DELTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Unit Strategic Plan and Annual Report -- Academic Year 2009-2010
_X___Academic Unit      ____ Administrative/Support Unit
I. Unit Title: Thad Cochran Center for/Division of Rural School Leadership and Research 



School/College or University Division:  Education 

Unit Administrator: Jenetta Waddell, Ed.D. 
Program Mission: The Center for Rural School Leadership and Research prepares educational leaders who can address the unique challenges of the Mississippi Delta region by providing the knowledge necessary to improve leadership effectiveness, teacher quality, and thus, student achievement.

Goal # 1 -To produce graduates who:

1. Are instructional leaders

2. Act with integrity

3. Are change agents

4. Focus on continuous Improvement

5. Engage the larger community

Goal #2 - To serve practicing educational leaders by sharing academic resources, providing avenues of collaboration, and facilitating relevant research.

II.
Educational Program Learning Outcome Assessment Plan (Academics)
Learner Outcomes identified for the major for spring, summer, and fall 2009. 
Master of Education in Educational Administration and Supervision 
	TABLE I.A – Student Learning Outcomes



	A. Learner Outcome

What should a graduate in the 
Master of Education in Educational Administration and Supervision 
major know, value, or be able to do at graduation and beyond?
	B. Data Collection & Analysis

1. What assessment tools and/or methods will you use to determine achievement of the learning outcome?  2. Describe how the data from these tools and/or methods will be/have been collected.  
3.Explain the procedure to analyze the data.
	C. Results of Evaluation

What were the findings of the analysis?  
	D. Use of Evaluation Results

1.List any specific recommendations.
2. Describe changes in curriculum, courses, or procedures that are proposed or were made/ are being made as a result of the program learning outcome assessment process.

	# 1 Content and Pedagogical Content Knowledge – Demonstrate mastery of the knowledge with both the content and pedagogy of the Master’s in Educational Leadership program.


	1.a.  Institutional reports and individual reports for the School Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) will be used. 

     This assessment is a national, norm-referenced examination and the passage of it is required to receive a license as a school administrator in the state of Mississippi. 

2.a.  The SLLA will be taken by all candidates near the end of their program. 

3.a.  Scores are sent from Educational Testing Service to the University each year. Overall mean and median scores and score distributions will be calculated, as well as percent correct on each section of the assessment. 

1.b. & 2.b. The GRE will be required for admission. Scores on the Verbal, Quantitative, and Writing sections of this national, norm-referenced assessment are submitted by applicants to the Graduate Office.  

3.b. Mean scores and standard deviations will be calculated for the total and each section.  


	The mean score for Cohort XI (182.11) was slightly above the mean scores for the previous two DSU M.Ed. cohort groups, although the median score (182) was slightly below the previous cohort group (183) and above the cohort group two years previous (178). The average percent correct for Cohort XI (9 members) on the four sections of the SLLA is as follows:

· Evaluation of Actions I         64%

· Evaluation of Actions II       76%

· Synthesis of Information/

       Problem Solving
              65%
· Analysis of Information/

      Decision Making
            57%

 (See a. below for scoring details.) 
Cohort XII, beginning the program in summer 2009, demonstrated the lowest overall score of the past three cohorts, mainly influenced by poor performance on the Quantitative section of the GRE. Cohort XII scored comparably on the Verbal section. Writing scores have been very consistent over the past three years ranging from 3.78 to 3.92.
(See b. below for scoring details.)


	1.a.  None at this time. 

2.a.  It should be noted that, in September 2009, Educational Testing Services launched a new version of the SLLA. The new SLLA will continue to reflect candidate performance based on the 2008 ISLLC Standards; however, the new version will be only (4) hours in length and include two testing sections. One section will include 100 multiple choice items, while the second section will include (7) constructed response questions which will call for a written response based on scenarios and documents that an education leader may encounter. The first 15 candidates from this program are scheduled to take the new SLLA in June 2010. 

1.b. & 2.b. None at this time. 

	# 2. Program Specific Content – Demonstrate mastery of the knowledge associated with content in Educational Leadership.


	1. Comprehensive Examinations: Comps will be taken at the end of the program by all candidates and must be passed in order to earn the degree. They will be based upon the SLLA and scored by program faculty.

2. Results will be compiled and analyzed by program faculty and reported to the Unit Assessment Director and the NCATE Coordinator annually.

3.  Results will be analyzed by program faculty by section and overall scores and trends are identified.


	All (9) candidates passed the comprehensive examination on the first attempt. 
Candidates lacked some necessary skills required in the Case Analysis section. Overall, the results were acceptable and an above average predictor of success of the School Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) administered in June and based on the ISLLC/ELCC Standards. 


	1. & 2. More emphasis will be placed on analyzing and synthesizing information and documents required to make effective decisions.



	# 3. Ability to Plan – Demonstrate the ability to develop a supervisory plan for classroom-based instruction.


	1. Ability to Plan: Data Analysis Project: Candidates will complete this multi-layer project during their program in phases using actual data from K-12 schools.

2. Data will be collected by program faculty.

3. A 4-point scale will be used to rate the project.  Ratings will be aligned with appropriate Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) professional standards. 

	Fourteen of the 15 candidates demonstrated proficient or exemplary performance on the ELCC standard elements assessed by this project. One (1) candidate was rated as rudimentary; this candidate was provided individual remediation and allowed to resubmit the project with the required and suggested changes in order to meet the standards. Additionally, all (15) candidates presented their results to their respective school faculties and also to the Educational Leadership Cohort. Each candidate was required to submit a follow-up to this project that recommended additional changes to improve the project. 
(See c. below for scoring details.)

	1. None at this time. 
2. The faculty plans to continue the process of individual assistance and requiring resubmission of assessments that do not meet a proficient rating on ELCC standard elements assessed by the project.



	# 4. Clinical Practice – Demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary for a school leader while in the field.


	1. Clinical Practice: Intern Performance Assessment: Mentors in the field will  evaluate interns during their internships.

2. Mentors will submit assessments to program faculty during each of the internships. Data from Internship 1 will be considered formative in nature and are not reported. 
3. The assessment will be based on a 4-point rating scale.  Percents are calculated for each point of the scale and are aligned with appropriate ELCC professional standards. 

	Analysis of ratings by standard for Internship 2 revealed a majority of the candidates were rated at or above expectations for each ELCC standard assessed. No candidates were marked below expectations in Internship 2 or 3. At the end of Internship 3, all candidates were rated at or above expectations on all standards except Standards 2.3, 2.4, 4, and 6 where four candidates received a “not observed” rating. The number and percentage of candidates rated above expectations increased from Internship 2 to Internship 3 on all standards except Standard 3.0, where there was a slight decrease from 8 (57%) to 7 (50%). While most comments made by mentors were specific to individual candidates, there were several instances in which more knowledge and experience in budgeting, working with finances, i.e. gate receipts, and federal program budgeting were noted as suggestions for improvement. Management of resources is a component of Standard 3.

An analysis of mean scores showed improvement and growth from Internship 2 to Internship 3. Candidates received the highest possible mean scores, 3.86 and 4.0, on ELCC Standard 5 reflecting their ability to act with integrity, fairly and ethically.  Candidates’ mean scores also demonstrated growth and strong performance in the areas related to vision; instructional leadership; working with and responding to families and community members; and understanding, responding to and influencing the larger context. The mean score of 3.5 for ELCC standard 3 was the lowest. While the 3.5 indicates at or above expected levels of performance for the cohort as a group, this score most probably reflects the comments about candidates needing more experience with budgeting and finance. Several mentors indicated that candidates’ skills would continue to increase with “more experience”.
(See d. below for scoring details.)


	1. Knowledge and skills related to Standard 3, particularly that related to budgeting, will be reviewed across the program of study to determine if more attention should be given to Standard 3 topics.  It should be noted that this relative weakness was not identified as a data trend.  

2.  None at this time.  


	# 5. Ability to Support Student Learning and Development – Demonstrate ability to create and maintain a school culture which supports student learning and development.


