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Department of Education
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Submitted September 20, 2010
(Initial draft submitted September 15, 2010)
I.  Mission Statement and Student Learning Outcomes

A.  One of the first projects of the newly-constituted department in the fall of 2009 was to re-write the mission statement.  The following represents the joint effort of all three faculty.  The statement is currently communicated via large plaques outside the department office and on the wall of the classroom the department uses most often (VL 108); in our various program handbooks, and on our departmental web-page.  It has also been shared with the department's Principal/Teacher Advisory Board (October 2009).

Westmont’s Department of Education provides a supportive collegial community in which to acquire a rigorous, practical, and professional preparation for K-12 teaching. Building on teacher-candidates’ liberal arts education, our program is designed to develop exemplary instructional skills, habits of reflection, and moral and cultural sensitivities that promote lifelong learning of diverse students.
B. Our student learning outcomes are somewhat different than other departments, in that we are a professional program with an accreditation and accountability process different from other department at Westmont. Accordingly, as articulated in our Six Year Report (9/09), our primary commitment at this time is to show that our teacher candidates can demonstrate at a high level the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing's (CTC's) thirteen Teaching Performance Expectations (TPEs).  These are shown in Appendix I (Table 5A through Table 5C) of the Six Year Report (9/09).
 C.  Alignment between coursework, departmental outcomes, institutional outcomes, and the assessment of the same are shown in the tables of Appendix I in the Six Year Report.  The alignment of departmental coursework, departmental goals, and Westmont's Student Learning Outcomes appears to be current, with the following exceptions pertinent to Table 5C (Assessment of outcomes):

· It is not clear we will continue to use the Senior Interview, at least in the form it was used in the past (For the first time in seven years, it was not conducted in 2010).  We will determine whether to continue to use this instrument or something similar during the current academic year.

We are not currently using the Candidate Self-Assessment Continuum.

· II.  Follow up on action items identified in previous reports
A and B.     The PRC's response to the Department's Six Year Report was overwhelmingly positive:   The following items were flagged as items for attention (1/20/10):

· You have done a commendable job of identifying future steps for the next cycle of review (pg. 43ff).  Time frames are identified for some, but not all, of the goals.  This is in sharp contrast to the care with which you have prepared your annual assessment calendar.  It would be good to have a unified, large-picture time line that includes all of the issues to be addressed in the next program review cycle.  The fact that a time line is not called for in the six-year template reflects a failure on the part of the Program Review Committee.  This will be fixed in the next version of the template.

	Issue
	Person responsible
	Due date

	Make time-line of goals more comprehensive, and fill in as much as possible specific time tables.
	Andrew Mullen in consultation with entire department
	Some of this has been done, as shown below in Section IV.  We will work on this further in February 2011—to be reported on in Annual Report in September 2011

	Review Annual Assessment Calendar (Not identified by PRC as a concern, but clearly needs to be reviewed.  Consider carefully how realistic the present document is.  May need to be cut back in scope).
	Andrew Mullen in consultation with entire department
	February 2011—to be reported on in Annual Report in September 2011


· The PRC notes the repeated appearance of the issues of technology in the report and in its discussion.  Students’ proficiency and self-confidence in the use of technology appears in your list of departmental issues for the next review cycle, but there is no identified time frame within which you plan to address the issue.  The PRC recommends that both this issue and the issue of constructing electronic portfolios be pursued early on in the next program review cycle.  You may want to consider a partnership with the faculty in Computer Science as the installation of an electronic portfolio system could form the basis of a course or research project which could prove to be beneficial to all concerned.

	Issue
	Person responsible
	Due date

	Converting to an e-portfolio
	Jane Wilson has taken the lead thus far in constructing templates.   This has been a topic of discussion for some months already.
	Will be focus of department meetings 9/27/10 and 10/4/10.   A final set of procedures will be ready for  Spring Semester 2011.

	Technological skills enhancement in general
	A topic of much discussion over the past year.  Again, Jane Wilson has taken this on as a particular personal cause, and has led by example.  Among other steps, Jane has drafted a comprehensive list of how technology is currently being modeled or assigned in the program, the better to discern where any hypothetical holes might be.
	Fall 2011 AAR will identify specific achievements in this area.

