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The Charter College of Education Assessment System

Executive Summary

The Charter College of Education (CCOE) assessment system, based on the CCOE
conceptual framework (see Figure 1), is an ongoing process that uses authentic, comprehensive,
and integrated assessment measures to evaluate the achievement of the CCOE mission and goals.
This system was created by the collaborative efforts of the CCOE Accreditation Task Force,
consisting of faculty representatives from each division, a staff representative, and the Associate
Dean for Curriculum and Assessment.  They integrated ideas from other faculty and staff,
community Prek-12 school and higher education institution partners, and students to develop this
system, based on the College’s 1996 assessment framework and an extensive review of the
literature on assessment.
   The interdependent components of the system, described in this document, include:

A.  Knowledge, Skills, and Dispositions for Candidates
B.  Professional, State, and Institutional Standards
C. Multiple Assessment Measures
D. Data Collection and Analysis
E. Data-based Decision-Making
F. Resources

The CCOE assessment system provides data for use in decision making to:
• determine applicant qualifications
• interpret aggregated data to monitor, evaluate, and improve instructional programs
• ensure and maintain the quality of candidate and graduate performance
• manage and improve unit operations

The CCOE assessment system is represented by the graphic design of a stairway, which
has the conceptual framework as its foundation (see Figure 2). The conceptual framework is
composed of six interconnected components, all of which are imbedded in the assessment system.
Each step of the graphic stairway is comprised of the knowledge, skills, and dispositions required
of candidates at specific stages of their preparation.  By successfully meeting the requirements at
each decision point (represented by the riser on each step), candidates meet designated standards
to complete their programs.  Candidates then exit their program in the CCOE and enter the
continuous learning stage, depicted by the steps seen through the door.  This stage could be
induction or Level II credentials, employment, or further education in advanced degree or doctoral
programs. The graphic illustrates how professional, state, and institutional standards and multiple
assessment measures provide the basis for continual feedback through data collection and analysis
at each step in the process. The railing of the staircase represents the resources, especially funding
resources, which give stability to the system. With adequate personnel, budget, equipment, and
facilities, the system is coherent and can achieve its goals.

The first component of the CCOE assessment system, knowledge, skills, and
dispositions , is measured at each of the decision points depicted in Figure 2.  Candidates in the
CCOE preparing to work as teachers or other professional school or agency personnel know and
demonstrate the content, pedagogical, and professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions
necessary to help all students learn.  In the CCOE, “all students” includes persons with
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exceptionalities and of various ethnic, racial, gender, linguistic, religious, socioeconomic, and
regional/geographic origins.  Candidates are also uniquely prepared to work in urban settings.
Multiple measures are used to assess whether candidates meet professional, state, and institutional
standards.  These standards are reflected in the CCOE conceptual framework and include
candidate proficiencies. Each program in the CCOE develops custom descriptions of levels of
proficiency for each of the categories: “unacceptable”, “acceptable” and “target”, to be used at the
decision points determined by the program. These decision points could be at the beginning,
intermediate, or advanced level, depending upon the program.

Standards  form the second component of the system from which the CCOE ensures that
its outcomes are aligned with professional, state, and institutional best practices.  In many cases,
candidates and programs meet the standards but use data to assure continual improvement, as data
from program review and evaluation are incorporated into the unit. The CCOE assessment system
is based on six sets of standards (CSULA Program Review; CSULA General Education goals and
objectives and student learning outcomes; California Commission on Teacher Credentialing -
Basic or preliminary and Level II or Advanced; California Standards for the Teaching Profession;
California State Department of  Education Subject Matter Content Standards;  Professional
standards (CACREP, AERBVI, ASHSA, IRA, NASP, NCATE, NBPTS, WASC).

To create a valid and reliable assessment system, multiple measures validate
candidate performance and success in attainment of the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that
lead to student learning. The CCOE utilizes multiple measures, the third component of the
system, at specified decision points to create a dynamic process of assessment to provide its
diverse student population with varied and fair opportunities to demonstrate achievement of
professional, state and institutional standards.  Both formative and summative assessments utilize
multiple measures within individual courses, fieldwork experiences, and programs.  Candidates
are given opportunities to review and reflect upon the assessment results with faculty, advisors,
program coordinators, and school-based support personnel to make determinations for
professional growth and development.  Similarly, these data are used by programs, divisions, and
the unit in making continuous improvements in instructional practices and curricular programs.

