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Leadership Studies Department  
 

Continuous Review Process (CRP) – Summary/Status Report 

Through our current assessment system, we learned the following in 2012-13: 

From Gate data,  

A. Gate 1(completion of 12 credits, GPA of 3.5, completion of 1 portfolio component, leadership 
philosophy statement) - we saw that all 26 students who applied for Gate 1 validation met the 
assessment criteria.  This is a positive, consistent finding over the past 3 years.   However, we 
learned that some students were still not completing the paperwork for validation of Gate 1 in a 
timely fashion.   We also compared Gate 1 criteria with other programs in the School of 
Education and found other programs in our school considered Gate 1 to be at admission.  Even 
though we were pleased with the results of the GPA review at 12 credits at Gate 1 (average GPA 
was 3.98), we realized that some students may be dropping out of the program before reaching 
Gate 1 and we may be getting data only on students who have been successful so far. We also 
determined that the GPA requirement of 3.5 GPA was inconsistent with the Graduate 
Progression Standard requiring an overall 3.0 GPA for satisfactory progression. We also learned 
that some professors were requiring a teaching philosophy statement in the portfolio and 
others were not. 

 
Response:   After the Leadership Studies Progression Committee reviewed the Gate 1 criteria, 
the committee recommended to the department changes to the criteria.  (In the April 22, 2013 
department meeting, the faculty discussed and agreed to the changes.)  For 2013-14 students 
will be assessed earlier in the program.  Gate 1 has been moved to the beginning of the program 
at the completion of 6 credits, rather than at the completion of 12 credits. This creates better 
consistency with the other School of Education programs.   The GPA criteria for Gate 1 have 
been changed to a 3.0 overall GPA to reflect the current graduate progression standard.  In 
addition to the leadership philosophy statement, a teaching philosophy statement has been 
added as a requirement for the portfolio.   To improve communication with the students 
regarding the Gates, the validation form for Gate 1 was updated and emails were sent in fall and 
spring semester reminding candidates of deadlines.  In addition, an online EDL 604 Program 
Orientation course for 0 credits will be piloted for beginning candidates entering fall 2013 to 
better explain the assessment system, procedures, and deadlines.   

 



B. Gate 2 - From Gate 2 master’s exam data, all 16 students successfully completed the fall 2012 
exam with “Pass” or “Pass with Distinction” ratings.  Although minor changes were made in the 
assessment rubric, we continue to find that although the current rubric provides data for 
assessing a candidate’s overall understanding, knowledge, and application of theory to practice, 
it does not provide us with enough specific information for assessing candidate competencies 
the program.  

 
Response:  The Leadership Studies Assessment committee has been meeting regularly on 
Monday mornings all through the fall and spring to revise the assessment system to include 6-8 
major embedded assessments as major program assessments.   This includes a review of the 
master’s comprehensive exam in its current form as a major assessment of candidate 
competencies. Once these are determined, the master’s comprehensive exam, including an 
appropriate rubric, will be changed/developed for possible implementation by fall 2014.   

 
C. Gate 3 - From Gate 3 Practicum and Portfolio Review data, of the 29 candidates who enrolled in 

practicum, all completed the practicum successfully or were granted an “IP” In Progress grade (3 
students).    We continue to see the rating form for the practicum as giving us limited data for 
decisions regarding potential program changes.  Currently, the candidate, the on-site supervisor, 
and the Marian university supervisor rate the student’s performance in at least 2-3 areas in each 
standard as a “Strength” area or as a “Challenge” area.  

 
In reviewing the Fall 2012 data for the portfolio assessments, all program completers in Fall 
2012 successfully demonstrated a performance level of at least “Developing” for 12 components 
and “Proficient” in at least 6 components and have met all standards. Students scored the 
lowest by advisor raters or students chose less often to address the following components:  
5d“Understanding and valuing diversity” and 6a “Demonstrating a personal and professional 
code of ethics.”   
 
Response:  The Leadership Studies Assessment Committee is using the data from the portfolio 
assessments to inform them on areas of strength or gaps in our curriculum.   

From Program Completer’s Survey data fall 2012, exiting students felt Marian’s licensure 
program prepared them well overall, especially in regards to vision & mission and ethics.  
Students indicated the need for more exposure to technology, special education, and curriculum 
leadership.  