	Talking with CS faculty about a data-reporting system.
	Andrew will invite Kim Kihlstrom to a department meeting in January 2011 to discuss our needs and the feasibility of designing something locally.
	Status of this exploratory idea will be shared in next AAR (9/11).


· The PRC encourages you to continue working toward settling the issue of offering a Masters in Education.  It is the sense of the PRC that, until this issue is resolved, the attendant uncertainty will hinder planning in the Education Department.

	Issue
	Person responsible
	Due date

	Offering a masters degree
	Michelle Hughes has taken the initiative in studying the designs of other programs.  This is an exceedingly complex set of issues that requires the input of President, Provost, and Board of Trustees--among others.  Although we continue to raise the issue regularly in conversations, it is not anticipated that this set of issues will be settled imminently.
	Status of the issue will be reported on in next AAR (9/11).
Steps toward the creation of an MA program is the focus of our annual February retreat this year.


· The PRC notes with approval that one of your lines of future work is to more clearly align your work for the CTC and for the PRC.  As is pointed out in the beginning of the report, the CTC’s thirteen TPEs are “the only formal outcomes agreed-upon as subject to on-going assessment.”  It would be advantageous to produce an alignment document that demonstrates where and how the TPEs and Westmont’s institutional goals align.  [Actually such a document was already included in the Appendices of the Six Year Report---See Appendix I (Tables 5A-5C]. Few departments have learning outcomes that address all of the institutional learning goals.  While it is not expected that a department will address every institutional goal, there is an expectation that every department would provide explicitly Christian reflections on the thinking and learning that takes place in the discipline.  Since the TPEs are appropriately silent in this area, PRC asks the Education Department to develop a departmental goal and assessment plan related to your students’ maturity of perspective on the relationship between their disciplinary work and the Christina faith. 

	Issue
	Person responsible
	Due date

	Articulating a measurable (?) set of goals in the area of Christian orientation vis-à-vis candidates for teaching K-12.
	Although this is an issue of deep personal and professional concern to each member of the faculty, and although both Jane Wilson and Michelle Hughes have taken significant initiatives in this area (organizing a mini-conference in May for fellow teacher-educators from sister Christian colleges in southern California); bringing together local Christian K-12 teachers and administrators in October 2010), we are not going to commit to a specific set of goals for candidates in this area until at least 2011-12.
	2011-12 Academic year.


C.  We need to keep in mind (and the PRC should note as well) that the Department is also responsible for following-up on items from our Accreditation Site Visit in 2009.  We cannot spread our energies too thin, as we seek to serve the needs of our students—both the Credential Programs and the Liberal Studies Major; seek to serve the college; advance our own professional agendas (two of the faculty are in the early part of their careers at Westmont and/or in higher education).
A continuing "watch" item, not flagged by the PRC but discussed over the years, is how to assess the Liberal Studies program in a way that is not overly onerous and ultimately counter-productive, given the on-going need to monitor the Credential Programs for both the PRC and the CTC.

III.  2009-10 Focus
As noted in previous Annual Assessment Reports, and as explained to the PRC and previous Assessment Coordinators, the Department of Education's unique circumstances necessitate that we have a regular, annual, sustainable set of assessment strategies in place.  These assessment strategies collectively provide a measure of teacher candidates' ability to demonstrate all thirteen of the Teaching Performance Expectations.  Accordingly, we do not have a particular annual focus on a single Student Learning Outcome.  The format for this section of the report, then, may not correspond to that of other departments.  
In keeping with our desire to align as much as possible our reporting to the PRC and to the CTC, we are reporting below in tabular form on the eight instruments we included in our (highly commended) first Biennial Report to the CTC (August 2008).

