. Regardless of which Quality Indicator a candidate is demonstrating, team members should expect the following from candidates:

· ability to link theory and practice;

· inclination and ability to assess the impact of his/her actions on self and others;

· documentation of what the candidate knows and is able to do relative to the MoSTEP Quality Indicators for the Beginning Educator (i.e., teacher, administrator, counselor).

4. Team members should anticipate that candidate summative assessments will not necessarily “compartmentalize” knowledge precisely in the way team members might have or in the way that team members are teaching their own students to do; therefore, members should plan to review the entire assessment and data reports prior to deciding whether or not the program meets or does not meet the expectations of the Quality Indicators and the rubrics.

5. Team members should expect summative assessments and data reports to demonstrate the full range of “subject-matter” competencies.  Members must remember that the summative quality indicator-based assessments are intended to give a full picture of each program’s candidates ability to apply knowledge within the context of educational practice.

6. While team members may not be looking at individual candidate assessments, they should have a clear picture of the structure, rationale, expectations and scoring guide for the assessments. Only with these in hand can the team member determine the validity, fairness and unbiased quality of the assessments, and therefore, their credibility as evidence of candidate ability and achievement. (NOTE: The combination of assessments must address all appropriate quality indicators and subject-specific competencies.)
7. Data reports must be aligned to and report on each and every Quality Indicator and Subject-specific Competency required for each and every program for which the unit seeks approval. Team members must see data for each program and must validate the alignment of that data to these two sets of expectations. Then team members must see data that clearly indicates candidate performance at a level consistent with the expectations set by the relevant Quality Indicator set and its rubric (e.g., beginning teacher, beginning school leader, beginning counselor, etc.).  

8. Data must be clearly presented and meaningful; that is, data must be in a form that is readily understandable by the team members, disaggregated by program and by quality indicator.

9. Team members must see evidence within the assessment system and data reports of assessments intended to document and evaluate the impact of its candidates, faculty and programs on PK-12 education.

What to Look for in Entrance & Exit Test Score Data

Purpose of Test Score Data: To reveal the program’s impact on student learning – in this case, breadth of subject-matter knowledge.

What team members need at hand to review test score data:
· five years of data disaggregated by program (vs. Unit-wide)

· state qualifying score for each test

· number of students each year who took the test and percent of test-takers who passed the test on the first attempt and on subsequent attempts

· the first-time pass rate (percentage passing the exam on the first attempt) on all required entrance and exit examinations—overall for the unit and for individual programs

· state pass rate & average qualifying score (Note: This is useful information, but it has not been required of programs.)

· for programs operating on multiple instructional sites, comparative data to reveal comparable performance across sites

What to look or and what to look out for:

Team members should:

1.
Verify that the unit has provided program-specific data.  Unit-wide data will NOT assist team members in assessing the impact of curriculum and instruction on programs.  Print-outs organized by candidate name require team members to compile program data.  This should NOT be team members’ responsibility; the program should have provided data in the form that team members need.

2.
Identify patterns in the scores.  For example, if a program’s candidates consistently score significantly above the state qualifying score, team members will report that observation in their program report.  If a program’s candidates consistently demonstrate difficulty passing the required test, team members will report that observation in their program report.  In either case, team members would want to investigate how the program faculty explain the phenomena.

3. Identify anomalies in the scores.  For example, if team members observe that scores dip (or rise) dramatically in one year, then they would want to investigate how the program faculty explain the anomaly.

4. Verify that the unit overall and individual programs have a minimum 80% pass rate on all required entrance and exit examinations. If not, programs with lower than 80% first-time pass rates should be examined to determine why candidates are not succeeding in gaining the content and/or professional preparation required by the examinations.

5. Determine what faculty are doing to assist students who are having difficulty with passing their required standardized tests.  You will report your findings in the program and unit (potentially) report(s).
6. Be wary of over-interpreting small “n”s.  For example, a program revealing a 50% pass rate, but with only two candidates taking the test, is a very different situation from a program with a 50% pass rate and 150 candidates taking the test.

7. Identify programs for which there are no test takers.  Team members will report this observation in their report on the program.

What to Look for in Follow-Up Survey Data

Purpose of Follow-Up Survey Data: To assess the opinions/perceptions of graduates and graduates’ employers (e.g., building principals) on the effectiveness of their preparation program -- based on the Quality Indicators for their professional role (teacher, administrator, counselor, library/media specialist).

What examiners need at hand to review Follow-Up Survey Data:
· a copy of the survey instrument(s) (if the instrument(s) is not obviously organized according to the Quality Indicators for the field, the program and/or the Unit should provide team members a translation key.)

· survey disaggregated by (a) program and (b) source of data (i.e., 1st-year graduate, 2nd-year graduate, employer)

· an indication of the rate of response received by the program (e.g., 210 surveys were administered to elementary education graduates; 70 surveys were returned)

· the Unit’s and program’s analysis of the data

What to look for and what to look out for:

Examiners should…

1.
Verify that the unit has provided program-specific data.  Unit-wide data will NOT assist team members in assessing the impact of program curriculum and instruction on the preparation of candidates.  Where a report of “elementary” graduates will show team members want they need to know about the elementary program, a report of “secondary” graduates tells them nothing about individual secondary programs.  Should team members encounter data presented by “level” (early childhood program, elementary program, middle school program, secondary program), they should draw what inferences they can from the data available.

2.
Verify that the unit has provided data on each Quality Indicator.  Although some units are collecting data at the “Performance” Indicator level, they are not required to do so.  Should team members encounter information at such a level of specificity, their reports should reflect that the Unit has gone beyond the minimum requirement.

3.
Verify that the questions asked appropriately reflect the Quality Indicator (vs. focusing, for example, on a single Performance Indicator or focusing on an overly narrow interpretation of the Quality Indicator.)

4.
Identify patterns and anomalies in the data.  Patterns of strength or weakness, as well as anomalies in the data, should be investigated and explained in team members’ reports.

5.
Be wary of over-interpreting small “n”s.

6.
Identify programs for which no data were provided or for which incomplete data were provided (e.g., graduate data were provided but not employer data).  Team members will report this observation in their reports on the program.

Handling Small Programs or Programs with No Recent Graduates

Since the unit is likely to have only limited (if any) performance data for small programs, for programs with no recent graduates, and for add-on certification programs, it will be difficult to establish performance trends for program candidates.  The bulk of your review, then, will come from other data sources:

· program matrices and folios (i.e., outline and rationale for the program of study)

· syllabi for content and methods courses

· follow-up data from surveys of program completers and their employers (perhaps)

· interviews with program completers and administrators (perhaps)

· interviews with faculty members about program rationale and content

· visits to school sites where graduates of those programs are presently teaching (perhaps)

Standard-by-Standard Highlights
This final discussion emphasizes particular information team members should be looking for in the information provided by the Unit and the individual programs residing within the Unit.  But first, a few caveats about evaluating the information the Unit is providing team members in its reports, particularly the information provided in the Self Study:

1.
Units have been encouraged to focus their narratives on those areas in which they

· are exhibiting excellence,

· are achieving a creative edge, and/or

· are experiencing dilemmas.