	1. The Educational Leadership Preparation Program Questionnaire (ELPPQ) is a survey of graduates and their employers and three years after graduation. The questions are based upon the national standards for the Educational Leadership Constituent Council Standards. Eight items are related with a 4-point scale; three items are open response. 
2. Annually, the graduates and employers will be contacted by phone and questionnaires are administered. 

3. Score distributions will be calculated for the eight items using the 4-point scale.  Themes are identified in the open response items. 


	Six responses were received from graduates in 2006.  Analysis for the eight items using the 4-point scale are as follows: 
· On three items, “Above Expected” was rated by 100% of the respondents.  These items focused on school vision, culture, and ethics.

· On three items, 83% (5 respondents) gave a rating of “Above Expected” and 17% (1 respondent) gave a rating of “Average.”  These items focused on managing the school,  application of skills during internship, and accommodating individual needs during internship. 

· On two items, 66.67% (4 respondents) gave a rating of “Above Expected” and 33.33% (2 respondents) gave a rating of “Average.”  These items focused on collaborating with families/community and understanding the larger context. 

Theme identified in the open response items included the following: 

· Program Strengths – (1) practical experience gained during the internships, (2) moving through the program as a cohort provided support and collegiality
· Program Weaknesses – (1) more time needed on solidifying the understanding of concepts such as improving student learning, (2) more frequent feedback from mentors in the field during internships. 

· The third open response item dealt with “Other Comments.” There were not themes identified. 

 
	1. None at this time. 

2. Past ELPPQ results and other candidate performance assessments also identified weaknesses in working with families/community.  During the past year, this area has been strengthened in the curriculum. 

	# 6. Dispositions – Demonstrate appropriate dispositions necessary for success as a school leader.

	1. The Dispositions Rating Scale (DRS) will be taken by all candidates early in the program. Program faculty will use these to monitor candidate progress throughout the program. Any areas of weakness must be rectified before the candidate is eligible to sit for Comprehensive Examinations. Dispositional characteristics assessed are as follows: fairness, the belief that all students can learn, professionalism, resourcefulness, dependability, commitment to inquiry. The assessment uses a 4-point rating scale. The appraisal scale is 1 does not meet expectations; 2 meets a few expectations, but not sufficient; 3 meets expectations; and 4 exceeds expectations.
2. The professor in EDL 602 will complete this assessment during the second summer term (initial 12 hours) in the program of study.  Improvement plans will be implemented as needed. Each candidate will be cleared by program faculty before Comps. 

3. Mean scores on each dispositional characteristic will be calculated. 

	No candidates were scored lower than 3 (Meets Expectations) on any item. The mean for each of the items was 3.3333 or higher.


	1. & 2. None at this time. 


a) SLLA Licensure Examination Scores for the Past Three Cohorts 
	 
	2006-07 Cohort
	2007-08 Cohort
	2008-09 Cohort
	National

(2006-09)

	Mean Score
	176.69
	180.31
	182.11
	NA

	Average Range
	171 - 183
	172-183
	172-184
	NA

	Median Score
	178
	183
	182
	NA

	Lowest score
	165
	162
	170
	NA

	Highest score
	187
	194
	195
	200

	Number included
	13
	13
	9
	NA




 (b) GRE Scores for the Past Three Cohorts 

	GRE SCORES 
	Fall, 2007 
	Fall, 2008
	Fall, 2009 

	TOTAL 
	 853.08
	894.44
	815.32 

	Verbal 
	413.85 (97.51)
	 422.22

(109.52)
	416.66

(101.75)

	Quantitative 
	439.23

(138.59)
	 472.22

(165.44)
	398.66

(88.55)

	Analytical Writing 
	3.92

(.79)

N=13
	3.78

(.67) 

N=9
	3.83

(.52)

N=15


(c.) Cohort XII Raw Scores – Data Analysis Project


Mean: 20.47


SD: 2.42


N = 15

	Data Analysis

Scores
	14.00
	18.25
	19.00
	19.25
	19.75
	20.00
	20.75
	21.00
	22.00
	23.00
	24.00

	Frequency
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1

	Percent
	6.7%
	6.7%
	6.7%
	6.7%
	6.7%
	13%
	6.7%
	13%
	13%
	13%
	6.7%


	           Candidate Performance by ELCC Standard

	Rating

1.3

1.4

1.5

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

4.1

6.2

4

1

1

14

1

1

5

1

14

14

3.75

2

2

2

2

1

2

3.5

2

2

2

2

1

2

3.25

3

4

4

4

4

5

4

2.75

2.5

4

4

4

4

1

4

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

      4 - Exemplary

     3 – Proficient

	     2- Developing

     1 – Rudimentary




        (d.) Intern Performance Assessment

Internship 2 

	 
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4
	Item 5
	Item 6
	Item 7
	Item 8
	 Item 9 

	 
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC

	Rating
	1
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	2.4
	3
	4
	5
	6

	4
	7 (78%)
	8 (89%)
	9 (100%)
	9 (100%)
	8 (89%)
	8 (89%)
	9 (100%)
	9 (100%)
	7 (78%)

	3
	2 (22%)
	1 (11%)
	
	
	   1 (11%)
	1 (11%)
	
	
	2 (22%)

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Not observed
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	


      Internship 3
	 
	Item 1
	Item 2
	Item 3
	Item 4
	Item 5
	Item 6
	Item 7
	Item 8
	 Item 9 

	 
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC
	ELCC

	Rating
	1
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	2.4
	3
	4
	5
	6

	4
	 7 (89%)
	9 (100%)
	8 (89%)
	6 (67%)
	 5 (56%)
	8 (89%)
	6 (67%)
	9 (100%)
	7 (78%)

	3
	2 (11%)
	
	1(11%)
	2 (22%)
	3 (33%)
	1 (11%)
	2 (22%)
	 
	1 (11%)

	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Not Observed
	 
	 
	 
	 1 (11%)
	 1 (11%)
	 
	1 (11%)
	 
	 1 (11%)


(e) ELPPQ Results 
	
	Above Expected
	Average
	Below Expected
	Unable to Answer

	Q 1 Graduates can facilitate the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a school vision of learning supported by a school community. 
	100% (6)
	
	
	

	Q 2 Graduates can promote a positive school culture, provide an effective instructional program, apply best practice to student learning, and design comprehensive growth plans for staff.
	100% (6)
	
	
	

	Q 3 Graduates can manage the organization, operations, and resources of a school.


	83% (5)
	17% (1)
	
	

	Q 4 Graduates can collaborate with families and other community members, respond to community interests and needs, and mobilize community resources.
	66.67% (4)
	33.33% (2)
	
	

	Q 5 Graduates act with integrity, fairly, and ethically.
	100% (6) 
	
	
	

	Q 6 Graduates can understand, respond to and influence the larger context.
	66.67% (4)
	33.33% (2)
	
	

	Q 7 During the internship/practicum courses/field experiences, students are able to apply the above skills and knowledge to an appropriate degree for his/her stage in the degree program.
	83% (5)
	17% (1) 
	
	

	Q 8 Experiences during internships/practicum courses/field experiences are designed to accommodate the students’ individual needs.
	83% (5)
	17% (1) 
	
	


Educational Specialist in Educational Administration and Supervision 
	TABLE I.B – Student Learning Outcomes



	A. Learner Outcome

What should a graduate in the 

Educational Specialist in Educational Administration and Supervision
major know, value, or be able to do at graduation and beyond?
	B. Data Collection & Analysis

1. What assessment tools and/or methods will you use to determine achievement of the learning outcome?  2. Describe how the data from these tools and/or methods will be/have been collected.  

3.Explain the procedure to analyze the data.
	C. Results of Evaluation

What were the findings of the analysis?  
	D. Use of Evaluation Results

1.List any specific recommendations.
2. Describe changes in curriculum, courses, or procedures that are proposed or were made/ are being made as a result of the program learning outcome assessment process.

	# 1. Content and Pedagogical Content Knowledge – Demonstrate mastery of the knowledge with both the content and pedagogy of the Specialist in Educational Leadership program.