1.  Teaching Performance Assessment

	2009-2010 Cohort
	Multiple Subject
	Single Subject

	
	1st time pass rate
	Mean 1st time scores
	1st time pass rate
	Mean 1st time scores

	
	N=5
	N=3

	Task 1
	100%
	3.6
	100%
	3.7

	Task 2
	100%
	3.2
	100%
	4.0

	Task 3
	100%
	3.2
	100%
	3.7

	Task 4
	100%
	3.2
	100%
	4.0


Discussion and follow-up:
Multiple Subject mean scores are down slightly from previous years, and Single Subject mean scores are slightly up.  The first-time passing rate is slightly up as well.  None of these statistics is surprising, given the particular character of the teacher candidates for last year's cohort—combined with small data sets to compare in the first place.  
The bottom line seems to be that candidates are highly successful in passing.  We have worked to strengthen candidates' knowledge of Assessment and Using Assessment Data (relevant to Task 3 in particular), and will continue to see if this emphasis affects first-time passing rates and mean scores on this particular task.

2.  Master Teacher Evaluations of Student Teachers
	Rating Scale:  1=poor

                                2=below average

                                3=average

                                4=very good

                                5=outstanding
ND= No data (typically because there was no SS teacher in that area)
	Multiple Subject
	Single Subject

	
	2009
	2010
	2009
	2010

	
	N=10
	N=4
	N=7
	N=3

	TPE 1:  Subject-specific Pedagogical skills

	a.  Reading/Language Arts

	Demonstrates familiarity with, and an ability to teach in accord with, state-adopted reading standards
	4.6
	4.5
	4.8
	ND

	Delivers a comprehensive reading/language arts program that includes reading skills and comprehension, writing, speaking, and listening
	4.7
	4.5
	4.7
	ND

	Uses a range of instructional materials, including quality literature
	4.4
	4.3
	4.9
	ND

	Uses a range of assessments to determine that students are making adequate progress
	4.3
	4.3
	4.4
	ND

	b. Mathematics

	Demonstrates familiarity with, and an ability to teach in accord with, state-adopted math standards
	4.6
	4.5
	4.5
	5.0***

	Recognizes and teaches connections from one mathematical topic or concept to another, and

helps students apply mathematical procedures to real-life situations
	4.1
	4.5
	3.5
	5.0***

	Helps students develop multiple strategies for approaching and solving problems
	4.2
	4.8
	4.0
	5.0***

	Anticipates and addresses student misunderstandings
	4.4
	4.3
	3.5
	5.0***

	c. Science
	

	Demonstrates familiarity with, and an ability to teach in accord with, state-adopted science standards
	4.7
	4.5
	ND
	ND

	Teaches developmentally-appropriate science content
	4.7
	4.5
	ND
	ND 

	Includes opportunities for students to do laboratory or field exercises,  in which students become

active inquirers 
	4.7
	4.3
	ND
	ND

	d. History-Social Science

	Demonstrates familiarity with, and an ability to teach in accord with, state-adopted history-social science standards
	4.4
	4.3
	ND
	4.8**

	Enriches historical and cross-cultural study through the use of literature, art, music, drama, 

cooking, and other cultural components
	4.4
	4.0
	ND
	4.3**

	Encourages students’ development as citizens, through building awareness of and participation

 in classroom, school, neighborhood, state, national, and/or world communities
	4.3
	4.0*
	ND
	4.5**

	Uses a wide range of subject-appropriate strategies, such as role playing, group projects, independent research, debates, and so forth
	4.5
	4.0*
	ND
	4.5**

	e. Visual and Performing Arts
	
	

	Demonstrates familiarity with, and an ability to teach in accord with state-adopted standards in the arts
	4.5
	4.3
	ND
	ND

	Plans a variety of activities in art, music, theater, and dance, as school schedule and instructional responsibilities permit
	4.2
	4.0
	ND
	ND

	Makes connections between the arts and other subjects
	4.2
	4.3
	ND
	ND

	f. Physical Education
	

	Demonstrates familiarity with, and an ability to teach in accord with, state-adopted standards

 in physical education
	4.7
	4.0*
	3.7
	ND

	Develops motor skills and teamwork, promotes awareness of practices leading to health and safety, and helps to build positive attitudes toward physical activity
	4.4
	5.0**
	4.3
	ND

	TPE 2
	

	Regularly checks for understanding, and makes appropriate instructional decisions about re-teaching when necessary.  Anticipates and addresses common student misconceptions
	4.6
	4.3
	4.2
	5.0