Response: The Leadership Studies Assessment Committee is using the data from the exiting 
students, the content alignment charts from the ELCC standards and the 2010 Wisconsin 
content guidelines to inform us on areas of strength or gaps in our curriculum.    Discussions are 
underway regarding content and skills that need to be added to the curriculum, including 
content areas related to technology, special education, and curriculum leadership.  

 



Additional Responses to all data above:  
 

In 2012-13, faculty in Leadership Studies drafted a new set of student learning outcomes, 
created a draft mission statement for the merged unit, and began a thorough alignment of 
current syllabi of all licensure programs with revised state and national standards. We 
specifically used the new ELCC standards as a guideline to see how we are currently aligned in 
relationship to the new Wisconsin standards.    
 
Aware that our current assessment system was not giving us enough data for program 
improvement, we have made significant progress as a faculty in moving to an embedded 
assessment approach, rather than relying primarily on the gates and the final portfolio for most 
of our data.   
 
For 2013-14,  
We will be updating current syllabi and adjusting the program to add more coursework and 
content for leadership in technology, special education, diversity, and curriculum.  We will be 
focusing on revision of the superintendent’s licensure program, specifically, as well. 
 
Our goal is that in fall 2013, major assessment rubrics will be embedded in selected courses so 
we can begin to collect data under the new approach.   In addition, we plan to focus on the 
practicum and the master’s exam assessment rubrics for implementation in fall 2014.   

  



Teacher Education Department 

Continuous Review Process (CRP) – Summary/Status Report 

Through our current assessment system, we learned the following in 2012-13: 

From Gate data,  

A. Gate 1 (Admission to the School of Education - Minimum 2.60 GPA on a minimum of 40 credits 
or 2.75 GPA on a minimum of 60 credits, passing scores on the skills test Praxis I (PPST), 
successful completion of EDU 010 Field Experience One, proficiency in speaking skills (COM 232, 
COM 101) and proficiency in computers and emerging technology skills (EDU 200). There were 
24 UG candidates who applied for Gate 1 validation, and all but one were accepted. One 
withdrew after not achieving satisfactory completion of the EDU010 Field Experience One.  We 
noted that out of the key assessments in the EDU010, only one candidate had to resubmit work 
on the lesson plan artifact. All other candidates scored at the level necessary at first submission. 
In the TCH Program (Post Bachelor Initial Licensure Program), 22 candidates applied for Gate 1 
validation, and all were accepted. Out of key assessments in TCH601, in the first field experience 
all candidates exceeded expectations, and no one had to resubmit any work. In the DIAL 
program there were seven candidates who applied for Gate 1 validation, and all were accepted 
with no one having to resubmit work before meeting expectations. Looking back the past few 
years, we noted that candidates’ scores are trending up on all key assessment pieces. The lesson 
plan artifact is still the weakest area for the undergraduate candidates with TCH candidates far 
exceeding expectations in scoring. The number of students who need to resubmit work to meet 
the set standards has been going down over the past three years. This could be because of more 
explicit directions given in handouts that are distributed and more focused instruction during 
EDU010 and TCH601.   
 
In the past 3 years, 81 candidates were admitted through Gate 1 in the undergraduate program 
with 39 admitted on probation.  In the past 3 years, 85 candidates were admitted to the TCH 
program with 50 admitted on probation. All 92% of the candidates admitted on probation had 
not yet completed the PPST tests while 8% had a low GPA. The rate of high probation rate in the 
TCH program is because many have not yet had the chance to take their PPSTs. Because we 
have such a high rate of passage of these tests in the TCH program, we allow the students to 
take the tests during their first semester in the program. 
 
Response: The decline in numbers of candidates who are withdrawn from the program at Gate 1 
could be a direct correlation between raising the requirements to get into EDU010 – which was 
changed to passing one of the three PPSTs to now be passing of 2 out of 3. The Teacher 
Education Department redid the Lesson Plan template and also posted one with more explicit 
details on what we are looking for in the lesson plan. The new lesson plan format also better 
aligns with the edTPA, which will go into effect in 2015. The emphasis on building strong lesson 
plans using this model will be a strategic part of all methods courses as well as field experiences. 



The candidates have exceeded expectations in the TCH program to such a degree that we will 
start the discussions about raising the bar at this first field experience. This program generally 
attracts candidates that are older and working in other professions that may give them an edge; 
so rather than continually exceeding expectations, it would be better to raise them. Since the 
scores are consistently higher for this group of candidates, it is the recommendation that stating 
next fall the target level for this first field experience be raised from a level 1: Emerging 
Proficiencies of a Beginning Teacher to a level 2: Developing Proficiencies of a Beginning 
Teacher. 