	1.  Entrance scores on a nationally recognized, norm-referenced test of verbal ability will be required.  Typically, candidates submit CAAP or GRE Writing scores. 

2.  Scores will be submitted to the Graduate Office and documented in Banner. 

3.  Mean scores will be calculated.  Admission rubrics are used to determine admission status for the program.

(See a. and b. below for details.)
	Twenty candidates submitted CAAP scores, with the mean score of 3.77. Scores ranged from 3.00 – 5.00.  Eleven candidates submitted GRE Verbal scores, with a mean score of 430.91.  Scores ranged from 290 - 670. One student submitted an MAT score of 18. 
	1. None at this time. 

2. Beginning in summer 2010, admission test results will be linked with program GPA to assist in identifying candidates who may have difficulty completing the program and to develop early intervention strategies for these candidates. 

	# 2. Program Specific Content – Demonstrate mastery of the knowledge associated with content in Educational Leadership.


	1.  & 2.  Comprehensive Examinations: Essay-style comprehensive examinations will be taken at the end of the program by all candidates and must be passed in order to earn the degree. Items will be based upon the SLLA and scored by program faculty. 
3. Mean scores, score distributions, and pass rates will be compiled annually. In 2009, the rating scale will change to a 3-point scale of 0 – 2, with an average of 1 required to pass the exam. 
	In 2009, 17 candidates took comprehensive examinations. All candidates passed the exam.  The mean score was 1.56.  Scores ranged from 1.14 – 1.95. All candidates passed the examination. 
(See c. below for details.) 
	1.  None at this time. 
2. Faculty will review the rating scale to determine if diagnostic information can be obtained on candidate strengths and weaknesses through reviewing ratings for each item.



	# 3. Ability to Plan – Demonstrate the ability to develop a supervisory plan for classroom-based instruction.


	1.  The Curriculum Alignment Project will provide the candidate with experience working with the district level administrator in charge of curriculum and instruction. The candidate will plan and conduct a curriculum audit of language arts at a designated grade level. The area to be addressed in the audit are :

· Alignment between the local curriculum and the state framework

· Alignment between the curriculum and instruction

· Alignment of assessment to curriculum and instruction

2.  The project will be completed in AED 736, a practicum course. The course will be taught each fall and spring semester.  

2. Range of scores and means will be calculated annually.  

	In 2009, four candidates completed the Curriculum Alignment Project.  Scores ranged from 93 – 97 on a 100-point scale.  Three grades of A and one grade of B were given.  The mean score was 95. 
The mean score on the project was higher in 2009 than in 2007 and 2008.  The small number of scores may affect the reliability of the 2009 scores. 

(See d. below for details.) 
	1. None at this time. 
2. Faculty will review the rating scale to determine if diagnostic information can be obtained on candidate strengths and weaknesses through reviewing ratings for each part of the project.  



	# 4. Clinical Practice – Demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary for a school leader while in the field.


	1.  Mentor Evaluation Form: The mentors will complete evaluation forms of the intern’s work during the practicum projects in the field. 

2.  Data will be collected during AED 736, which will be taught each fall and spring semester. 

3.  Mean scores and score distributions will be calculated. 

	In 2009, Mentor Evaluation Forms were completed on four candidates.  Scores ranged from 90 – 98 on a 100-point scale.  Two grades of A and two grades of B were given.  The mean score was 94.5.  The mean score was very close to those obtained in 2007 and 2008. 

(See e. below for details.) 


	1. None at this time. 

2. Faculty will review the Mentor Evaluation Form to determine if diagnostic information can be obtained as to candidate strengths and weaknesses. 


	# 5. Ability to Support Student Learning and Development – Demonstrate ability to create and maintain a school culture which supports student learning and development.

(GE 1, 2, 6)


	1.  Curriculum Development Project: The project requires candidates to complete the following: 

· Develop and describe an organizational structure for curriculum planning and implementation

      at the elementary, middle,    

      and/or high school level.

· Assess alignment of a school’s/district’s curriculum with its vision and mission.

· Design and conduct a school/district curriculum needs assessment.

· Evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of the curriculum at the classroom, school and district levels.

2. This project will be part of the requirements for CUR 703. 

3. Means and score distributions will be calculated. 

	In 2009, 43 candidates completed the Curriculum Development Project.  The mean score was 75.12, using a 100-point scale.  The scores ranged from 49 – 98, with 42% (18) of the candidates receiving a grade of D or F. One candidate received an A.  These results were much lower than those obtained in 2008, in which the mean score was 92.26 and scores ranged from 80 – 100.  

	1. None at this time. 

2. Faculty will review the Curriculum Development Project to determine if diagnostic information can be obtained as to candidate strengths and weaknesses. 



	# 6. Dispositions – Demonstrate appropriate dispositions necessary for success as a school leader.

	1. The graduate version of the Dispositions Rating Scale (DRS) will be administered to all candidates early in the program. Program faculty will use these to monitor candidate progress throughout the program. Any areas of weakness must be rectified before the candidate is eligible to sit for Comprehensive Examinations. Dispositional characteristics assessed are as follows: fairness, the belief that all students can learn, professionalism, resourcefulness, dependability, commitment to inquiry. The assessment uses a 4-point scale.   

The appraisal scale is 1 does not meet expectations; 2 meets a few expectations, but not sufficient; 3 meets expectations; and 4 exceeds expectations.

2.  The DRS will be administered at full admission to the program.  Faculty will review the DRS again when clearing the candidate to take the comprehensive examination. 

3. Score ranges will be calculated. 

	No candidates fully admitted in 2009 received below a rating of 3 (meets expectations). These results correspond to those of past years. 
	1. Because much of the program is taught in online and hybrid formats, with instructors spending less face-to-face time with candidates, consider changing the DRS to a self-assessment at admission to the program (either provisional or full), with the candidate reflection on his/her rating of each item.  At application to comps, have the candidate review the previous submission and reflect the dispositional characteristics. 

2. None at this time. 




     (a.) CAPP Writing Scores 
	Fall 2006
	Spring 2007
	Fall 2007
	Spring 2008
	Fall 2008
	2009 Calendar 

Year

	3.75
	3.5
	3.25
	4.0
	3.5
	4.00

	3.0
	3.5
	5.5
	3.5
	4.5
	5.00

	3.0
	3.25
	4.5
	
	5.
	3.00

	3.5
	4.0
	4.0
	
	3.5
	3.75

	3.75
	4.5
	3.0
	
	4.0
	3.25

	3.5
	4.75
	
	
	3.75
	3.00

	
	3.5
	
	
	
	4.00

	
	3.0
	
	
	
	3.50

	
	
	
	
	
	4.0

	
	
	
	
	
	4.25

	
	
	
	
	
	4.00

	
	
	
	
	
	3.25

	
	
	
	
	
	4.50

	
	
	
	
	
	3.50 

	
	
	
	
	
	3.50 

	
	
	
	
	
	4.50

	
	
	
	
	
	4.25

	
	
	
	
	
	3.50 

	
	
	
	
	
	3.25

	
	
	
	
	
	3.75

	3.42 (avg)
	3.75 (avg)
	4.05 (avg)
	3.75 (avg)
	4.04 (avg)
	3.77

(avg) 



    (b.) GRE Writing Scores 

	2009 Calendar Year

	430

	410

	360

	420

	550

	390

	430

	290

	460

	670

	330 

	430.91 (avg) 



(c.) Comprehensive Examination Results 
	2009 

	1.64

	1.55

	1.8

	1.5

	1.61

	1.41

	1.48

	1.14

	1.41

	1.77

	1.36

	1.95

	1.64

	1.30

	1.57

	1.64

	1.75

	15.6 (avg) 