	TPE 3
	

	Uses a variety of assessment strategies, formal and informal.  Understands the purpose and use of different assessments in the instructional cycle, including baseline exercises, progress-monitoring, and summative assessments. Teaches students self-assessment strategies
	4.4
	4.3
	3.9
	4.5

	Helps orient students to standardized tests and appropriately administers tests, including providing accommodations for students with special needs
	4.1
	4.3
	4.2
	4.5

	Gives students timely and appropriate feedback on their achievement.  Maintains appropriate records of learning.  Explains to students and their families the meaning of grades and appropriate strategies for improvement.
	4.4
	4.3
	4.4
	4.7


	TPE 4
	

	Plans instruction logically and sequentially, taking into account state-adopted academic standards and students’ current levels of achievement.
	4.5
	4.5
	4.3
	4.7

	Uses a variety of instructional strategies
	4.5
	4.3
	4.2
	4.7

	Explains material to students in meaningful terms, using examples and analogies pertinent to the classroom and students’ lives outside the classroom.
	4.5
	4.3
	4.5
	4.9

	TPE 5
	

	Makes instructional goals clear to students.
	4.4
	4.3
	4.3
	4.7

	Ensures active and equitable participation from all students.  Poses questions that challenge students to think deeply.  Engages in genuine conversation with students. Encourages students to articulate questions of their own.
	4.3
	4.0
	4.6
	4.7

	TPE 6
	

	Plans instruction appropriate to students’ current developmental needs and interests, taking into account (as applicable) student attention spans, needs for concrete examples and activities, and the development of students’ responsibility for their own learning
	4.6
	4.3
	4.4
	4.5

	TPE 7
	

	Has a theoretical background for identifying and analyzing issues pertinent to English Language Development, as these issues surface in actual individuals.  
	4.5
	4.0
	4.0
	4.5**

	Actively seeks knowledge about students’ linguistic and cultural backgrounds, including results of students’ previous language assessments and the characteristics of students’ first language.  Uses this information in helping students’ progress in English.
	4.1
	4.0
	3.8
	5.0**

	Collaborates effectively with other professionals, para-professionals, and families in supporting students’ language development.
	4.4
	4.3
	4.1
	5.0**

	Supports students’ acquisition of English and students’ comprehension of academic content through a wide variety of instructional strategies, including visual support, facial expressions, gestures, and other body movements; and the clarity of teacher’s own spoken English.
	4.7
	4.5
	4.0
	5.0**

	TPE 8
	

	Actively learns about students’ interests, backgrounds, abilities, and health considerations, and takes this information into account in planning and supporting instruction.  Works with other educators in identifying students with special needs and making appropriate accommodations, as necessary.
	4.5
	4.0
	4.3
	4.5

	Gets parents and families involved in learning 
	4.3
	4.3
	3.9
	4.0**

	TPE 9
	

	Plans instruction consistent with state-adopted academic standards.
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5
	5.0

	Plans effectively both short-term and long-term, taking into consideration students’ current level of achievement.   Plans include accommodations for students with special needs.  Uses support personnel, including aides and parent volunteers, to advance instructional goals.
	4.4
	4.3
	4.2
	4.7

	Makes appropriate connections from one day to another, helping students understand how material relates to prior and subsequent content.
	4.6
	4.5
	4.3
	4.9

	TPE 10
	

	Uses time effectively to maximize student learning.  Establishes efficient routines and transitions quickly from one activity to another.
	4.3
	4.0
	3.9
	4.0

	TPE 11
	

	Communicates clearly expectations for student behavior.  Creates a positive environment for student learning.  Establishes rapport with students and families.  Is sensitive to individual student needs.  Helps students take responsibility for their own behavior. 
	4.6
	4.8
	4.2
	5.0

	TPE 12
	

	Takes responsibility for what transpires in the classroom.  Maintains high standards of professionalism with respect to attendance and punctuality, preparedness, and mental and physical vigor and alertness
	4.8
	4.5
	4.2
	4.5