2.
Because the MoSTEP standards represent a high standard, it is important to acknowledge Unit and program efforts to identify where they need improvement.  Therefore, Units have been encouraged to be honest with the Team.  When team members are not convinced that some feature of a program or the Unit is meeting a standard, they should investigate how the program or the Unit intends to move forward.  Clearly articulated goals, plans of action, and assessment strategies (e.g., those identified in the Annual Reports and the Self Study) should be acknowledged as evidence of a program moving in the right direction.

3.
Team members’ unit of analysis is the “standard” – not individual “quality indicators” (with the important exception of the Quality Indicators for Standards 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 and 1.5 and those indicators stated as being essential in the MoSTEP Unit Standard Rubrics).  This is an important distinction to keep in mind as team members are evaluating and writing about programs and the Unit.  Because Self Study page-limit constraints do not allow the Unit to write to each Quality and Performance Indicator, Team members need to weigh the preponderance of evidence presented for the Standard.

CATEGORY 1:
Standard 1.1 – General Education: Description AND assessment of General Education component of the teacher’s preparation, including measures of multi-cultural and global perspectives

Standards 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, & 1.5 – GPAs, summative Quality Indicator-based assessments, summative field/clinical performance, standardized entrance & exit test scores, impact of candidates on PK-12 achievement, surveys of post-graduates and their employers; curriculum matrices (Quality Indicator AND Subject-Specific Competency); information regarding compliance with state course/credit-hour certification requirements

Standard 2: “The unit has high quality professional education programs that are derived from a conceptual framework that is knowledge-based, articulated, shared, coherent, consistent with the unit and/or institutional mission, and continuously evaluated.”

What examiners should expect to see relative to Standard 2:

· How the institution’s and the Unit’s mission statements are related to and supportive of each other; what faculty believe about teaching, learning, teachers, learners, and the communities in which schools reside and function

· An explication and application of the literature/research base upon which programs have been built; and how programs are using that knowledge base to design, assess, and continually improve programs

· How programs are structured (i.e., a curriculum design); the Unit’s and the programs’ expectations of students; and an identification of benchmarks by which candidates’ progress through programs is assessed (i.e., benchmarks – performance-based and traditional things like GPA)

· A description of whom was involved in shaping the Conceptual Framework and the roles they had in the process (advisory, rubber-stamping, contributing authors)

· How the Unit and individual programs have shared the Conceptual Framework with everyone with whom students come into contact (content area faculty & other campus units, partnering schools, cooperating teachers, field-placement cooperating teachers, students, building principals, etc.)

· A description of how, by what means, and on what schedule the Unit and its programs are continuously evaluating the Conceptual framework

· Evidence of each program’s compliance with the definition of High Quality Programs, including coherence between expectations and syllabi, evidence of faculty commitment to diversity- and technology-related knowledge and skills

· Description of the Unit’s Assessment System; of the Unit’s efforts to ensure that the components of the system are valid, fair, and non-biased; of how and on what schedule information is shared throughout the Unit’s professional community, of decisions (i.e., improvements) made based on information provided by the system; and of the information-management system being used by the Unit

Standard 3: “The unit ensures that field experiences for programs for initial and advanced programs are well-planned, of high quality, integrated throughout the program sequence, and continuously evaluated.”

For each program and for the unit overall, team members should expect to see descriptions of

· the criteria upon which clinical experiences are designed and evaluated and by whom;

· when clinical experiences occur;

· how often (or on what schedule) they occur;

· in what ways students’ clinical experiences ensure that they have interacted with a diverse student population;

· in what ways candidates’ are encouraged to analyze (reflect) upon their experiences;

· with what courses these experiences are associated;

· how the experiences are integrated into course work;

· who supervises and evaluates the student’s performance in clinical experiences;

· by what criteria students are evaluated; and

· by what criteria, by whom, and on what schedule clinical sites are evaluated.

· Assurances regarding matching placements to the certificate(s) being sought by candidates;

· the Unit’s policy regarding alternative clinical practice in lieu of conventional student.

CATEGORY 2: CANDIDATES

Standard 4: Candidates – “The unit has and implements plans to recruit, admit, and retain a diverse student population who demonstrate potential for professional success in schools.”

Examiners should see descriptions and supporting documentation concerning the following:

· recruitment plan – including, but not limited to, institution’s and Unit’s recruitment for diversity AND information regarding annual evaluation of the plan

· admission process

· advising and retention procedures

· quantitative and qualitative (performance-based formative benchmarks) and how the Unit and programs are assessing them

· means by which Unit is evaluating candidates’ mastery of stated (standards-based) exit criteria or outcomes (i.e., content knowledge [test and other], ability plan instruction or fulfill other professional responsibilities, clinical performance, impact on PK-12 student learning or the learning environment

· assurance that all candidates meet minimum GPA requirements prior to being recommended for licensure

· what the Unit and programs are doing for their graduates (i.e., BTAP)

CATEGORY 3: FACULTY: 
Standard 5: Faculty – “The unit has and implements plans to recruit, employ and retain a diverse faculty who demonstrate professional qualifications and high quality instruction.”

In many ways this standard is analogous to the student standard.  Again, team members need to see descriptions and documentation of the following:

· that faculty hold appropriate credentials (defined as Masters degree to teach undergraduates; terminal degree to teach graduate students); the requirement applies to adjuncts (e.g., a public school teacher hired to teach a methods course) and to subject-matter faculty who might, for example, teach a General Education math course that elementary majors are required to take

· that professional education faculty have knowledge AND experiences related to preparing candidates to work with students from diverse backgrounds, including students with exceptionalities

· that faculty are selected in accordance with institution’s recruitment and employment policies and that the institution and Unit have a plan for diversifying (or maintaining the diversity of) the faculty and that the plan is being annually evaluated

· that faculty are actively involved in the professional community in general and in particular that faculty are regularly involved in k-12 schools

· that faculty are involved in teaching, scholarship, and service and that loads appear equitable and reasonable across the Unit and the institution

· that the Unit makes minimal use of adjuncts and those adjuncts are fully integrated in the Unit’s operations and philosophies

· that provisions, encouragements, opportunities, and processes are available to faculty for professional development

· that the institution and the Unit value quality teaching

· that faculty are incorporating diversity training, awareness, and strategies into EVERY course

· that faculty -- both Education faculty & subject-matter faculty -- are MODELING a variety of instructional strategies

· that faculty -- both Education faculty & subject-matter faculty -- are MODELING the integration of a variety of technologies into their teaching.

 CATEGORY 4: STANDARDS 6, 7, & 8
Standard 6: “Governing boards and administrators shall indicate commitment to the preparation of educational personnel, as related to the institution’s mission and goals, by adopting and implementing policies and procedures supportive of programs for the preparation of professional educators.”

Examiners need to see evidence and documentation of the following:

· that the institution has committed itself to the preparation of teachers

· the Unit has authority to manage its affairs

· that the institution is providing the Unit with the fiscal and human resources needed to maintain its assessment system

Standard 7: Professional Community – “The unit and the professional education community collaborate to improve programs for the preparation of school personnel and to improve the quality of education in the schools.”