           (d.) Curriculum Alignment Project Scores 

	
	2007
	2008
	2009 

	1
	77
	95
	94

	2
	96
	86
	97

	3
	92
	93
	93

	4
	82
	93
	96

	5
	85
	97
	

	6
	93
	93
	

	7
	95
	80
	

	8
	75
	78
	

	9
	84
	91
	

	10
	94
	94
	

	11
	86
	87
	

	12
	
	92
	

	13
	
	82
	

	14
	
	90
	

	15
	
	92
	

	16
	
	88
	

	Average
	87.18
	89.44
	95


      (e.) Mentor Evaluation Scores
	
	2007
	2008
	2009 

	1
	95
	95
	97

	2
	95
	90
	93

	3
	100
	95
	90

	4
	95
	90
	98

	5
	90
	100
	

	6
	90
	95
	

	7
	95
	90
	

	8
	90
	90
	

	9
	100
	95
	

	10
	95
	95
	

	11
	95
	100
	

	12
	
	95
	

	13
	
	95
	

	14
	
	90
	

	15
	
	95
	

	16
	
	95
	

	17
	
	
	

	18
	
	
	

	Average
	94.55
	94.06
	94.5


(f.) Curriculum Development Project 
	2008 (Baseline year)
	2009 

	Student 
	Grade 
	Student
	Grade

	#1
	100
	#1
	63

	#2 
	100
	#2 
	53

	#3 
	97
	#3 
	58

	#4 
	97
	#4 
	63

	#5 
	97
	#5 
	91

	#6 
	97
	#6 
	85

	#7 
	97
	#7 
	89

	#8 
	97
	#8 
	93

	#9 
	97
	#9 
	56

	#10 
	94
	#10 
	50

	#11
	94
	#11
	80

	#12
	94
	#12
	75

	#13
	94
	#13
	78

	#14
	93
	#14
	80

	#15
	93
	#15
	75

	#16
	93
	#16
	92

	#17
	93
	#17
	60

	#18
	93
	#18
	77

	#19
	90
	#19
	78

	#20
	90
	#20
	93

	#21
	90
	#21
	67

	#22
	87
	#22
	72

	#23
	87
	#23
	98

	#24
	84
	#24
	80

	#25
	83
	#25
	84

	#26
	80
	#26
	49

	#27
	80
	#27
	76

	#28
	
	
	70

	#29
	
	
	70

	#30
	
	
	65

	#31
	
	
	86

	#32
	
	
	76

	#33
	
	
	74

	#34
	
	
	76

	#35
	
	
	66

	#36
	
	
	65

	#37
	
	
	71

	#38
	
	
	91

	#39
	
	
	87

	#40
	
	
	88

	#41
	
	
	93

	#42
	
	
	66

	#43
	
	
	71

	
	92.26 

avg
	
	75.12

avg


Doctor of Education in Professional Studies Degree Program 
	TABLE I.C – Student Learning Outcomes



	A. Learner Outcome

What should a graduate in the 

Doctor of Education in Professional Studies Degree Program
major know, value, or be able to do at graduation and beyond?
	B. Data Collection & Analysis

1. What assessment tools and/or methods will you use to determine achievement of the learning outcome?  2. Describe how the data from these tools and/or methods will be/have been collected.  

3.Explain the procedure to analyze the data.
	C. Results of Evaluation

What were the findings of the analysis?  
	D. Use of Evaluation Results

1.List any specific recommendations.
2. Describe changes in curriculum, courses, or procedures that are proposed or were made/ are being made as a result of the program learning outcome assessment process.

	# 1. Content and Pedagogical Content Knowledge – Demonstrate mastery of the prior knowledge needed to be successful in the Doctor in Education program.


	1.  A Doctoral Admission Portfolio will be used. The portfolio will include a professional resume/vita, writing samples, personal philosophy of education/theory of teaching and learning, self-evaluation aligned with personal and professional goals, evidence of leadership ability, and a statement of purpose for pursuing doctoral study. A 4-point rubric is used to evaluate the portfolio. 
2. The portfolio will be submitted within the first six hours in the program. 
3. Average scores and pass rate percentages will be calculated. 
	For 2009, 50 Doctoral Admission Portfolios were submitted. Twenty-four passed (48%), eight (16%) passed with a marginal rating, and 18 (36%) failed. Forty-seven submitted for the first time, with three submitting for the second and final time. Of those submitting for the second time, two passed and one failed.  
Reviewing the submissions across academic years, the number has remained stable, except for the 2009 bubble. Failure rate seems to be going up. Those who submit a second time are not as successful; 33% pass rate second time. 

(See a. below for details.) 


	1. & 2. None at this time. 

	# 2. Program Specific Content – Demonstrate mastery of the knowledge associated with content in Educational Leadership.


	1. Comprehensive Examinations: Comps will be taken at the end of the program by all candidates and must be passed in order to register for ELR 888 (Dissertation Seminar). They will be divided into 3 sections: research, curriculum, and supervision and based upon the core program courses and scored by program faculty.

2.  Results will be compiled and analyzed by program faculty and reported to the Unit Assessment Director and the NCATE Coordinator annually.

3.  Results will be analyzed by program faculty by section and overall scores and trends are identified.


	The numbers completing the program are rather small right now, however, there has been a substantial increase in number of new candidates recently. Pass rate has increased dramatically since spring 2006. Faculty and students attribute this to increased number and quality of research and statistics courses as well as faculty study sessions and online tutorials. In 2009 only one candidate took the comprehensive examination and passed all three sections. 

(See b. below for details.) 
	1. & 2. Questions will continue to be re-vamped to match the tracks of the candidates.  The majority of new candidates are in the higher education track. The Doctoral Admission and Curriculum Council, a group of faculty and staff from across the university, help with decision making for the program.  Earlier analysis revealed that our comprehensive examination was not demanding enough and that our students were weak in the area of research. We have added a required research course, strengthened our comprehensive exam, and added study courses and tutoring for our students who are retaking sections of the comprehensive exam. We have seen an increase in our pass rate on the Research section of the Comprehensive Examination. 



	# 3. Ability to Plan – Demonstrate the ability to develop a supervisory plan for classroom-based instruction.


	1.  Needs Assessment Project: Candidates will use the knowledge they will gain about assessment, data interpretation, and data analysis to address a problem in their school or district. The goal will be to show the ability to design, align, and evaluate curriculum and to guide professional learning.  

2. The CUR 812 instructor will administer the project and grades it according to a rubric.

3. Mean scores and percent correct will be calculated for the total score and each section of the project. 

	Overall, the candidates are performing very well on this assessment (92.1% average correct of total possible). The highest scores for this group were section 1 (Identify the Problem) (98%), followed by section 7 (Narrative/Reflection) (96%). The lowest scores were on section 3 (Identify Questions and Data) (90%) and section 6 (Develop and Action/Implementation Plan) (90%). 

(See c. below for details.) 
	1. None at this time. 
2. The instructions were improved to more closely reflect candidate ability to impact student learning. These results seem to be in alignment with the DSU Delta P3 Model since the Unit believes that education is interactive and reflective (Guiding Principle 2).  There has been an emphasis on reflective learning.


	# 4. Clinical Practice – Demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary for a school leader while in the field.


	1.  Mentor Evaluation Form: The mentors will complete evaluation forms of the intern’s work during the practicum projects in the field. 

2. Data will be collected during AED 737, which will be taught each fall and spring semester. 

3. Mean scores and score distributions will be calculated. 

 
	There were (11) candidates in the class. The majority, if not all, of the candidates in the course had previously taken AED 636 and AED 736, so they were very familiar and comfortable with the format and nature of the course.  The mentors were superintendents or asst. superintendents for this course. Scores ranged from 90 – 99, with a 100-point scale. The average score for the mentor evaluation forms was a 95.  Last year the average was a 98.  It should be noted that one candidate falsified documents during the course, including mentor evaluations, and was given an (F) in the course and dismissed from the program. 


	1. Program faculty will discuss possible ways to improve the consistency of mentor feedback. 

2. None at this time. 



	# 5. Ability to Support Student Learning and Development –

Demonstrate ability to create and maintain a school culture which supports student learning and development.


	1. The Educational Leadership Preparation Program Questionnaire (ELPPQ) will be used to survey graduates and their employers 3 years after graduation. The questions will be based upon the national standards for the Educational Leadership Constituent Council Standards.

2. Each spring the graduates will be contacted by phone and questionnaires will be administered. 

3. Each spring the program faculty analyze the data by question and compare to previous years to look for strengths, weaknesses, and trends.