	Is aware of personal values and biases, and recognizes how these may affect teaching and learning.  Is committed to racial, ethnic, and gender equity, and assists students in developing ideals of justice.  Models appropriate attitudes and behaviors in the classroom
	4.9
	4.5
	4.4
	5.0

	Understands key elements of national and state laws pertinent to education, and their application in the classroom, including laws and procedures concerning the education of English Language learners, students with disabilities.  Identifies suspected cases of child abuse or neglect and works with other professional to report such cases
	4.8
	4.0
	4.2
	5.0

	Respects confidentiality of students, families, and fellow educators
	4.9
	4.8
	4.4
	5.0

	TPE 13
	

	Engages in appropriate self-reflection about processes of teaching and learning.  Actively seeks feedback from others, including fellow educators, families, and students, as appropriate.    Responds graciously to feedback, and makes appropriate adjustments in teaching, accordingly
	4.6
	4.5
	4.3
	4.5

	Demonstrates initiative and constant improvement
	4.6
	4.3
	4.3
	5.0


*N=3, **N=2, ***N=1

Discussion and follow-up:
For the first time since we've calculated means (2004-05), this is the first year when not a single item dipped below 4.00 (our benchmark thus far of success)!

As with the TPA mean scores, SS candidate means are higher than the previous year (all 31 items for which there is some basis for comparison!), and MS candidate means slightly below (37 items down, vs. 6 up and 4 the same).  One notable rise is in elementary candidates' assessed ability to teach math.   Again, these data are consistent with our overall assessment of the abilities of this particular cohort.  Based on these data alone, we do not see particular areas that call for attention.  Given that this was the first year for two of our faculty, the fact that we achieved the benchmark in every single area is cause for particular celebration.

3. Master Teacher Evaluations of Program
	
	 Multiple Subject 
	Single Subject

	
	2009
	2010
	2009
	2010

	
	N=9
	N=4
	N=11
	N=3

	Quality of content area preparation
	4.9
	4.8
	3.7
	4.3

	Quality of professional preparation
	4.9
	4.5
	4.2
	4.7

	Quality of communication with the department
	5.0
	4.5
	4.6
	4.3+

	Quality of classroom observation
	Question not included on form
	4.8
	Question not included on form
	5.0*


*N=2

Discussion and follow-up:

One area where we seem to have slipped slightly in both the MS and SS programs is in Quality of Communication with the Department.  This may reflect the use of several first-time master teachers, as well as the first year of any of us working directly with our five master teachers in Costa Rica.  This is an item to watch, in any case.

4.  Early Field Experience

	Rating:

1=Fail

2=Adequate
3=Excellent
	Multiple Subject
	Single Subject

	
	Fall 2008
	Fall 2009
	Fall 2008
	Fall 2009

	
	N=10
	N=5
	N=7
	N=4

	Attendance
	3
	3
	2.86
	2.5

	Cooperation
	3
	3*
	2.86
	2.75

	Initiative
	2.65
	3
	2.86
	2.75

	Attitude
	3
	3
	2.93
	3

	Presentation skills: voice
	2.9
	3
	2.5
	2.5

	Presentation skills: body
	2.8
	3
	2.5
	2.5

	Management
	2.7
	3
	2.5
	2.75

	Relationships
	3
	3
	2.71
	2.75




*N=4    

Discussion and follow-up:

Evaluators may not have enough experience with teacher candidates at this point in the program for them to provide substantial data to the program.  Alternatively, the instrument itself may not be sufficiently fine-tuned to capture meaningful generalizations.  The instrument does at least provide meaningful formative feedback on individuals.  In this case, the SS candidate (Fall 2009) whose performance brought down the means for his cohort was given additional coaching and admonitions from program faculty, such that he performed at a much higher level during full-time student teaching the following spring.
5. Evaluation of Pre-professional Experience

	Rating:

1=Fail

2=Adequate
3=Excellent
	Multiple Subject
	Single Subject

	
	SPR 2009


	FA 2009
	SPR 2010
	SPR 2009


	FA 2009
	SPR 2010

	
	N=7
	N=9
	N=24
	N=2
	N=3
	N=7

	Attendance
	3
	3*
	2.90**
	3
	3
	2.64

	Cooperation
	3
	3
	2.91
	3
	3
	2.85

	Initiative
	3
	2.44
	2.77
	3
	2.67
	2.85

	Attitude
	3
	3
	2.93
	3
	3
	2.85

	Interest
	3
	3*
	2.71***
	3
	3
	2.57

	Appearance
	3
	2.89
	2.67***
	3
	3
	2.42

	Relationships
	3
	3
	2.83***
	3
	3
	2.85


*N=8

**N=22

***N=23

Discussion and follow-up:
The mean scores for both MS and SS students are down slightly for the 2009-10 academic year.  The likeliest explanation for this (and the silver lining) is the considerably larger number of students who enrolled in ED 100/101 in the spring of 2010.  The moral for our program is that the more we recruit, the more apt we are to attract at least a minority of less-committed students.  Alternatively, we may have enrolled a higher proportion of younger students this spring in a class traditionally recommended for juniors or seniors. 

6. First Year Teacher Survey  (Program Completers from 2009)
	
	Multiple Subject
	Single Subject

	TPA 1—Subject Specific Knowledge
	N=5
	N=2

	· Reading/ LA/ English
	4.0
	5.0

	· Math
	4.0
	ND

	· Science
	4.0
	ND

	· History/ Social Science
	4.2
	ND

	· Creative/ Performing Arts
	3.2
	ND

	· Physical Education
	3.6
	3.0

	TPE 2—Monitoring student learning
	3.8
	4.5

	TPE 3—Interpreting/Use of Assessments
	3.8
	4.5

	TPE 4—Making content accessible
	4.2
	4.5

	TPE 5—Preparation to engage students
	4.4
	4.5

	TPE 6—Developmentally appropriate teaching practices
	4.2
	4.5

	TPE 7—Teaching English Learners
	4.0
	4.0

	TPE 8—Learning about students
	4.6
	4.5

	TPE 9—Instructional planning
	4.4
	4.5

	TPE 10—Instructional time
	3.6
	4.5

	TPE 11—Social environment
	4.2
	4.5

	TPE 12—Professional, legal, and ethical obligations
	4.0
	4.5

	TPE 13--Professional growth
	3.4
	4.5


Total Responses:  7 out of  17 completers as of September 10, 2010 (41% return rate at present; this should rise with additional reminders 

Discussion and follow-up:
Relatively low scores in MS—Visual and Performing Arts; and MS--Physical Education are unfortunately typical, and have resisted budging, despite a number of past efforts to address the candidates' (relative) sense of being unprepared to teach these areas.  The overall number of areas that dip below the departmental benchmark, however, is not typical, and may reflect a set of confidence issues associated with the low number of program completers who got full-time job offers in the field of education their first year out (the percentage of those who received offers was the lowest since at least 2001, when the current chair arrived at Westmont).  [Fortunately, at least six of these 2009 completers who did not have jobs as of 9/09, do so as of 9/10, and may feel greater confidence than when they completed the survey.]

7. Survey of Employers of First Year Graduates

	Rating scale:  1= Below average

                       2=Average

                       3=Above average

                       4=Very good

                       5=Outstanding
	Multiple Subject Program
	Single Subject
Program

	
	May 08
	May 09
	May 08
	May 09

	
	N=6
	N=0
	N=0
	N=1

	Subject matter knowledge (TPE 1)
	4.3
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Ability to communicate (TPE 4, 5)
	4.8
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Classroom management (TPE 11)
	4.5
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Planning & organization skills (TPE 9)
	4.5
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Instructional effectiveness (TPE 4, 5, 6)
	4.7
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Use of instructional time (TPE 10)
	4.5
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Ability to assess student learning (TPE 2, 3)
	4.2
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Teaching diverse learners (TPE 7, 8)
	4.5
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Fulfillment of professional, legal, and ethical responsibilities (TPE 12)
	4.7
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Commitment to professional growth (TPE 13)
	4.7
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Interpersonal relations
	4.8
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Health and vitality
	4.8
	ND
	ND
	5.0

	Overall teaching competence
	4.7
	ND
	ND
	5.0


Discussion and follow-up:
Of four program-completers with full-time jobs as of the time the survey was administered, only three employer surveys were sent.  Of the two employers who responded, one said she was not yet sufficiently familiar with the individual's work to offer a valid assessment.  Accordingly, we're left with an n of one.  Fortunately, at least six of this cohort have jobs for the current academic year (2010-11) and will be surveyed as part of the succeeding cohort (two years from the time of completing their credential program).