Examiners need to see descriptions and documentation of the following:

· breadth of membership in advisory committees (professional education faculty and students, public school colleagues, and subject-area faculty)

· roles, responsibilities, and authority afforded to those committees

· evidence that program curricula are evolving as a function of recommendations received from the professional community

· evidence that Unit, and ideally institutional, faculty are collaborating with public schools to improve the quality of k-12 education

· evidence of the opportunities for professional growth and identity being provided by the Unit for its candidates

· evidence of the Unit’s collaboration with PK-12 schools to improve outcomes for PK-12 students, faculty; for professional education candidates, college/university faculty; and for other stakeholders

Standard 8: Resources – “The unit has sufficient budget, facilities, equipment, and other resources to fulfill its missions, offer quality programs, and support teaching and scholarship of faculty and candidates.”

Examiners need to descriptions and documentation of the following:

· that the Unit and programs have sufficient on-going funding to operate and staff reasonably (vs. temporary funding in anticipation of site visit year)

· that the Unit is receiving funding comparable to other units/divisions within the institution

· that Unit and program instructional resources are current, with a particular emphasis on technology-based resources; and that faculty avail themselves of technology for teaching and learning

Judgments are made at the level of the standards, not based at the Quality Indicator or Performance Indicator level.  These judgments are based on the preponderance of evidence uncovered during the site visit.  The team will judge each program separately, indicating whether it “meets the standard,” is “not yet meeting the standard,” or offers “insufficient evidence” upon which to base a judgment.  These then lead to the team making one of three recommendations for each program: “approval,” “conditional approval,” or “denial of approval.”  Findings and recommendations are compiled into a final report to the MSBE which acts on the team’s recommendations.  These actions, then, are reported to the institution and Unit.

It is important to remember that the program approval process has been conceived of and should be implemented as a formative evaluation of the Unit and its programs.  The intention is to offer the Unit a critical, professional review of its programs, so that it may be assured that it is meeting standards for best practice and performance.  The process is also intended to offer the Unit technical assistance as it seeks to continually review and renew its professional programs.  With this in mind, the team is reminded that its work demands a critical eye, tempered by professional knowledge and respect for the real in contrast to the ideal. 

Preparing for the Site Visit

Examiners should receive their team assignments at least a month prior to the site visit.  At least two-weeks prior to the site visit, examiners should receive from the unit copies of the unit’s Institutional Report, course catalog/bulletin, and other materials team members might find useful to begin acquainting themselves with the Unit and its programs.  Prior to arriving at the site, the team members should read through, highlight and make notes on the materials as they relate to the standards and programs for which each is responsible.  The Director of Educator Preparation will forward to team members site visit planning forms which will help examiners sort their initial findings by standard and begin developing questions and areas of interest to pursue on site.

Examiners should make travel arrangements as soon as possible after receiving their assignments.  The Unit being visited will reimburse team members for reasonable travel expenses, such as mileage and meals not provided by the Unit.  The Unit will also make all hotel arrangements (single rooms) for the team; these are usually direct billed to the college or university being visited.  The team will also have a meeting room with computer and printer at the hotel.  Team members are responsible for any personal expenses incurred during the site visit (e.g., personal telephone charges).

Team members normally arrive on Saturday and have a brief team meeting that evening to get reacquainted with the standards and rubrics.  Sunday is spent exploring the documentation provided in the Unit’s exhibit room.  By Sunday evening, the team should have developed a set of issues and questions to pursue in the interviewing and visits to field placement sites.

Monday and Tuesday are devoted to interviews, off-site visits, further data gathering in the document room, and writing individual sections of the team report.  Wednesday morning is spent editing and proofreading each member’s sections of the team report and finalizing recommendations.  After the final team meeting on Wednesday, the team chair and DESE consultant conduct the exit conference with representatives of the institution, and the remaining team members are free to return to their homes.
Team Decision-Making

The Site Team is asked during the site visit to practice professional judgment with regard to how well the Unit and its programs are preparing educators for Missouri schools. To aid this process of professional review, team meetings are held daily during the site visit to share findings, data, perceptions, and questions/concerns. Additionally, the team members use each meeting to determine where they are in their work and recommendations and what information, questions, or interviews will still need to be explored before a final determination may be made.  The team discussion is focused by the Standards, Quality Indicators, and Rubrics (see Appendices 1, 2 and 4-6).  The team chair facilitates discussions of the group and records progress on the standards and programs being reviewed during the visit. It is the chair’s responsibility to keep the team focused on the standards and rubric descriptions during these meetings.


It is important to emphasize again that the team’s data gathering, deliberations, and decisions are dependent on a set of agreed-upon standards and expectations.  This objective set of criteria for making decisions allows the program review and approval system to be credible in the eyes of the MSBE, the institutions, and other stakeholders around the state.  Professional judgments based on solid data evaluated against set criteria allow for this credibility.  It is the difference between guessing and judging. This is not to say that the process and conclusions are entirely objective because the standards are not entirely objective, nor can professional judgments be divorced from experience and human understanding.  Sophisticated decisions are not easily objectified and must be informed by the experience and flexibility of the professional making the judgments.  To support their recommendations, then, team members must tie the “rationale” for their judgments to these standards and rubrics.  Additionally, the writers must support their statements with illustrations and evidence from their reviews of documents and their records of interviews with candidates and on-campus/off-campus educators. In the end, the team must be able to say that they rendered fair and impartial judgments founded on the available data and directly tied to the expressed standards established by the MSBE.

Basic Principles and Assumptions Guiding the Work of the MoSTEP Team

The work of the MoSTEP Review Teams must be guided by the following set of principles and procedures.  These principles and procedures will assist the team members as they work to reach consensus and make reasoned decisions about whether units and programs are in compliance with the MoSTEP standards.

1. Members of the MoSTEP Review Team analyze the data and other documentation provided by the unit, as well as interviews, to determine whether the unit/programs are functioning according to the expectations set by the standards.  The MoSTEP team only reviews programs leading to certification.  Other degree programs (e.g., a Master’s Degree in Education not leading to certification) are not the purview of the team.
2. The review team uses the site visit to discover and record specific information, examples, incidents, observations, testimony, and data that support its findings and recommendations.

3. Team members are committed to seeking and reaching consensus during the team deliberations.  While individual members present their findings and suggest the recommendation they think appropriate, the whole team must vote to make the final decision regarding each standard and program.

4. The team makes a recommendation in its report to the MSBE based on its determination of whether a standard appears to have been met or not met.  The MSBE, however, makes the final determination about the final approval of individual programs.

5. During the first few years of the new MoSTEP cycle, the team may determine that the evidence is not sufficient to render judgments of some programs (e.g., new programs that have had no completers).  In such instances, these programs may be given additional time to provide evidence to support the efficacy of the program.  As the cycle progresses, programs with insufficient evidence will be determined to have not met the standards and may receive a recommendation of only conditional approval from the Review Team.  Units may then use their rejoinders to provide the evidence lacking in the site visit.  The Director of Educator Preparation will review any additional evidence and make recommendations to the MSBE reflecting the additional findings.

Decision-Making Rules for Determining Ratings and Recommended Actions

General Directions:
1. Find the scenario below that best describes your evidence

2. Follow the directions for that scenario

a. at the Unit-Standard Level

b. at the Program Level

A. THE UNIT STANDARD LEVEL OF DECISION-MAKING
You have completed the rubric for a standard and you see that…

Scenario 1: All evidence = “MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the standard = “MET”
b.
The report must include specific references about what is “met” (i.e., language drawn from the rubric for the standard).