	There were two graduates of the EdD program in 2006 (three years out). Both they and their employers rated the program “Above Expected” for questions 4, 7, and 8 (community and field experiences). For questions 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 (vision, instructional leadership, management, ethics, larger context) both employers and one of the two graduates marked “Above Expected” and one graduate marked “Average.”

	1. None at this time. 

2. Since the N is so small, program faculty will continue to evaluate over the next few years to watch for trends.



	# 6. Dispositions – Demonstrate appropriate dispositions necessary for success as a school leader.

	1. The graduate version of the Dispositions Rating Scale (DRS) will address these dispositional characteristics assessed are as follows: fairness, the belief that all students can learn, professionalism, resourcefulness, dependability, commitment to inquiry. The assessment will use a 4-point scale: 1 does not meet expectations; 2 meets a few expectations, but not sufficient; 3 meets expectations; and 4 exceeds expectations.

2.  The DRS will be administered in the required course, AED 830 (Leadership Theory and Application) which is taught each spring semester. 
3.  Distribution of scores is calculated. 

	In spring 2009, there were 10 candidates in this course.  The highest scores (10% Exceeds Expectations and 90% Meets Expectations) were in the area of Professionalism. The lowest scores (90% Meets Expectations and 10% Meets a Few Expectations) were in the areas of Fairness and Dependability. 

A conference was held with the one candidate who earned the lower scores in Fairness and Dependability to ensure that she improves in these areas. 


	1. & 2. None at this time. 


(a) Doctoral Admission Portfolio Acceptance Results 

	Semester
	Average

Score
	Number

Submitted
	# Pass
	# Marginal 

Pass
	# Fail
	# Repeaters

	Spr ‘10
	2.09
	11
	4
	36%
	2
	18%
	5
	45%
	4 (4 F)

	F ‘09
	1.89
	15
	6
	40%
	1
	7%
	8
	53%
	2 (2 P)

	Spr ‘09
	2.14
	35
	18
	51%
	7
	20%
	10
	29%
	1 (F)

	F ‘08
	1.88
	10
	5
	50%
	3
	30%
	2
	20%
	1 (P)

	Spr ‘08
	2.19
	11
	7
	64%
	1
	9%
	3
	27%
	0

	F ‘07
	1.83
	10
	3
	30%
	4
	40%
	3
	30%
	1 (F)


(b.) Comprehensive Examination Results 

	Spr

‘09
	Fall

‘08
	Sum

‘08
	Spr 

‘08
	Fall 

‘07
	Sum 

‘07
	Spr 

‘07

	Doctor of Education
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R

	Number Passed
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	5
	5
	5

	Number 

Failed
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0


* C= Curriculum section; S= Supervision section; R= Research section

	  
	Fall 

‘06
	Sum 

‘06
	Spr 

‘06
	        Fall

        ‘05
	       Sum

       ‘05
	      Spr

      ‘05

	Doctor of 

 Education
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R
	C
	S
	R

	Number Passed
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	6
	14
	15
	7
	6
	4
	2
	9
	9
	7
	3
	3
	2

	Number Failed
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	4
	2
	5
	10
	0
	2
	4
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2


(c.) Needs Assessment Project Results 
	Area
	Possible Score
	Average Score

2008
(N = 22)
	Percent

2008
	Average Score

2009
(N = 19)
	Percent

2009

	1. Identify the Problem


	15
	13.5
	90%
	14.6
	98%

	2. Describe Hunches and Hypotheses


	10
	8.6
	86%
	9.1
	91%

	3. Identify Questions and Data


	10
	9.2
	92%
	9.0
	90%

	4. Analyze Multiple Measures


	20
	17.5
	87.5%
	17.7
	89%

	5. Analyze Political Realities and Root Causes


	10
	8.8
	88%
	9.3
	93%

	6. Develop an Action/Implementation Plan


	20
	18.1
	90.5%
	18.0
	90%

	7. Narrative (Reflection)


	15
	14.6
	97.3%
	14.4
	96%

	Total
	100
	90.3
	90.3%
	92.1
	92.1%


III. Goals 

-- For the Current Year 

A. Goal #1: Division will continue curricular development, sequencing, and analyzing Master’s Program leadership courses.  (1 
        

                    year). 
1. Institutional Goal which was supported by this goal: 
· SP # 1 – Increase student learning. 

· QEP # 3 - Delta State University students will grow in the knowledge and practice of a variety of communication skills by having these skills reinforced in all courses.
2. Evaluation Procedures: Faculty will evaluate course syllabi, program curricula, and the program of study.
3. Actual Results of Evaluation: Healthy School components were infused in the M.Ed. Cohort curriculum for the purpose of developing future administrators with the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to encourage and support healthy and safe schools.  
4. Use of Evaluation Results: During AY 2010-2011, a national consultant will work with faculty to review the delivery model and content of courses in the M.Ed. Cohort Program; revisions will be made as needed.   
B. Goal #2: On-line and alternative-schedule courses will be continued to increase student appeal, leading to an increase in 


       enrollment for the Ed.S. Program.  (2 years). 
1. Institutional Goal which was supported by this goal: 
· SP # 2 – Develop an engaged, diverse, high quality student population.
· QEP # 2 - Delta State University will enhance student engagement through increased use of technology and web-based communication in classroom activities and assignments.
2. Evaluation Procedures: Track enrollment numbers, comparing on-line and alternative-schedule courses with courses taught in a traditional format. 
3. Actual Results of Evaluation: In AY 2009-10, online courses increased by 10 for a total of 15 and hybrid courses decreased by 7 for a total of 2, as the Division moved appropriate courses to an online format.  Credit hour production for the Ed.S. Program did not change significantly from 2008 to 2009. 
4. Use of Evaluation Results: Many courses have been moved to an online delivery format in the Ed.S. Program.  Course content for online courses will be reviewed by faculty during AY 2010-11 for quality and cohesion across the program. 
C. Goal #3:  Dissertation committees for current Ed.D. students who are and will become ABD will be coordinated to increase  

                     graduation numbers in the program. (2 years). 

1. Institutional Goal which was supported by this goal:
·  SP # 2 - Develop an engaged, diverse, high quality student population.
·  QEP # 4 - Student engagement in free-flowing, multi-directional communication with faculty and other students will increase. Communication related to current performance and its relationship to long-term student achievement and academic career decisions will improve through the increased use of departmental review boards.
2. Evaluation Procedures: Review dissertation committee membership and student progress. Develop and implement procedures for tracking student progress toward dissertation completion. Develop intervention strategies for students who are not making progress toward dissertation completion. 
3. Actual Results of Evaluation: The number of graduates dropped in AY 2009-10.  
4. Use of Evaluation Results: DACC will review the effectiveness of procedures and strategies; these will be revised as appropriate. 

D. Goal #4: Faculty will make presentations during at least two regional and/or national professional meetings during the 2009-2010 

      academic year.  (2 years). 

1. Institutional Goal which was supported by this goal: 
· SP # 5 - Improve the quality of life for all constituents. 
2. Evaluation Procedures: Use the end-of-year faculty activity reports to document publications and presentations.  
3. Actual Results of Evaluation: Faculty made three presentations at national professional meetings. 
4. Use of Evaluation Results: Continue to present at regional and national meetings.  In addition, increase the number of papers submitted and published in refereed journals.  
E. Goal #5: M.Ed. student internship placement options will continue to be expanded.  (2 years).
 