8. RICA (Reading Instruction Competency Assessment) Score Summary 2010
	Component areas of the RICA are scored on a scale of 1-4
	2009
	2010

	
	N=11
	N=5

	Total Pass Rate
	100%
	100%

	Domain

	Planning and Organizing
	3.0
	3.4

	Word Analysis
	3.0
	3.2

	Fluency
	3.1
	2.6

	Vocabulary
	3.5
	3.2

	Comprehension
	NA
	3.6

	Case Study (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
	2.8
	2.2


Discussion and follow-up:

The RICA was recently revised, so scores for 2010 are not fully comparable to previous year's scores.  The Pass Rate, and first-time pass rates, were comparable to previous years.  As in the past, the Case Study sections have the overall lowest mean.  As new commercial study guides for the revised test become available, this might be an area where we advise our candidates to study the samples more carefully.

 IV.    Next steps:
The following incorporates items discussed in Section II, arranged in chronological order:

Fall 2010

· Finalize structure for teacher-candidates' e-portfolio

· Review follow-up items from the CTC Accreditation Visit (2009) and make sure we have fully implemented requested changes or adjustments.

Spring 2011

· Invite Kim Kihlstrom to department meeting to discuss possibility of a locally-designed e-structure for the management of candidate, alumni, and program data.

· February Retreat---Continue our work on a proposal for offering an MA

· Procedural goal: Re-visit the Timeline of goals for the next Westmont (PRC) cycle of review and be sure we've identified realistic time frames for the accomplishment of the same.

· Procedural goal:  Revisit Annual Assessment Calendar and make any adjustments deemed necessary.

· Continue discussion of enhancing our candidates' technology skills.
2011-12

· Work to clarify specific and possibly even measurable goals in the area of our candidates being able to demonstrate qualities or behaviors relevant to the college's Christian Orientation Student Learning Outcome.

Here is an update on the goals identified in September 2009 as part of the Six Year Report.  New information or clarification is shown in RED.
	Goals
	Specific manifestations of progress
	Other notes

	To engage in deliberate and on-going conversation about the core identity and mission of the department.  This includes conversation among ourselves, obviously, but also intentional conversation with colleagues and administrators, among other constituencies.


	New or revised mission statement.   Completed
A list of specific strategies for sharing that mission with others.

The Mission Statement itself has been shared on web, handbooks, 2 wall plaques, and our own individual desks.  We provided information for article in most recent Westmont Magazine. We need to continue to brainstorm how to collaborate most effectively with other parts of the college in getting out accurate and engaging information about the quality of the Education Program.  
	A priority for 2009-10

	Continue to explore ways to build numbers in the secondary programs.  This has been the subject of extended and on-going conversations for at least the last eight years, but needs to be a major priority for the newly-constituted department.  The next item would be one possible way of addressing this issue in part.


	Documented conversations with targeted academic departments at Westmont (some kind of Liaison assignment for each full-time faculty member?).  During 2009-10 we assigned key departments to different members of our faculty.  Degree of engagement varied.  We will continue to try to meet with assigned departments this year.  A particular focus is getting relevant departments to put on their web-pages material pertinent to the Credential Program.
Scheduling events and/or updating and creating promotional literature aimed at prospective secondary teachers

Jane Wilson took the lead in refining and distributing even more widely a number of promotional materials, including copies of a Testimonial Binder, which has been widely hailed this past year.  Four-year advising plans in the relevant disciplines were updated by JW and distributed to the faculty.
Additions and/or improvements to web-page.

We improve and edit the web-page on a monthly basis.