Scenario 2: Preponderance of evidence = “MET”; however, some evidence (including insufficient evidence) = “NOT MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the standard = “MET” 

b.
The report must include specific references about BOTH what is met and what is not met and/or elements for which there is insufficient evidence (i.e., language drawn from the rubric for the standard).

Scenario 3: Preponderance of evidence = “NOT MET”; however, some evidence = “MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the standard = “NOT MET” 

b.
The report must describe BOTH what is not met and what is met (i.e., language drawn from the rubric for the standard).

Scenario 4: Evidence is evenly divided between “MET” and “NOT MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the standard = either “MET” or “NOT MET” (Make a decision.)

b.
Your report must reveal BOTH what is met and what is not met, reflecting the even distribution (i.e., language drawn from the rubric for the standard).

Scenario 5: All evidence = “NOT MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the standard = “NOT MET”
b.
The report must include what is not met and what is not provided in the evidence (i.e., language drawn from the rubric for the standard).

B. THE PROGRAM LEVEL OF DECISION-MAKING

You have compiled all of the evidence, completed the rubric for standard 1, and you see that

Scenario 1: All evidence = “MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The rating for the program = “Standards are MET”

b.
The recommended action = “Approve”

c.
The report must include specific references to what is “met” (i.e., language drawn from the evidence reviewed AND from the rubric for Standard 1).

Scenario 2: Preponderance of evidence = “MET”; however, some evidence (including insufficient evidence) = “NOT MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the program = “Standards are MET”

b.
The recommended action = “Approve”

c.
The report must include BOTH what is met and what is not met and/or elements for which there is insufficient evidence (i.e., drawing language from the evidence reviewed AND from the rubric for Standard 1).

Scenario 3: Preponderance of evidence = “NOT MET”; however, some evidence = “MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the program = “Standards are NOT MET” 

b.
The recommended action = “Conditionally Approve”

c.
The report must include BOTH what is not met and what is met (drawing language from the evidence reviewed AND from the rubric for standard 1).

Scenario 4: Evidence is evenly divided between “MET” and “NOT MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the program = either “Standards are MET” or “Standards are NOT MET”

b.
The recommended action = “Conditionally Approve”

c.
The report must reveal BOTH what is met and what is not met, reflecting the even distribution (drawing language from BOTH evidence reviewed AND from the rubric for standard 1).

Scenario 5: All evidence = “NOT MET” on the rubric, therefore,

a.
The team’s rating for the program = “Standards are NOT MET”

b.
The recommended action = “Disapprove”

c.
The report must include what is not met and what is not provided for in the evidence (drawing language from the rubric).
Conducting the Site Visit

When the Review Team arrives on campus, the examiners should be prepared to begin working immediately.  They should arrive having read the Institutional Report and any other information given to them in advance by the unit or by DESE.  Based on this reading, the examiners should already have begun to develop questions and areas of interest to help focus the site visit.  These initial findings should be recorded on the documents themselves and/or on the data gathering forms.  While on site, then, the examiners will look more closely at the unit and its programs by reviewing exhibits, conducting interviews, touring campus buildings, sitting in on classes, and visiting off-site locations. All the findings from this work and previous reading should provide examiners all the information needed to write about the unit’s and programs’ compliance with the standards.

In general, the site visit follows a common schedule (See Appendix 8), though some differences may occur on any given site visit because of particular circumstances or changes negotiated during the pre-visit to the institution.  This schedule typically runs from Saturday afternoon to noon on Wednesday of the site visit.  

Interviews

The bulk of Monday and Tuesday of the site visit is spent in interviews, on- and off-campus.  The team should interview faculty, administrators, candidates, cooperating teachers, graduates, principals, and other members of the professional community.  The team chair will ask the Unit liaison to arrange the required interviews, but the Unit has the option of suggesting additional interviews to the team chair for possible inclusion.  All interviews should be scheduled and arranged by the Unit liaison prior to the site visit.  Team members should receive from the Unit a schedule of these interviews, including the names of people expected to attend each interview.  Additional interviews can be requested (for follow-up or based on findings within the documentation) by Site Team members.  The team chair will forward these requests to the Unit liaison to make arrangements.

Interviews may be conducted in a variety of ways which will allow team members to gather the most information possible.  For example, team members may give participants index cards on which to record their responses to one or more general questions about the Unit and its programs. The team might ask general questions and ask for a show of hands.  More often, however, the interview will consist of a team member asking specific questions of interviewees or general questions to be answered by those attendees with pertinent experiences or feelings. In general interviews are conducted by at least two team members; to best use time, team members may decide to have fewer interviewers in any given interview session, especially individual interviews.  The number of people to be interviewed at one time should not be more that 10.  Most interviews may be scheduled for 30 minutes, although some group interviews will require more time and should be allowed 45 minutes to one hour. 

Interview Planning

Team members will be well served by developing interview plans prior to entering the interview (see Appendix 11: Interview Planning Form).  This plan allows the team members to identify what group they will be interviewing and what questions they will be asking.  Interviews “off the cuff” rarely provide the kind of information useful to the Site Team.  Rather, interviewers armed with specific questions tied to their specific informational needs are more likely to get specific, relevant, substantial information from interviews (see Appendix 12: Sample Interview Questions).

In general, interviews will include three parts:

1. Intro: Make the interviewee feel comfortable and provide any necessary background on the purpose of the interview.  Keep this portion of the interview brief.

2. Core:  Focus questions on the standards for which information is being sought. Follow-up initial questions as necessary. Take notes. Listen carefully.

3. Conclusion:  Summarize principal findings. Ask interviewees if they have any other information they would like to share. Thank the interviewees for their time.

Team members should ask probing questions tied to their reading of the standards and their need for more information about programs and Unit activities; therefore, they should avoid asking “yes/no” questions.  Using the planning forms provided will help interviews make their questions substantial enough to warrant their asking.  During the interview, team members should ask useful and relevant questions, listen carefully, take notes, request clarification and elaboration as necessary.  The following guidelines, adapted from the NCATE Board of Examiners Handbook, will ensure that team members conduct a useful and professional interview.

1. Don’t report findings in the interview; rather use the information to form questions to find out why the findings resulted from studying the programs.

2. Do be aware of the anxiety that interviewees may have. Make them as comfortable as possible during the warm-up period.

3. Don’t talk about “back home” where you do it right or wrong, but different from the institution being visited.

4. Do focus the interview on standards.

5. Don’t dwell on matters about which you are merely curious, but which are not related to the standards. Stay an extra afternoon if you would like to learn more about these activities.

6. Do keep the interview within the time limits for which it is scheduled.

7. Don’t make your questions too terse and be able to explain what information you are seeking.

8. Do ask probing questions as necessary to learn how standards are being addressed.

9. Don’t quote faculty members or others who have made statements that contradict what the interviewee has said.

10. Do keep written notes on the key points made during the interview and summarize them at the end of the interview.

11. Don’t be confrontational in seeking the data needed by the team to make informed professional judgments.

12. Do take a leadership role in planning who will be interviewed and the questions to be asked.

13. Do ask institutional representatives to leave the room while students, cooperating teachers, faculty, and others are being interviewed.