1. Institutional Goal which was supported by this goal: 
· SP # 5 - Improve the quality of life for all constituents.
·  QEP # 4 - Student engagement in free-flowing, multi-directional communication with faculty and other students will increase. Communication related to current performance and its relationship to long-term student achievement and academic career decisions will improve through the increased use of departmental review boards.
2. Evaluation Procedures: Document the number and quality of internship placements.
3. Actual Results of Evaluation: Cohort XII contains 15 members, while Cohort XIII contains 13 members.  Difficult financial situations caused many school districts to opt out of the Mississippi Sabbatical Leave Program. leading to a decrease in the size of the cohort. Several new internship sites were identified outside of the 18 county Delta Health Alliance service area; it has been determined that placements at these sites will be limited and used, when needed, to provide diversity of settings.   
4. Use of Evaluation Results:  Diversity in race/ethnicity, gender, and geographic location is considered when each M.Ed. Cohort is formed.  Networking with local administrators will continue to support recruitment of qualified candidates to the program; Dr. Carole White, the new Director of the Thad Cochran Center, will support Dr. ThomasTaylor, the M.Ed. Cohort Program Coordinator, on this effort.  
-- For Coming Year(s) 

A.  Goal #1: Prepare the M.Ed. Program report for submission to the Educational Leadership Constituency Council (ELCC) in September 2011 and program reports for the Ed.S. and Ed.D. Programs for the fall 2014 NCATE visit. (4 years). 


1. Institutional Goal(s) Supported by This Goal: 

SP Goal # 1: Increase Student Learning. 

 
QEP Goal #4: Student engagement in free-flowing, multi-directional communication with faculty and other students will 

increase. Communication related to current performance and its relationship to long-term student achievement and academic 
career decisions will improve through the increased use of departmental review boards.

COE Goal #1: Quality addresses accreditation, the capacity of the College to sustain and expand programs and services, and the development of a culture of self-reflection and growth resulting in a plan of continuous improvement.


2. Evaluation Procedure(s): The M.Ed. Program Coordinator and program faculty will develop and submit the ELCC program 


report by September 15, 2011, and the Ed.S. and Ed.D. Program Coordinators and program faculty will continue to refine the 


program assessments in preparation for the NCATE site visit in fall 2014.  


3.  Expected Results:



The M.Ed. program report will lead to continued national recognition by the ELCC and the Ed.S. and Ed.D. program reports will 

support the Unit in obtaining continued accreditation by NCATE.  

4. Anticipated/Intended Uses of Evaluation Results:


Program faculty will use the results of the program assessments linked to ELCC and NCATE standards and addressed in the 
ELCC and NCATE reports to make data-driven decisions for the improvement of courses and the programs.  Program faculty 
will address any areas of concern identified by the ELCC and/or NCATE, using this information to improve the program. 

B. Goal #2: On-line courses will be continued to increase student appeal, leading to an increase in enrollment for the Ed.S. program.  (2 years). 
1. Institutional Goal(s) Supported by This Goal:

SP Goal # 2 – Develop an engaged, diverse, high quality student population.
QEP Goal # 2 - Delta State University will enhance student engagement through increased use of technology and web-based communication in classroom activities and assignments.
COE Goal #1: Quality addresses accreditation, the capacity of the College to sustain and expand programs and services, and the development of a culture of self-reflection and growth resulting in a plan of continuous improvement.

COE Goal #3: Recruitment, Enrollment, and Retention addresses the need for a systemic plan for analyzing enrollment patterns, strategic recruitment, and attention to retaining students in programs once enrolled.
2. Evaluation Procedures: Faculty will review the content and teaching strategies used in online Ed.S. courses to ensure rigor and student engagement.  Curriculum will be mapped to refine program cohesion, if needed.  Documentation will include faculty meeting and curriculum committee minutes on proposed and completed changes and a curriculum mapping document.  
3.
Expected Results: Rigor and quality will characterize online offerings. 
4.
Anticipated/Intended Uses of Evaluation Results: Rigor and quality will lead to increased enrollment in the Ed.S. Program 

C. Goal #3:  Dissertation committees for current Ed.D. students who are and will become ABD will be coordinated to increase graduation numbers in the program. (2 years). 
1.
Institutional Goal(s) Supported by This Goal:
SP Goal # 2 - Develop an engaged, diverse, high quality student population.
QEP Goal  # 4 - Student engagement in free-flowing, multi-directional communication with faculty and other students will increase. Communication related to current performance and its relationship to long-term student achievement and academic career decisions will improve through the increased use of departmental review boards.
COE Goal #1: Quality addresses accreditation, the capacity of the College to sustain and expand programs and services, and the development of a culture of self-reflection and growth resulting in a plan of continuous improvement.

COE Goal #3: Recruitment, Enrollment, and Retention addresses the need for a systemic plan for analyzing enrollment patterns, strategic recruitment, and attention to retaining students in programs once enrolled.
2.  Evaluation Procedures: Review dissertation committee membership and student progress. Develop and implement procedures for tracking student progress toward dissertation completion. Develop intervention strategies for students who are not making progress toward dissertation completion. 

3.
Expected Results: Students will receive support when moving from ELR 805.Educational Research Writing to ELR 888.Dissertation Seminar to successful dissertation proposal and defense.  DACC guidance and support will be sought in making this process successful.  

4.
Anticipated/Intended Uses of Evaluation Results: Effective procedures and strategies will be identified and/or revised; these will lead to an increase in graduation numbers. 

D. Goal #4:  Faculty will make presentations during at least two regional and/or national professional meetings during the 2009-2010 academic year.  In addition, faculty will increase the number of papers submitted and published in refereed journals.  (2 years).  The Director of the Thad Cochran Center will play a key role in coordinating research efforts focused on the needs of rural schools and school districts.  

1.
Institutional Goal(s) Supported by This Goal: 
SP Goal # 5 - Improve the quality of life for all constituents.

COE Goal #2:  Research focuses on the need to develop a research agenda for the College of Education, focusing primarily on rural school research, utilizing the Thad Cochran Center for Rural School Leadership and Research as an active hub for ongoing research and dissemination of same.
COE Goal #5: Identity refers to the unique role the College of Education fulfills within the region and beyond. The College of Education seeks to be identified as providing leadership for the region in the promotion of healthy schools and communities.
2.
Evaluation Procedures: Use the end-of-year faculty activity reports to document publications and presentations.  

3.
Expected Results: Faculty will maintain the number of presentations at regional and national meetings, while increasing the number of papers submitted and published in refereed journals. 

4.
Anticipated/Intended Uses of Evaluation Results: Presentations and publications will be documented in faculty activity reports.  The conducting and dissemination of research will provide new insights into ways to collaborate with Delta area schools and school districts to increase student learning.    
E.  Goal # 5:  Complete the successful combining of the Divisions of Teacher Education and Rural School Leadership and Research into one Division – The Division of Teacher Education, Leadership, and Research. 

1. Institutional Goal(s) supported by this goal: 

SP Goal #4: Enhance institutional effectiveness


QEP Goal #4: Student engagement in free-flowing, multi-directional communication with faculty and other students will 
increase. Communication related to current performance and its relationship to long-term student achievement and academic 
career decisions will improve through the increased use of departmental review boards.


COE Goal #1: Quality addresses accreditation, the capacity of the College to sustain and expand programs and services, and the  development of a culture of self-reflection and growth resulting in a plan of continuous improvement.

    2. 
Evaluation Procedure(s): A faculty and staff task force will be developed to guide the combining of the academic and support 
services of the two divisions.  By mid-semester, Fall 2010, the task force will make recommendations that will be submitted for 
comment and discussion to the full faculty.  Based on faculty feedback, a strategic plan will be developed by the end of the Fall 
2010 Semester.  Initial stages of the plan will be implemented in the Spring 2011 Semester. 
  3. 
Expected Results: The transition from two divisions to one will be smooth.  Strategic decisions will be made early in the process 
and reviewed as needed to enhance the productivity of the new division while strengthening the work environment. 
Documentation will include the initial recommendations made by the task force and full faculty and the final strategic plan. 
  4. 
Anticipate/Intended Uses of Evaluation Results: Task force and full faculty recommendations will guide the process and will 
result in an effective plan that will enhance the productivity of the new division while strengthening the work environment. 
IV. Data and information for department: 
Brief Description and/or Narrative of programmatic scope:

The Thad Cochran Center for Rural School Leadership and Research is a center and a division.  The following graduate degree programs are housed in the division: Master of Education in Educational Administration and Supervision; Educational Specialist in Educational Administration and Supervision; Doctor of Education on Professional Studies, with tracks in Elementary Education, Educational Leadership, Higher Education, and Counselor Education 

Comparative Data (enrollment, CHP, majors, graduation rates, etc):

	Table 1          Enrollment by Major

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009 

	Major
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall
	Spr 
	Sum
	Fall   
	Spr
	Sum 
	Fall 

	Educational Administration and Supervision *
	70
	58
	61
	81
	70
	69
	81
	50
	64
	50
	50
	99
	36 
	47
	81

	Professional Studies**
	73
	58
	67
	55
	24
	52
	55
	20
	48
	56
	16
	61
	54 
	38
	64

	Total
	143
	116
	128
	136
	94
	121
	136
	70
	112
	106
	66
	160
	90 
	85
	145

	  * M.Ed. and Ed.S. Programs
  ** All Ed.D.