Offering a new course for Spring 2010 (Windows into Teaching), seeking to attract students interested in exploring education, but not willing to sign up for a 4-unit class with attached field work.

This class was offered by Jane Wilson, and attracted almost 25 students.   The course will be offered at least one more time this spring (2011).
There has been a significant upswing (relative to the past) in faculty in reaching out to interested students informally through lunch conversations and advising times.
	We would like to at least double the average number of SS credentials awarded during the next cycle of Westmont program review (Current average from 1998-2009: 3).  
2009—

7 (total MS + SS = 17)

2010—

3 (total MS + SS = 8)

2011—

5 (total MS + SS = 20)

	Continue to explore the feasibility of awarding a masters degree, in terms of adding value and perceived value to our candidates’ investment of a fifth year of study.


	Documented conversations with administrators and/or board members.

At least some greater informal documentation of the level of demand from students for such a degree at Westmont.

We have collected information on programs at similar colleges.  We have continued to discuss this possibility with the President, Provost, and Associate Provost.
	

	Explore ways to build visibility in the Santa Barbara community.  Among other forms this goal might take is providing professional development opportunities in areas not currently being served by other institutions.  

	Events organized or facilitated.

Identified partners to help in carrying out ideas under consideration.

Jane Wilson organized (May 2010) a mini-conference for teacher-education faculty  on what it means to teach Christianly.

Michelle Hughes is organizing for October 2010 a conference to encourage Christian teachers and administrators in the Santa Barbara area.
Michelle Hughes has been very active in Partners in Education—more than the two previous WC representatives, and has gained some additional publicity for Westmont through some associated activities.

We identified more explicitly and systematically a list of partner individuals or schools, noting over 140 names who contributed to our program this past year.
	Two ideas worth exploring are an annual National History Day event and some kind of annual Children's Author/Illustrator event.

	Work with faculty mentors and college administrators, among others, to explore ways to capitalize long-term on the significant administrative gifts of the in-coming faculty.


	Both Jane (May) and Michelle (October) have organized conferences at (or through) Westmont for other educators, as noted previously.
	

	Explore ways to elevate the department’s level of scholarly activity, without sacrificing the distinctive qualities of the department that have traditionally received the most affirmation from graduates and practitioners. 


	Checking in with one another annually as a department, as to what we've achieved in this area, and what our plan is for the year to come. 
	

	Continue to monitor graduates and current candidates’ proficiency and self-perceived proficiency and confidence in the use of  appropriate educational technologies.  Among other things, this would include follow-up conversation to establish what particular competencies hypothetically might have been given insufficient attention in the past; and infusing the use of technology more thoroughly throughout the elementary and secondary programs.


	Documented conversations and/or completed survey of current and/or recent graduates.
We have compiled a list of what is currently being done to include technology in different courses.

Added an electronic picture frame (may belong more under publicity!).

Jane Wilson and Andrew Mullen attended a conference (3/10) focusing on infusing new technologies into specific disciplines, and came away with a number of useful ideas.

Michelle Hughes attended a local technology conference (SBCOE) in May 2010.
	

	Develop a Curriculum Resource Center.
	
	Conversation with the Library, the Provost's office, and the OCA have already begun on this point (9/09)

	As suggested by Assessment Coordinator (2008), find ways to more clearly align reporting requirements for the PRC with the CTC, such that we're doing as little unnecessary work as possible for both parties.
	
	

	Investigate the curriculum of the credential programs at selected other institutions in California and the Christian College Consortium
	
	This is a priority during 2009-10 or the following year.  It will be trickier to make major changes as we approach 2013 when we submit a substantial report to the state on the structure of our curriculum.

	Develop new promotional flyers and possibly an updated formal brochure or brochures for use in Admissions events and our own departmental promotional events.
	We met with Joyce Luy (10/9) and discussed our present promotional materials. 

As noted previously, Jane Wilson has done a great deal to refine and update our flyers.  These include updated "Top Ten" lists (reasons to pursue teaching; reasons to pursue a credential at Westmont).  Also updated flyers with testimonials, including flyers for each of the specific disciplines in which Westmont students may earn a credential; and a flyer focusing on coaching.   
	