14. Do assure interviewees that the confidentiality of their comments will be preserved and valued.

15. Do make use of teaching techniques appropriate for large class instruction during group interviews.

16. Do work in interviewing pairs as much as possible. When state members and observers are working with an NCATE team, a state representative and NCATE member should be paired when possible.

Classroom Observations
Team members will likely be visiting professional education classes to understand better the quality of teaching and the use of technology within the Unit and its programs.  These observations can help inform, clarify or validate the members’ findings and perceptions about curriculum and instructional practices.  It is a good idea not to rely too heavily on these brief impressions, however, when making evaluative decisions about programs.

The Unit is responsible for letting faculty know that classes may be visited by a team member during the visit.  Moreover, the Unit should provide a schedule of classes available on Monday and Tuesday of the site visit.  While class observations are helpful, team members should not spend too much of their time visiting classes at the expense of interviews and document reviews.

Team members should try to arrive at the classroom prior to the beginning of the class time.  This will allow them to introduce themselves to the professor and explain their desire to observe the class for a brief time only.  The member should then choose a place in the room that will allow unobtrusive (as much as possible) observation and easy exit.  If the professor gives the team member opportunity to ask questions of the class, he or she may do so.  It is best not to take too much time from the class, however.

Observers of classes should keep an accurate record of the classes they attend so that this may become part of the record of the site visit.  Remember that an observation is more than simply looking through a door and then moving on.  To be counted as a observation, the team member must be in the room for at least 10 minutes, i.e., enough time to see what is going on and to get a feel for the instructional practices being used.

Visits to Field Sites

Team members will visit between two and four off-campus sites (schools) where student teachers are assigned and with whom the Unit has established professional relationships.  The Unit should provide a list of schools to be visited, their demographic characteristics, distance from campus, and the type of school.  The team chair will select these schools during the pre-visit, and the Unit should arrange the visits in advance of the site visit.  In general, these visits ought to represent a cross-section of the sites used by the Unit for its student teaching placements.

One or two team members will be assigned to each school for a visit on Monday and/or Tuesday morning.  During the visits, principals and cooperating teachers are interviewed regarding the quality of the Unit’s programs and the candidates coming out of those programs as  student teachers.  In some instances, team members will observe student teachers in the classroom; more likely, however, they may simply be interviewed regarding their experiences.    It should also give some information about how field experiences are arranged, managed, and supervised.  This is also a good opportunity to explore the nature of the Unit’s relationship to the professional community.  Team members must keep a careful record of whom they interview, their positions/titles, schools, and relationship to the Unit (e.g., cooperating teacher, member of the advisory board).

Preparing the MoSTEP Examiner’s Report

The following are suggestions for expediting team members’ drafting of program approval reports and for somewhat standardizing state reports.  It is important for team members to understand that the primary audience for this report is the Commissioner of Education, who will not possess team members’ knowledge of the institution, the Unit, or the programs.  The secondary audience is the faculty of the program and administrators of the Unit and the institution.

An extended example of a state report appears in Appendix 10.  Institutional identities have been eliminated; should team members recognize something in the example that identifies the institution, they should overlook that recognition and definitely keep it to themselves.

Each Team member will receive a formatted diskette, containing several files that will help and speed team members’ drafting of reports:

1.
a file containing the MoSTEP Standards (within which reside the beginning teacher Quality & Performance Indicators and the beginning school leader and counselor knowledge, disposition, & performance expectations)

2.
a file containing the rubrics for the eight MoSTEP unit standards

3.
a file containing the rubrics for the ten MoSTEP beginning teacher Quality Indicators

4.
a file containing a template for the MoSTEP Team Report

Overall Suggestions

1.
Above all, the Team’s report MUST be objective, dispassionate, and substantially supported by fact (e.g., summaries of data reviewed, interviews conducted, observations made while visiting on- and off-campus sites, etc.).

2.
The Team’s report MUST reflect the Standards and the rubrics, not an individual’s opinion of what ought to be going on in educator preparation.

3.
When writing rationales for Unit Standards and Programs, members are encouraged to use language drawn directly from the Standards and their rubrics.  Team members might consider the following structure for paragraphs:

Introductory Paragraph (or Sentence): Begin with direct quotation or paraphrase of a component of the standard or the rubric.  For example, if team members were reporting on the Unit’s Conceptual Framework, they might begin their rationales with sentences in which they paraphrase the rubric for Standard 2: “The Unit’s Conceptual Framework is defined and makes explicit the professional commitments, dispositions, and values that support it, including the faculty’s commitment to acquire and use professional knowledge. The Framework includes a philosophy and purposes; provides an associated rationale for course work and field experiences; contains assessment statements of desired results for candidates; and provides for program evaluation.  It reflects multi-cultural and global perspectives.  It is built on a cited knowledge base, which itself rests on established and contemporary research, the wisdom of practice, and emerging education policies and practices.”

Supporting Evidence: The remainder of the rationale must then summarize the evidence the Team reviewed: data sources, other relevant documents, interviews, etc.  For example, “Upon examination of the two documents referenced above in addition to interviews of faculty and students, review of course syllabi, student portfolios, the Erehwon College Practicum Handbook, and the Erehwon College Student Teaching Handbook, little coherence appears to exist between the Conceptual Framework and experiences of candidates within the program.”
4.
Program reports and the report for Standard 1 should make specific reference to each of the data sources reviewed: summative Quality Indicator-based assessments, other measures of subject-matter knowledge, standardized test scores, clinical/field evaluations, follow-up surveys, curriculum matrices, and compliance with Certification requirements.  When programs failed to provide necessary information (e.g., follow-up surveys were not disaggregated by program or employer data were not provided), a team member’s report must so note it.

5.
Rationale statements should make some reference to each indicator – particularly for Standards 4 (candidates) and 5 (faculty) in that each embraces many different areas.

6.
Rationales should reflect the preponderance of evidence.  That is, when the Unit or a program have substantially satisfied the requirements set out in the standard and the rubric, the report should so note it.  However, the report should also point out and support with evidence instances in which the Unit or the program have not met a specific component of the standard or the rubric.  Reports should aspire to tell the whole story (albeit briefly).

7.
Rationale statements should NOT offer suggestions for how the Unit or a program might alter practice to meet the standard.

Section-by-Section Writing Suggestions

“Title Page” – The Team Chair will complete this page.