The data displayed in Table 1 indicate the following: 


- Educational Administration and Supervision enrollment increased in fall 2008 and 2009 from previous fall semesters and dropped across the past several summer and spring semesters, with a low for summer occurring in 2008 and for spring in 2009.  


- Professional Studies spring enrollment dropped from 2005 to 2006 but has remained steady since that time.  In summer, 
enrollment dropped from 2005 but rose significantly from 2008 to 2009.  In fall, enrollment has been consistent over the past 
two years. 
	Table 2                Graduates by Major

	Major
	2005-06
	2006-07
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	
	
	
	
	
	

	M.Ed.-Educational Administration and Supervision 
	15
	14
	13
	12
	12

	Ed.S.  - Educational Administration and Supervision 
	9
	15
	11
	23
	10

	Ed.D. - Professional Studies 
	3
	2
	5
	7
	2

	Total
	27
	31
	29
	42
	24



The data displayed in Table 2 indicate that M.Ed. graduate numbers have remained steady, Ed. S. graduate numbers have been variable with the highest graduation numbers obtained in 2008-09, and Ed. D. graduate numbers rose in 2007-08 and 2008-09 then dropped in 2009-10.                     

	Table 3                Credit Hour Production by Discipline

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009 

	Discipline
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall 
	Spr
	Sum
	Fall 

	AED
	141
	208
	375
	352
	216
	129
	150
	366
	336
	228
	276
	312
	180
	303
	315

	CAD
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0
	0
	42

	CUR 

700& 800
	51
	189
	102
	117
	114
	24
	45
	129
	87
	33
	99
	195
	144
	225
	168

	EDL
	135
	174
	126
	168
	207
	117
	156
	140
	196
	169
	171
	135
	128
	117
	210

	ELR
	234
	228
	255
	261
	282
	240
	267
	294
	273
	294
	192
	159
	390
	324
	348

	SUP
	0
	0
	0
	0
	108
	84
	84
	0
	87
	54
	81
	111
	126
	0
	0

	Total
	561
	799
	858
	898
	927
	594
	702
	929
	979
	778
	819
	912
	966
	969
	1083



A review of the total CHP by year for Table 3 indicates that CHP has risen steadily, with the exception of 2008.  The highest CHP was obtained in 2009.  It should be noted that ELR CHP has risen significantly in the past year, which may be partially attributed to possible increases in other degree programs, as all Master’s and Ed.S. students take ELR courses. 

Grants, Contracts, Partnerships, Other Accomplishments:

The Division continued to receive the Delta Health Alliance Grant, receiving $695,000 in AY 2009-10.  The Division continued to partner with DAAIS to provide useful professional development to Delta area administrators. 

Economic Development initiatives and/or impact:

Faculty Service to Area Schools

The Division is committed to the provision of ongoing professional development and service to area school districts. In AY 2009-2010, these included Mr. Bill Bond, National Association of Secondary School Principals Specialist for School Safety, speaking on crisis management and policies/procedures related to bullying and the Health Leadership Institute presented by Mississippi Department of Education. 

Delta Health Alliance

In keeping with Delta State’s mission to provide meaningful service to school districts in northwest Mississippi, the Delta Health Alliance was created by the College of Education, the Mississippi Congressional Delegation in Washington, D.C., the Delta Council, and a consortium of all school districts in the Delta service area.  The broad scope of the Alliance covers recruitment and scholarships for undergraduate students in the teacher preparation program, administrative preparation for educational leadership roles in schools and school districts, and support for beginning teachers.  

The Delta experiences an economic impact directly through the initiative and through the commitment of scholarship recipients for employment in beginning teaching and administrator positions in the Delta.  Providing these qualified individuals helps alleviate the teacher/administrator shortage.  

Delta State University Educational Leadership Program 

The Delta State University Educational Leadership Program prepares students to earn both a Master’s or Educational Specialist degree in Educational Administration and Mississippi licensure as a school administrator in K – 12.  The program is built upon a vision that includes: •

· A partnership between the regional school districts and the university;
· An instructional design that emphasizes teaching and learning as the foundation for school leadership in the region;

· An integrated field-based developmental process;

· Preparation of individuals who possess the knowledge, skills, and beliefs needed to effectively assume immediate school leadership positions and make significant leadership contributions in the region.

The university partners with school districts to identify and recruit candidates with proven teaching ability and potential for leadership; to provide appropriate sites and mentors for field based internships; and to fill regional leadership positions with qualified candidates.  The program is enhanced by funding available through the Mississippi Sabbatical Leave Act and the Delta Health Alliance.

Economic contributions include the presence of administrative interns in regional schools with no costs to the schools, and employed school administrators who have an employment commitment to fulfill upon program completion.

Diversity Compliance Initiatives and Progress:

The Division faculty members are committed to the promotion of the ideals of a diverse population. Students are respected and the Diversity Proficiencies are nurtured and developed through classroom activities as well as Division procedures. Diversity among faculty is actively sought when advertising and reviewing applications for positions. Because it has been difficult to attract diverse faculty members to the Division, diversity has played an important role in the choice of adjunct professors. Diversity in race/ethnicity, gender, and geographic location is considered when each M.Ed. Cohort is formed.  The Division also offers alternative course offerings through online courses, hybrids, and intense schedules in an effort to accommodate nontraditional students, working students, or those with other encumbrances that might make traditional course offerings difficult to access. 

Committees reporting to unit (Committee records archived in the office of the Ed.D. Program Coordinator):  Doctoral Admission and Curriculum Council 

V.    Personnel:          

Faculty, 2009-2010


Dr. Dan McFall, Assistant Professor and Ed.S. Program Coordinator 


Dr. Thomas R. Taylor, Assistant Professor and M.Ed. Program Coordinator


Dr. Lynn Varner, Associate Professor, Ed.D. Program Coordinator, NCATE Coordinator


Dr. Jenetta Waddell, Associate Professor and Chair


Dr. Ann Harland Webster, Assistant Professor (part time) 

Staff, 2009-2010

Ms. Annie Garcia, Secretary (July – January)


Ms. Cindy Steele, Secretary (March – June) 

	Table 4          Adjunct Faculty



	Spring 2009
	Summer 2009
	Fall 2009

	Dr. Sharon Freeman 
	Dr. Sharon Freeman 
	Dr. Sharon Freeman 

	Dr. Wilma Wade
	Dr. Marvin Lishman 
	Dr. Wilma Wade

	
	Dr. Carole White
	Ms. Amanda Dickerson, Esq. 