 
B. Gate 2 - Gate 2 data provided statistical evidence that out of 26 UG candidates who continued 

on to Gate 2 only two candidates failed to get through the gate. Both candidates failed during 
their last field experience. Discussion focused on how we can catch these candidates earlier in 
the program or make them take these field experiences more seriously as many failures were 
due to tardiness or absenteeism from the placement site. The department decided that instead 
of S/U a letter grade should be assigned to field experiences. In the other programs in Teacher 
Education, 11 TCH and 6 DIAL candidates successfully passed through Gate 2. The TCH program, 
which leads to an initial license but operates at the graduate level, continues to score higher 
than the undergraduate initial licensure program on all assessments aligned with Gate 2. The 
data indicates only a slight upward trend in the Gate 2 data for DIAL, which is a Master of Arts in 
Education Program. The Action Research Project is the major assessment piece at Gate 2. 
 
Response:  The Teacher Education Department changed field experiences in both 
Undergraduate and the TCH program to a letter grade and set the minimum grade accepted at a 
B.   The professor of Action Research revised the scoring rubric slightly to raise expectations for 
the DIAL program. All programs are undergoing major reviews of the key program assessment 
pieces and rubrics used to score them as we move our assessment system into LiveText.   
 

C. From Gate 3 Clinical data and portfolio review, of the 24 undergraduate candidates who 
enrolled in clinical practice, all but one completed the clinical successfully.    Data collected from 
cooperating teachers was very positive; however, we have noted that these reports are only 
done in hard copy and so it is harder to analyze this data over time.  In the TCH program, all 20 
candidates successfully completed their clinical practice. The DIAL program does not have a 
clinical practice and is a Master of Arts in Education program. 
 
In reviewing the last year of data for the portfolio assessments, all program completers in the 
Teacher Education Department successfully demonstrated a performance of “Meeting 
Expectations” in all areas, with several candidates in the TCH and DIAL program “Exceeding 
Expectations” of a beginning teacher.  

 
Response:  The Teacher Education Department uses data from portfolios to strengthen 
programs. One example of this is tracking how many resubmissions candidates had to do which 



made us realize that most resubmissions for students had to do with lesson plans. Much time 
was spent on discussing when in the program this is taught, when it is reinforced, and finally 
when it is mastered. It was concluded that it was taught early on; it has to be repeatedly 
reinforced by designing lesson plans in methods courses and other courses; and faculty must 
consistently follow the template for lesson plans used in field experiences and clinical practices. 
At the same time, the lesson plan template was being discussed, it was decided to improve the 
template, especially in the areas of pre-planning and assessment of candidate learning to better 
align with edTPA.  The Assessment Committee also uses the data from the portfolio assessments 
to inform them on areas of strength or gaps in our curriculum.   

 
From Alumni Survey data, candidates feel that Marian’s licensure programs prepared them well 
to be teachers.  There were some suggestions to improve the reading courses; in particular, they 
noted some redundancies in one course that they felt they had already learned in another. They 
also said they would like to know more about DPIs PDP before they leave school so they can 
have a better idea as to the process to renew their license once they leave school.  

 
Response: The Teacher Education Department was already revising the reading curriculum 
based on new laws and the reading test that is going into effect next year. By eliminating one of 
the reading classes and strengthening another, it actually allowed some credit hours to be used 
for other areas of need, such as classroom management and a one credit introduction to the 
program, where we can better lay the foundation for candidate success.  

 
Additional Responses to all data above:  
 
In 2012-13, faculty in Teacher Education Department drafted a new set of candidate learning 
outcomes, created a new mission statement and really stood back and looked over our entire 
assessment system. We are currently doing paper-based portfolios; and it became obvious that 
in order to better maintain data and be able to quickly analyze this data as candidates move 
through the various gates, that we should move to an electronic portfolio. Building this portfolio 
into LiveText will enable us to do this. In the end, assessment data from Gates 1 and 2 will form 
the basis of a formative electronic portfolio while Gate 3 data will become the edTPA portfolio, 
which will also be used to evaluate how our programs are doing in preparing effective teachers.   
 