“Introduction and Institutional Context”
The Team Chair will likely be responsible for writing this section of the report; authors should try to keep this section at about a page to a page and a half.  The discussion should include the following information about the institution, the unit, and the programs:

· a brief history of the institution

· any regional or national accreditations (e.g., North Central or NCATE)

· current enrollment (institution wide and Unit specific) and current staffing (full-/part-time faculty, adjunct, support staff)

· the Unit of education and its relationship to the rest of the institution (e.g., “it is one of eight divisions on campus”)

· the nature of the Unit’s programs (e.g., whether all programs are undergraduate, or undergraduate and graduate)

· whether the Unit operates any remote sites

· when the site visit occurred

· whether the visit was a state-only visit or a joint state/NCATE visit

SECTION I:
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION UNIT AND PROGRAMS FOR CERTIFICATION”

This table contains the Team’s consensus of the degree to which the unit has met (or not met) each standard.  Although individual examiners are responsible for investigating the unit’s and programs’ compliance with particular standards, the ratings and recommended actions included in this table represent the consensus of the entire team.  Teams have two ratings available:

· MET (M) 

· NOT MET (NM) 

SECTION II: “FINDINGS FOR UNIT STANDARDS”
Depending on the size of the Team, each examiner will be assigned to investigate and report on one or more of the eight unit standards; examiners serving on joint Missouri/NCATE teams will not write “Unit Standard” reports.  Examiners will write their reports using the report template file provided by DESE.  Unit-standard reports tend to run from one to two pages.  Below are directions for completing each of the Unit-standard components:

· “Level” – either “Initial,” “Advanced,” or “Initial and Advanced”

· “Rating for Standard” – either “MET” or “NOT MET” 

· “Rationale for Rating” – Here’s where the writing work really begins.  As implied by the section title, this section needs to summarize the evidence team members collected that justifies the Team’s consensus rating.  The statement should present the data collected; it should NOT recommend actions to be taken by the Unit.  Team members should anticipate this section filling no less than half a page and probably not more than two pages.  The other files on the diskette will save team members typing time in that they can (and are encouraged to) copy directly from the standards, quality/performance indicators, and rubrics; and then to add specific observations and data to the requirements.

Rationale statements should contain the following information:

· brief listing of what information was reviewed

· a statement of the degree to which the information reviewed meets the expectations outlined by the rubric for the Standard

· a brief statement regarding EACH of the Quality Indicators for the standard

(Note: these statements may be as short as a single sentence verifying that the unit has provided satisfactory evidence of meeting the Quality Indicator.  In instances in which the unit is not meeting a Quality Indicator or in which the unit is not meeting the entire standard, authors should provide considerable explanation regarding how or in what ways the unit is not meeting the standard.  Again, authors are encouraged to use the language of the Standard, the indicators, and the rubrics.)

· “Strengths” and “Area(s) for Improvement” – In a bulleted list, summarize from the rationale any strengths and areas for improvement found.  Not all Unit standard reports will warrant noting strengths or areas for improvement. However, should team members identify unit components that well exceed (or fall well short of) what it is expected of the unit, identify those strengths or areas for improvement in bullet form.  Typically, any strengths or areas for improvement bulleted will be drawn directly from the “rationale”; indeed, anything bulleted must have been discussed in the rationale statement.

SECTION III: “FINDINGS FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS”
Program: (fill in the name of the program, e.g., Art, grades K-12 or Elementary, grades 1-6 or Special Education, Mild/Moderate Disabilities, Cross-Categorical, grades K-12, etc.)

Level: (indicate whether the program is offered at the “initial” or the “advanced” level)

A. 
Rating for the Program: (designate one of two ratings: “The standard is MET,” or “The standards are NOT MET.”  Although the individual responsible for writing the report on a particular program will present a case to the Team for which rating to assign, the entire Team will ultimately decide what rating to assign–not the individual.)

B. Rationale for the Rating:
As in the report for the Unit standards, here’s where the writing work really begins.  As implied by the section title, this section needs to summarize the evidence collected that justifies the program’s rating.  Therefore, the statement should present the data collected; it should NOT recommend actions to be taken.  Examiners should anticipate this section filling no less than a page and probably not more than three pages.  The other files on the diskette will save typing time in that team members can (and are encouraged to) copy directly from the standards, quality/performance indicators, and rubrics; and then to add specific observations and data to the requirements.

Team members might organize the rationale around a “context” section and a “findings” section:

1.
Provide a brief context for the program (1 or 2 paragraphs; tables/columns are appropriate for such things as test scores):

a. the type of program, e.g., whether it is an initial program, an endorsement (and if so, to what), an advanced program (and if so, to what it is attached, e.g., an M.Ed., a Specialists, an Ed.D, or a Ph.D.), etc.
b. number of completers and number of candidates in process (for up to five years depending on what information the program provided)
c. the process for admission to the program and the results of entrance testing; admissions and advisement are addressed within MoSTEP Standard 4.

2.
Summarize the findings relative to the input and performance (output) data points, making reference to standards, quality indicators, as well as documents, interviews, campus & off-campus visits, et al., upon which team members are basing their findings:

a. degree of compliance with state course/credit hour requirements (when a program exceeds state requirements, team members should so note it):

· relative to “content” knowledge”

· relative to “professional knowledge”

· relative to “pedagogical knowledge”

· relative to “clinical experience” (e.g., amount, frequency, degree to which it is integrated into campus course work, consistency with conceptual framework, qualifications of supervisors and quality of supervision [campus-based and school-based])

b. degree of compliance with subject-specific competencies for the field (see Subject-Specific Competencies for the Beginning Teacher in Missouri).

If examiners are serving on a joint Missouri/NCATE team, they may have available NCATE Specialty Professional Association (SPA) reports.  The discussion should make reference to the results of the review (both positive and negative).  NOTE: Team members need to remember that NCATE SPA guidelines are sometimes an incomplete match for Missouri’s subject-specific competencies.  Missouri requirements MUST take precedence.
· degree & quality of compliance with Quality & Performance Indicators for Beginning Teachers (MoSTEP 1.2) or the Knowledge, Disposition, and Performance Indicators for Beginning School Leaders (MoSTEP 1.3) or the Quality Indicators for School Counselors (MoSTEP 1.4) or the Quality Indicators for School Library/Media Specialists (MoSTEP 1.5).

· summary of exit test scores (PRAXIS, SLLA, SSA); provide (as available) information for a multi-year period (preferably 5 years), information regarding first-time pass rates, eventual pass rates, and how the program’s candidates scores compare to state and/or national means

· summary of clinical/field evaluation

· summary of “other” measures of subject-matter knowledge (for teachers) or of ability to create supportive learning (for other education professionals)

· summary of assessment of impact of candidates AND FACULTY on PK-12 education

· summary of post-graduate survey data (from graduates and from graduates’ employers); if survey data were not provided for the program, then note that in the rationale (and probably note it as weakness below)

· other items for attention:

· quality of the research/knowledge base upon which the program is founded (MoSTEP standard 2)

· quality of diversity- and technology-related knowledge and skills exhibited by faculty and candidates

· quality of the field experiences component of preparation (MoSTEP standard 3)

· diversity of the candidate population (MoSTEP standard 4)

· quality of the admissions and advising system (e.g., does the program have and use performance-based benchmarks vs. simply using grades or test scores to advance candidates through the program; MoSTEP Quality Indicator 4.3.1)

· stated and distributed exit competencies, preferably performance-based

· the quality of the program’s tracking and out-reach efforts to support beginning professionals; nature of the program faculty’s use of information derived from graduates

· qualifications of the faculty, diversity within the program’s faculty, currency of the faculty, quality of instruction afforded by the faculty (MoSTEP standard 5)

· the nature and quality of the collaboration among education faculty, subject-area faculty, and public-school faculty (MoSTEP standard 7)

· sufficiency (or not) of fiscal and human resources to operate the program

C.  Strengths: (Not all programs will warrant noting strengths. However, should team members identify program components that well exceed what it is expected of all programs, identify those strengths in bullet form.  Any strengths bulleted must be drawn directly from the “rationale.”)