	
	Dr. Laura Jones 
	

	
	Dr. Keith Shaffer
	

	
	Dr. Wilma Wade 
	

	
	Dr. Paul Starkey 
	

	
	Dr. Lana Clark 
	


Noteworthy activities and accomplishments:   

Professional Growth and Development 

Faculty attended the following training and informational sessions related to teaching practices: 

· Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development annual convention, San Antonio, TX (Taylor) 
· Mississippi Association of School Administrators annual meeting, Jackson, MS (Taylor)
· College of Education Grant Planning Workshop (McFall, Taylor, Varner) 
· Dr. Taylor traveled to the Educational Testing Services Corporation in Princeton, New Jersey where he continued training as an evaluator for the new SLLA (state licensure examination). 
· Mississippi Department of Education professional development workshops for educational leaders on curriculum development (McFall) 
· Mississippi Department of Education professional development workshops for educational leaders on raising student achievement (McFall)
· Mississippi Department of Education professional development workshops for educational leaders on effective instructional strategies (McFall) 
· Three-day Response to Intervention Training (RTI) provided through Delta State University and conducted by Ken Swindoll, psychologist (Taylor) 
· Mr. Bill Bond, National Association of Secondary School Principals Specialist for School Safety, made a presentation to the cohort members on crisis management and policies/procedures related to bullying (McFall, Taylor, Varner) 
· Workshop sponsored by the Mississippi School Board Association - The School Board Member's Guide to School Finance (McFall, Taylor)
·  Workshop sponsored by the Mississippi School Board Association - Legal Hot Topics: Contracts, Bidding, School Finance, & Stimulus Act Update (McFall, Taylor)
· Mississippi Department of Education Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) Administrator Training (McFall)
· Delta School Health Leadership Institute (McFall, Taylor, Varner) 
· APA Style Manual Workshop (Varner)
Scholarship 

Division faculty completed four publications and seven presentations during the 2009 calendar year. 

Refereed Articles Published

Varner, L. W. (2009, Spring). Student perceptions of interactive distance learning program. Southeastern Teacher Education Journal, 2(2), 91-96.

Varner, L. W. (2010). Correcting Tests. In K. T. Henson, Making the most of INTASC standards. Journal of the Southeastern Regional Association of Teacher Educators, 18(2), 34-35.

Varner, L. W. (2010). Group moves. In K. T. Henson, Making the most of INTASC standards. Journal of the Southeastern Regional Association of Teacher Educators, 18(2), 37-38.

Publications in Conference Proceedings

Varner, L. W., & Hellums, T. (2009). The principal’s role in supporting teaching the challenged learner. Proceedings of the American 
Council on Rural Special Education. Billings, MT.

Presentations at Professional Meetings

Brown, T. & McFall, D., (2009). The effect of teacher experience on middle school math 
students’ performance. Poster session 
presented at annual Faculty Research and Scholarship Symposium, Cleveland, MS.

Griffin, L. L., Colbert, T., Cummins, C., Davis, K., Snow, C., Varner, L., & Webster, A. H. (2009). A healthy schools initiative: 
Answering the call through teacher and leadership preparation. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association of 
Teacher Educators, Dallas, TX.

McFall, D., Taylor, T. & Melton, E. (2009). Criteria of an effective tapping system for identifying school administrators. Poster 
session presented at annual Faculty Research and Scholarship Symposium, Cleveland, MS.

Melton, E. & McFall, D., (2009). The impact of developmental courses on subsequent courses. Presentation at the National 
Association of Developmental Educators Conference, Greensboro, NC.

Taylor, T. R., Jenkins, K. B., McFall, D. R., Varner, L. W., & Webster, A. H. (2009). Problem-based learning projects that promote 
healthy schools. Poster session presented at annual Faculty Research and Scholarship Symposium, Cleveland, MS.

Varner, L. W., & Hellums, T. (2009). Facilitating differentiated instruction. Paper presented at the annual Faculty Research and Scholarship Symposium, Cleveland, MS.

Varner, L. W. & Hellums, T. (2009). The principal’s role in supporting teaching the challenged learner. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Council on Rural Special Education, Denver, CO.

Varner, L. W., Jenkins, K. B., McFall, D. R., Taylor, T. R., & Webster, A. H. (2009). Incorporating healthy schools components into 
educational leadership preparation program. Paper presented at the annual Faculty Research and Scholarship Symposium, 
Cleveland, MS

Service and Collaboration 

· Dissertation committee chair (McFall, Varner)
· Dissertation committee member (McFall, Varner)
· American Council on Rural Special Education Conference Program Committee (Varner)
·  NCATE National Board of Examiners (Varner) 
· Educational Leadership Constituent Council national program reviewer (Varner) 
· Mississippi Board of Examiners for Accreditation and Process and Performance Review (Varner)
· Delta Education Journal – Editorial Board (Varner) 
· Delta Journal of Education Advisory Board (McFall)
· Education and Information Systems, Technologies, and Applications Editorial Board (Varner)
· Indianola Academy: Board of Directors (10 years), Academic Committee Chair, Strategic Planning Steering Committee,
         Scholarship Committee (Varner) 

· International Conference on Education and Information Systems, Technologies, and Applications Program Committee (Varner)

Technical Assistance/Professional Development Rendered to Area Schools 

· Professional Development Presentation - Delta School Boards Association, Bullying/Bullying Prevention in K-12 Schools 
         (Taylor)

	Table 5          Summary of Division Scholarly and Professional Service Activities for 2009

	Activity 
	Total 

	Training and Information Sessions Attended 
	22

	Refereed Articles Published 
	3

	Publications in Conference Proceedings 
	1

	Presentations at Professional Meetings 
	8

	Dissertation Committee Chairs 
	2

	Dissertation Committee Members 
	2

	Editorial Board Positions Held 
	3

	Professional Appointed/Elected Board and Committee Positions 
	3

	Program Examiners/Reviewers 
	3

	Technical Assistance/Professional Development Rendered to Area Schools 
	1


Affiliation with /Support of Professional Organizations, University, College, and Division Committees 

Faculty members provide service as sponsors, officers, committee members, and/or members in the following organizations: 

· American Association of School Administrators

· American Council on Rural Special Education
· Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 

· Mississippi Association of School Administrators

Faculty members are involved in committee work at the University, College, and Division levels.  During the past year, the Division had representation on each of the following: 


University


Delta Research and Scholarship Symposium Program Committee and Juror


DSU Foundation Board


Faculty Senate Executive Committee – Member


Faculty Senate Senator


Faculty Senate Proxy


Foundations for Excellent Diversity Dimension Committee


Graduate Council – Member 


Health and Wellness Committee


Institutional Review Board Chair


Institutional Review Board Executive Committee


IT Governance Committee


Merit Pay Appeals Committee


Research Committee


Safety and Environment Committee


Teaching Excellence Committee


Tenure and Promotion Committee


Writing across the Curriculum Committee


College 


College Fundraising Advisory Board, Chair


Doctoral Admission and Curriculum Committee, Chair


NCATE Standard 2 Committee – Member 


Tenure and Promotion Committee


NCATE Coordinator


Division 


Tenure and Promotion Committee 


Educational Leadership Program Council

New position(s) requested, with justification: The position of Director of the Thad Cochran Center for Rural School Leadership and Research will be filled for AY 2010-2011.  The current and past chairs of the Division of Rural School Leadership and Research have dually held the position of Center Director. This job structure has not been adequate for creating a viable Center. A Center Director with limited teaching responsibilities will have the time to work with Delta area schools and school districts in the area of professional development and with College faculty on research.  This will provide more exposure for the Center.  In addition, these activities will have the potential to improve teaching and learning in the Delta region, as well as providing coordination for the College of Education research agenda.  

Recommended change of status: Dr. Dan McFall received tenure and Associate Professor rank (to begin with AY 2010-2011).


VI.
Degree Program Addition/Deletions and/or Major Curriculum Changes:      


Changes made in the past year: 

· Replaced SUP 631.Supervision of Instruction with SUP 731. Supervision Roles in Instruction.  The content of SUP 731 provides a more in-depth study of supervision than does that of SUP 631 and is more appropriate for an Ed.S. Program. 

· Moved AED 704.Resource Management from Tier II (district level) to Tier I (building level) as current research-based models of Educational Leadership emphasize building-level decision making related to management of personnel, finances, and facilities. 
· Moved CUR 703.Dynamic Leadership in Curriculum and Assessment from Tier I (building level) to Tier II (district level). This course focuses on research-based approaches to P-12 teaching and learning and includes building-level and district-level content. CUR 703 will become one of the capstone courses in the program and will contain a summative candidate performance assessment. 

· Infused Healthy School components into the M.Ed. Cohort curriculum. 


Recommended changes for the coming year(s):  

· Add an M.Ed. in Educational Administration and Supervision track focused on Independent Schools.
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