Aware that our current assessment system was giving us enough data for program improvement 
but not allowing us to collect and disseminate it in a timely fashion, we have made significant 
progress as a faculty in moving to an electronic format using LiveText. Assessment data that was 
gathered via hardcopy from cooperating teachers will also be gathered electronically in LiveText 
in the field experience modules.   
 

  



Educational Technology Department  

Continuous Review Process (CRP) – Summary/Status Report 

Through our current assessment system, we learned the following in 2012-13: 

From Gate data,  

A. Gate 1 (Completion of a total of 6 credits, including EDT650 Foundations of Educational 
Technology; Undergraduate Grade-point average of 3.0 on a 4 point scale; Completion of Marian 
Professional Development Plan; Self-evaluation of Professional Dispositions ; Completion of 
Teacher Standards Survey). There were 18 Educational Technology candidates who applied for 
Gate 1 validation and all were accepted.  
 
The key assessments at Gate One that are included in the portfolio include a Dispositions Survey 
and a Professional Plan for completing the program. These tools help candidates to decide on a 
plan of action to strengthen themselves in areas of weakness as they move through the 
program. The candidates also complete the Wisconsin Teacher Standards Survey to identify two 
standards to focus their efforts on for their Professional Development Plan. The Disposition 
Survey serves as a tool for getting candidates to dig deeper into the knowledge, skills and 
dispositions that correlate with each standard. After completion of the dispositions survey, 
candidates are able to identify areas of weakness and craft two professional goals that will 
strengthen the weak disposition. The two professional goals are developed into a Professional 
Development plan. The dispositions tool accomplished the identification of weakness, but to an 
even a greater extent, ignites rich discussions that continue throughout the program on this 
topic. In each class in the program, the candidates reflect upon their progress towards their 
professional goals. Data gathered from the Dispositions Survey shows that teachers rate 
themselves lower when they enter the program and higher when exiting the program. All 
programs have implemented the dispositions survey as a tool to initiate candidates’ thinking and 
dialoguing about their own dispositions and to reflect upon what it means to be a professional. 
Candidates then use their knowledge gathered from the dispositions survey to develop their 
professional plan. Many candidates have taken this plan and turned it into the PDP that they are 
actually using for license renewal. Candidates will reflect back on this plan and the teacher 
dispositions throughout the program and do a written reflection at Gate Three. 

 
Response: The Educational Technology Department found that while they agree that Gate One 
provides interesting data, collecting data based on learning outcomes would be more beneficial. 
Gate one data initiates candidate reflection and discussion, however, the ability to gather 
additional data that would better inform progress and achievement of learning outcomes for 
the program. At this point, it was decided that gathering gate one data should continue but in 
addition, key signature assessment pieces need to be gathered. Signature assessment pieces will 
be gathered from several of the courses in the program. The data collected will provide a 



comprehensive picture of candidates’ achievement towards learning outcomes. From the data, 
the Educational Technology Department will be able to make data driven instructional decisions.   
 

B. Gate 2 – Gate two includes the completion of EDT 655: Developing Grant Proposals Integrating 
Technology. During the grant writing class, candidates identify a grant need and a grantor for 
their specific need. The candidates research and develop a grant proposal that is submitted to a 
grantor. This Grant class was developed to replace the Action Research class based on the needs 
of K-12 teachers and the fact that it was difficult to get Action Research protocols approved and 
the project completed within the timeframe needs of the educational technology courses. In 
this program, we moved from two 14-week classes to one 7-week class followed by the 2nd 7-
week class. This worked great for all courses due to the nature of learning new technologies, but 
it did not work well for Action Research. The Grant class still has the research component in it 
and also allows the teachers to actually write grants that have enabled them to fund technology 
in their classrooms. Gate two data showed that out of 28 Educational Technology Program 
candidates continued on to gate two, there were two candidates that dropped out and two at 
this time that had to take an incomplete.  

 
Response:  The Educational Technology Department will continue with the grant class as the 
replacement for the gate two requirements; however other classes will also provide key 
signature assessment pieces for gate two. The department met and chose four additional key 
assessments and designed rubrics to be included in the gate two requirements. All programs 
within the School of Education are undergoing a major review of their assessment systems and 
rubrics used as we move our assessment system into LiveText.  The key assessments include the 
following project-based assignments: professional development plan, e-Publication, technology 
integration grant, online learning course blueprint, and mobile technology integration plan.  
 