D.  Area(s) for Improvement: (Not all programs will warrant noting areas for improvement.  Certainly, if the program is judged to have “not met” the standard or is recommended for program approval denial or conditional approval, team members should note in bullet form what weaknesses justify the rating or recommended action.  On the other hand, a program recommended for “approval” or one that “meets the standard” may still exhibit weaknesses.  Again, list any weaknesses in bullet form; anything one might feel the need to note must have already been discussed in the “rationale” section above.  Do NOT make suggestions for how the program might address a weakness. Team members’ suggestion might be very good, but it might also limit the decision-making of the program faculty. Just write what has been observed; let the faculty decide what action to take. If, for example, team members’ data gathering revealed that secondary education candidates spend two-third less time in the field than do their elementary education counterparts, the report might note that as weakness, but one should not write the weakness as “Increase the field experiences for secondary candidates.”)

E.  Recommended Action:(fill in one of three levels of approval
: “Approve,” “Conditional Approval,”  “Deny Approval.” As with the “rating,” recommended actions are a Team decision, not an individual’s decision.)

SECTION IV: “SOURCES OF EVIDENCE”
This section compiles ALL of the evidence examined by the Team.  It should contain

· names and titles of every individual interviewed; this lengthy list should be categorized using the Site Visit Interview Schedule (e.g., “Cooperating Teachers,” “Elementary Education Faculty,” “Administrative Staff,” etc.)

· titles of every class observed

· names of every off-campus site visited (e.g., public school sites, remote unit/program sites, etc.) and names and titles of individuals with whom Team members talked)

· every document reviewed (including a listing of the portfolios reviewed by the Team) (Note: Each component of the sources document is likely to be several pages).

This is a very important component of the report.  Examiners need to be forewarned that they will talk to so many people and review so many documents that without constant awareness of the need to keep a comprehensive list, one will forget quickly who was in what interview or who among the Team reviewed what piece of paper.  
In order for the “sources” section to be comprehensive, Examiners MUST vigilantly record absolutely everything they review and the names of every person to whom they talk.  Tips for increasing the likelihood of a comprehensive list:

· circulate a sign-up sheet in EVERY interview session and make sure it is collected

· check off on a “master” exhibits list each document reviewed; some Team Chairs require members to initial every exhibit they review

· frequently throughout the visit, confirm that each Team member is keeping track.

Before turning in the diskette to the DESE representative, examiners should…

1.
write their names and the titles of Unit standards and the programs they evaluated on the diskette, and

2.
check to make sure that each program report is actually on the diskette.

Team members should also provide the DESE representative with a hard-copy of all reports sections.

Team Chair Responsibilities

The MoSTEP team chairperson has a number of responsibilities prior to the beginning of the site visit.  These include contacting the institution and team members (names are provided by DESE), interacting with NCATE co-chairs (if applicable), and conducting the pre-visit meeting at the review site.  

The DESE consultant is responsible for all other correspondence with team members, including notification of the appointment of examiners to the site visit team, important forms and standards documents to be used in the review, and letters of thanks and appreciation to team members following the site visit.

Initial contact with the unit should be made soon after team members are chosen, but no later than two months prior to the site visit.  A list of the team members, with addresses, e-mail addresses and telephone numbers will be sent to the chair at the same time it is mailed to the unit. The team chair should work with the institution to ensure that the following arrangements are made:

· Travel information, including maps to help team members get to the town, hotel, and campus

· Hotel reservations.  The institution should reserve single rooms for each team member and a team work room at the hotel.  Encourage the Unit to arrange for direct billing of hotel expenses so that team members do not have to pay these costs out of their own pockets.  Remind the Unit representative that team members will be arriving on Saturday.

· Work rooms for the Site Team. There should be a work room at the institution and at the hotel, both available Saturday through Wednesday noon.  Indicate how the rooms should be set up and what supplies are needed (computers, printers, paper, pens and pencils, notepads, and refreshments).  Both work rooms should have telephones.  The work room at the institution should be located within the unit and be close to interview locations and administrative offices; moreover, it should have internet access to allow members to get information from the DESE website and to gain access to e-mail.

· The exhibit room at the institution.  Remind the unit to clearly mark and organize all items in the exhibit room, arranging them in order of the standards.  Materials in the exhibit room should include but not be limited to the following:

· List of all exhibits with titles and location in the room (a copy for each team member)

· List of people scheduled for each interview (a copy for each team member)

· Course syllabi for all professional education courses and other courses required for licensure (undergraduate and graduate)

· Faculty vitae for all full- and part-time professional education and other faculty teaching courses required for licensure

· Notebooks for all programs being reviewed during the site visit

· Evaluation instruments and results of evaluations for both faculty and programs (disaggregated by program)

· College catalogs and student advisement sheets

· Documentation for each standard

· Faculty and staff directory (with telephone numbers and office hours during the site visit)

· List of courses in session during the site visit, location of classes (full building name and room number), and faculty members teaching the courses

· Minutes of advisory and policy-making committees

· Student handbooks, student teaching handbooks, and other information (recruitment or program-related) given to students relevant to their program of study

· Faculty handbook

· Budget information for the Unit and for faculty professional development

· Long-range plan

· Weekend access to the exhibit room.  The exhibit room needs to be accessible on Saturday and Sunday. 

· Support needed during the visit.  Team members might need the following support during the site visit:

· Transportation from hotel to campus, especially if the campus is not within easy walking distance of the hotel.  Off-campus site visits and satellite location visits will also require transportation.

· Access to a telephone in both the on-campus and hotel work room.

· Access to off-campus sites and candidates.

· Access to teachers, student teachers, recent graduates, and principals, especially those used for field-based experiences.  Ask the Unit for a list of schools used for these purposes and the characteristics of the schools (e.g., location, diversity of student population, and types of field experiences).  Team members will visit some of these schools during the course of the site visit.  Note: schools chosen for visits should require no more than fifteen minutes travel time each way.
· Access to professional education courses in session during Monday and Tuesday of the site visit.

· Access to student and faculty records on campus.
· A schedule of initial interviews.  Using the template schedule for the site visit (see Appendix 8), schedule the required interviews.

· Arrange to talk with institution administrators, unit administrators and staff, professional education faculty, Arts and Sciences department chairs and faculty, student teachers, candidates, recent graduates, supervising/cooperating teachers, principals, advisory board members, and other relevant stakeholders.  Make sure all team members interview as many faculty and students as possible on Monday and Tuesday to confirm findings from portfolios and other documentation.  Choose faculty from different ranks and disciplines as a cross-section of the Unit.  

· Determine with other team members, based on the portfolio reading and other document findings, the interviews to be scheduled in addition to the customary interviews (i.e., faculty, students, graduates, etc.).  Make the campus liaison aware of these needs as soon as possible to give him/her reasonable time to arrange the interviews.

· Sunday night dinner with faculty OR poster-session/reception.  Remind the Unit to arrange for this event to be held in a private room at the hotel or on campus.  Discuss with Unit who should attend this gathering.  If the faculty is very numerous, suggest that area leaders and significant administrators and staff be present.  This event should last no longer than one to one-and-one-half hours, allowing ample time for a Sunday evening team meeting after the meal.  

· Name tags for team members.  Ask the institution to prepare nametags so that team members are easily identified by faculty and others during interviews and meetings. Name tags should not identify the institutional affiliation of the team member; rather, they should identify them only as members of the Site Team.

· Institutional report.  Clarify any issues regarding the report and recommend any additional information that should be available when the team arrives.  The need for such additional information may arise out of the teams’ review of the self study, catalog, etc.

· NCATE/State Joint Site Visit.  If a joint site visit is to be planned with NCATE, the team chair should coordinate with the NCATE Board of Examiner Chair for the NCATE portion of the visit.  Normally, the pre-visit to the site will be jointly conducted with the NCATE Chair.  It is important that the state team chair work with the NCATE chair to clarify roles and activities.  In the case of the joint visit, the state team will look only at programs and will not deal with the Unit-level standards.  The NCATE/Missouri State Protocol calls for both teams to work together to gather information and discuss findings; however, it also stipulates that any decision-making occur separately (i.e., the NCATE team makes their recommendation with regard to their Unit accreditation, and the state team make recommendations regarding program approval).  The state report then becomes an addendum to the NCATE report, and the NCATE report becomes the first section of the state report.  The state chair should negotiate with the NCATE chair early on about the roles team members on both teams will play.  It is valuable for the NCATE team to have the opportunity to review measures of candidates’ achievement of the MoSTEP Quality Indicators (MoSTEP 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, .15), but this may not be the wish of the NCATE team chair.  Keep in mind that the state team has a lot of work to do with approving programs, so it is important that the NCATE team chair understand that state team members cannot be required to attend non-stop interview sessions on Monday and Tuesday; rather, they need time to review documentation and begin constructing their reports, so breaks between interview sessions will better serve team members’ need for processing time.  Finally, it does not usually serve the state team well to have members making lengthy trips off campus to visit satellite programs.  Since NCATE must visit these sites, it is often better to let their members travel, taking along questions about specific programs at the satellite locations.

· Pre-visit to the institution.  The DESE consultant will arrange a pre-visit to the Unit at least 60 days prior to the site visit.  He/she will coordinate this visit with the team chair (and NCATE BOE Chair, if applicable).  This meeting should be attended by the chair, the DESE representative, and appropriate institutional representatives.  (For a joint NCATE/State visit, the NCATE chair will work with the MoSTEP team chair and the DESE representative to arrange for this visit.)  Issues that should be addressed in this meeting appear in the checklist in Appendix 7.  During the pre-visit, the team chair should meet with the president/provost/chancellor of the institution.  The chair should provide an overview of the site visit, answer questions about MoSTEP and the review process, and determine what the institution’s head would like to learn from the visit.  This meeting allows institutional administrators to be aware of the kinds of information being sought and reviewed during the site visit.

The Exit Interview
The exit interview occurs on the final day of the site-visit.  Normally, team members are not present for this meeting; rather, it is attended by the team chair, the DESE representative, the Unit administrative team, and sometimes department heads and other faculty members.  It is the team chair’s opportunity to report the team’s findings and recommendations to the Unit.  This is necessarily a tense time for the Unit faculty and administrators because a great deal depends on the recommendations the team makes to the Missouri State Board of Education in the Final Report.  The following format for the interview should help the team chair organized his or her thoughts and create a positive atmosphere for the interview:

1. Introduction of attendees 

2. Expressions of Appreciation by Team for the Unit’s Assistance and Hospitality

3. Summary of the Site-visit Activities and General Findings–Team Leader and Team Members 

4. Final Ratings of Unit Standards

5. Final Ratings and Recommendations for Programs

6. Overview of Process and Time lines for Writing, Sharing, Rejoining, and Submitting Final Report to MSBE

7. Conclusion and Thanks

The site visit is a good opportunity to help a Unit begin the process of growing and renewing itself.  It should be a positive and constructive exchange.  Therefore, it is important to be as positive and constructive as possible in the exit interview while still being honest and frank about the team’s findings.  
The Team Chair’s Role in Writing the MoSTEP Examiners’ Report
The MoSTEP Examiners’ Report represents the work, deliberation and thinking of the Site Team, so the team is responsible for ensuring that the report is accurate, well-supported, and well-reasoned.  In other words it must reflect the professional character and judgment required for such a weighty task and responsibility.  Therefore, the team chair should guide the writers of the various sections of the report to be clear, concise, and thoughtful in their rationales.  Moreover, the writers should give examples, relevant data, and illustrations to support their rationales.  Strengths and weaknesses should be pulled from the rationale itself and, therefore, not arise as new information separate from the rationale.

Compiling the Final MoSTEP Examiners’ Report
The Director of Educator Preparation is responsible for compiling the final report and recommendations in the template form provided by the MSBE.  However, each team member, including the chair, is responsible for writing a rationale and statements of strengths and weaknesses, as necessary, for each program and standard he or she is assigned.  They will also record the final judgment (“meets the standard,” “not yet meeting the standard,” or “insufficient evidence”) and recommendation (“approval,” “conditional approval,” or “denial of approval”).  Team members should give the DESE consultant both an electronic and a paper copy of their program and standard reports before leaving the site on Wednesday morning.  Each team member and the chair receives a 3½ inch diskette with the report template, the Unit standards and beginning Quality Indicators, as well as rubrics for both.  


Within 20 days, the Director of Teacher Education and Assessment will compile and edit  the report and pass it on to the team members for proofing. Within 30 days of the site visit, the Director will submit the report to appropriate officials of the institution and the Unit head for review and rejoinder.  The Director will then submit the final report and the Unit’s rejoinder to the MSBE for consideration and final action. 

Report Time line

In order to ensure a timely reporting of the Site Team’s findings and recommendations, the following time line should guide the compiling and submission of the final team report:

· an edited and proofread draft of the team report should be submitted to the team members and the team chair within 10 days of the site visit (Team members and the team chair should look over the draft and return comments and corrections to the Director within one week of receiving the draft.)
· a final draft of the team report should be submitted to the Unit within 30 days of the conclusion of the site visit.

The team chair and team members must remember that the team report and all information related to it is the property of the institution and may not be released or discussed without the prior written permission of the institution.

Once the final draft of the report is in the Director’s possession, he/she will send the report to the institution for correction and a possible rejoinder.  The institution is urged to rejoin the report as a matter of course.  The Unit may also correct weaknesses and provide proof of those corrections prior to submission of the report to the MSBE.  Once the institution has had a chance to respond/rejoin, the Director will submit the final report and recommendations, along with any rejoinder, to the MSBE for action.  The MSBE may or may not follow the recommendations of the Site Team; the Site Team’s role is data gathering and advice.  When the MSBE has acted, their actions will be reported to the institution and Unit.

� For undergraduate programs, there is also the question of the degree to which the “General Studies” component contributes to the preparation of the beginning teacher (MoSTEP 1.1).  C-BASE offers but one means for evaluating the impact of general studies; that is, it will give some indication of the impact of the communications, history, literature, mathematics, sciences, and the social sciences components of the general studies curriculum. It will not provide such an indication for the arts, philosophy, or multi-cultural and global perspectives components of the general studies curriculum.  Therefore, units & programs need to identify and provide team members information on additional measures.


� Each level of approval denotes a specific set of actions: “Approve” denotes that the program should continue to operate for the next five years; “Deny Approval” denotes that the program should be immediately terminated; “Conditional Approval” denotes that a Site Team should revisit in two years to determine that the needed actions have been undertaken.  It is important for team members to remember that the institution is encouraged to rejoin all recommended actions.





PAGE  
PAGE  