C. Gate 3 – Gate three includes the candidate-created electronic portfolio. The electronic portfolio 
includes the candidates’ professional development plan and dispositions survey as well as 
artifacts that demonstrate competency towards the Wisconsin Teaching Standards. With each 
artifact, the candidate includes a reflection on the knowledge, skills and dispositions appropriate 
to each artifact. The data taken from the portfolio class showed that of the 53 candidates, all 
completed the gate successfully. Data collected from the professional development plan, 
dispositions survey, and portfolio all showed a moderate increase in scores. The most significant 
increase in scores was in how teachers rated themselves on the dispositions survey as compared 
to when they entered the program. The dispositions survey is not seen as an accurate predictor 
however, as it is a self-evaluation tool. One of our departments is looking at ways to strengthen 
this area in all programs.   

 
Response:  The Educational Technology Department collects a lot of data but during the review 
of portfolios from the past two years, has just restructured the portfolio format to allow for data 
collection that will be much more informative in the future. The entire method of constructing 
the portfolio will change. Currently, the portfolio is completed as a culminating assessment 



project. In the future, the portfolio will be constructed after each key artifact is completed. The 
new portfolios will be constructed in LiveText where we will be able to easily gather data from 
the key assessment pieces. Gathering data from LiveText will allow us to identify our candidates’ 
progress towards the program learning outcomes. There will be signature embedded 
assessment pieces across the program that candidates will submit; currently, candidates are free 
to submit whatever assignment they believe shows they are proficient in all the KSDs of the 
Wisconsin Standards and the NETS-T standards. The data we have collected for portfolios 
currently informs us of candidates’ choices and reflection rather than achievement towards 
specific learning outcomes. The new portfolio structure will inform us of our candidates’ 
achievement towards our program learning outcomes as they progress throughout the program. 
 
The Educational Technology Department constantly updates and revises curricula based on 
candidate feedback and the ever-changing world of technology. Every course is updated every 
semester. The updates are done not only due to analyzing data, but because every semester 
some new, great and many times free tools come into the market. We have already closely 
examined what signature artifacts are done in each class and have selected several that we feel 
demonstrate that our candidates are achieving all the learning outcomes of our program that 
are aligned to state teacher standards, National Educational Technology Standards for Teachers, 
and in addition, the National Educational Technology Standards for Technology Coaches. We 
believe that this will give us even more powerful data to evaluate.  

From analyzing Alumni Survey data, we have found that candidates feel that Marian’s 
Educational Technology program has completely changed them as teachers.  Comments such as 
“I am much more effective as a teacher” or “my students are more motivated to learn now that I 
have integrated technology into my classroom” are common responses.  

Response: Unfortunately, we have too few responses to alumni surveys to make too many 
conclusions. However, of those that return them, the data we receive is overwhelmingly 
positive. Even more importantly we constantly receive thank you letters and emails from the 
field. Below is a recently received email from one of the teachers that received a 2013 Golden 
Apple award for her outstanding teaching, she was nominated as part of a team where several 
of the teachers were Educational Technology Graduate. The teachers listed in her message 
below are all graduates of the Educational Technology Program. 

 
Hi Bob,  
 
I wanted to thank you for being part of last night.  It was really special to see you guys and 
know that you remembered me.  If you ask any of our department members, they would say 
that I, Ashley Anthon, and Craig Zellner bring the gift of educational technology to the table.  
I hope that makes you and your program feel proud because we gained all of our knowledge 
through your classes.  The Marian program has instilled in me a passion for not only 
teaching but integrating technology into my teaching.  



Thank you again for the continued support.  
 

Rochelle Coopman  
Science Instructor 

 
Additional Responses to all data above:  
 
We recently updated our key assessments and realigned our curriculum to all standards and 
KSDs to assure we are on track. What commonly occurs when reviewing courses, you find a few 
weaknesses and areas where you can improve, and we believe we have. Restructuring the 
portfolio into LiveText and embedding the portfolio progression throughout the entire program 
will enable us to free-up three-credit hours that are now used by the portfolio class. The new 
portfolio model will require candidates to build their portfolio in each class throughout the 
program and the portfolio reviewer will act as a second reader. Therefore, the class where they 
design and build their portfolios will no longer be necessary. A new class, Technology and 
Leadership in the Information Age will replace the traditional three-credit portfolio class.  

 

 