The CCOE’s data collection and analysis system, the fourth component, assures that
meaningful information is used to assure that the unit achieves its goals. Different databases
(ACCESS from Office for Student Services, OASIS from the university, other university
databases) provide the data elements such as enrollment data, grades, and program-level
information. These are linked and are the basis for an Electronic Management System (EMS).  By
utilizing all possible databases, data can be managed electronically and information can be shared
across systems.

In the CCOE assessment system, the fifth component, data-based decision-making,
operates on four levels: 1) individual candidate performance, 2) program quality, 3) division
management, and 4) unit effectiveness.  At each level, an assessment system checklist is utilized
(see examples in Attachment 5). Because the CCOE is made up of many programs, including
basic and advanced credential, degree and certificate programs, they all have various sets of
decision points, but some decision points are common to all programs. The full document displays
samples of the common decision points.

The programs/unit regularly and systematically use data, including information from both
internal decision points (e.g., candidate performance assessments) and external sources (e.g., state
tests, school site evaluations, graduate employer follow-up surveys, and focus groups of
community advisory boards) for program and unit improvement.  Data are collected and analyzed
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to evaluate the efficacy of courses, instructional practices, assessment procedures, clinical
experiences, and programs. Both formative and summative data are analyzed. Changes in the
program/unit are initiated where indicated by trends in data.  The program/unit systematically
monitors the effects of these changes to assure continuous improvement.

Resources represent the final component of the system. The CSU system allocates
approximately $8.6 million from public money based on full-time enrolled students (FTES) in the
CCOE and supplements that funding with special allocations approved in annual budget
allocations approved by the legislature.  The CCOE also supplements public funding from fees for
services related to credential or admission processing, private grants and resources.  Each year the
college receives nearly $5 million from outside sources. The funding assures that there are
sufficient personnel (faculty, staff and technical support), equipment, and facilities to enable the
assessment system to function. The CCOE is also committed to funding activities relative to
assessment.  The Dean has supported the establishment of the Accreditation Task Force, with
representatives from each Division and staff. The University has provided funds from its Center
for Effective Teaching and Learning (CETL) and from lottery funding for assessment of blended
teacher preparation programs.  The CSU has also provided funding for assessment system
development and may make more funds available in the future.
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Section One
Definition and Purpose

The Charter College of Education (CCOE) assessment system, based on the CCOE Conceptual
Framework,* (see Figure 1) is defined as an ongoing process that uses authentic, comprehensive,
and integrated assessment measures to evaluate the achievement of the CCOE mission and goals.
The mission, as revised in Fall 2001, is defined as: “Through the unique opportunities provided by
its charter status, the College of Education at CSULA enables educational leaders to meet high
standards and ensure the maximum learning and achievement potential of culturally and
linguistically diverse urban learners” (see Attachment 1, CCOE Strategic Plan 2001-2002).

The CCOE goals, also presented in the Strategic Plan, reflect the unique
individual strategic pathways of each division, cluster, and program in the Charter College of
Education, that when considered as a whole, contribute to the overall success of the CCOE in
achieving its mission.  However unique an approach, each is consistent with and supportive of the
following CCOE overarching goals:

1. To promote scholarship as a means of creating and/or disseminating new
knowledge

2. To use inquiry and reflection as a means to initiate, analyze, and sustain
change in teaching and learning

3. To prepare educators in sound curriculum and instructional practices
4. To encourage education professionals to become learner advocates
5. To emphasize the importance of accountability for student outcomes
6. To recognize the linguistic and cultural diversity of the population as assets
7. To use technology as a means of transforming teaching and learning, infusing it across the

curricula
8. To reduce the bureaucratic barriers to educational innovation by restructuring and reducing

red-tape
9. To redirect faculty focus on to the students by finding ways of reducing/streamlining

committee work
10. To find effective ways in institutionalize educational program innovations and best

practices developed at the CCOE

The definition of the assessment system is also related to the assessment system principles
contained in the Strategic Plan.  They state that the CCOE assessment system ensures that
accountability is tied to:

Coherence
• Careful deployment of resources and services that support the quality preparation

of educational leaders and teaching professionals
• Clear alignment with professional standards

*Note:  In the electronic version of this text, underlined phrases will be “hot-linked” to
 texts with definitions or descriptions.
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Professional commitments and dispositions
• Ongoing commitments to serve a diverse population
• Continued lifelong learning through scholarly activity,
      research, and quality professional development
• Participative decision-making that includes faculty, staff,
      students and the community

Curriculum standards aligned with candidate proficiencies
• Design and delivery of quality content in a balanced curriculum focusing on

preK-12 urban learners
• Professional communities, which collaborate across divisions, providing

unique and robust approaches to the preparation of quality leaders and
teaching professionals

Measurable goals of performance
• Clear outcomes and quality assessments
• Ongoing evaluation

The interdependent components of the system, described in this document, include:
A.  Knowledge, Skills, and Dispositions for Candidates
B.  Professional, State, and Institutional Standards
C.  Multiple Assessment Measures
D.  Data Collection and Analysis

      E.  Data-based Decision-Making
F.   Resources

The purpose of the CCOE assessment system is to provide data for use in decision making relative to:
• determining applicant qualifications
• interpreting aggregated data to monitor and improve instructional programs
• ensuring and maintaining the quality of candidate and graduate performance managing and

improving unit operations
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CHARTER COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
California State University, Los Angeles

MISSION

Through the unique opportunities provided by its charter status, the College of Education at California State University, Los Angeles
enables educators to meet high standards and ensure the maximum learning and achievement potential of culturally and linguistically
diverse urban learners.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Beliefs

• Strategies for learning should
model desired practice

• Practitioners need to learn in
context

• Assessment strategies should
measure what practitioners
know and can do so that all
students learn

• Collaboration and
partnerships should guide
decision making

• Cultural and linguistic
diversity should be considered
in decision making

t

Core Values

• Value equity

• Treat cultural and linguistic
diversity as assets

• Promote inclusiveness

• Use inquiry and reflection

• Prepare qualified, quality
educational leaders and teaching
professionals

• Assume accountability for learner
outcomes

• Cultivate life-long learning

• Apply technology in service to
quality education

• Assure democratic participation

Core Values
& Beliefs

Outcomes,
Assessment,
Evaluation

Mission Statement
& Goals

Design & Content of
Curriculum:  Knowledge

Base, Standards

Delivery of
Integrated Curriculum

Collaboration with
Professional Community VISION

Promoting an inclusive
environment to support caring
professional educators for the

future, so that all learners achieve
their fullest potential.

Theme Focus: Diversity, Technology, Inquiry, Transitions, and Community

Learner Focus: Early Childhood, Elementary School, Middle/High School, Post High School

Field Focus: Curriculum and Instruction, Special Education, Educational Foundations and Interdivisional Studies,
Administration and Counseling
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Section Two
Assessment System Development

The assessment system developed in stages beginning in 1996 and continued
through to the final approval of the document by the SAW in November, 2001.  It was
acknowledged that this is a “living” document and will be continually evaluated and
revised annually if necessary.  The following events comprise the historical timeline:

1.  Spring 1996-Fall 1997: CCOE Assessment Framework established
     and assessment outcomes infused for COA/NCATE visit

 2.  Winter 1998-Fall 1999: Revised assessment goals in place
3. Fall 1999-Spring 2000

a. External evaluation and CSULA Program review validate
achievement of CCOE goals

b. Assessment team meetings develop Assessment Handbook
2000 containing sample syllabi and rubrics

c.   College-wide assessment workshop
c.   Syllabi with rubrics submitted

4.  Fall 2000-Fall 2001
                  a.   Syllabi with rubrics submitted

b. SAW approves Accreditation Task Force (ATF)
c. College-wide Assessment Workshop to introduce NCATE

2000 and SB2042 proposed credential changes in Assessment
Handbook 2001

d. ATF develops draft assessment system
e. SAW approves 2001-2002 Strategic Plan with Assessment

Principles (see Attachment 1)
f. ATF forms Community Advisory Committee (see list in

Attachment 2)
g. Program evaluation of Urban Learning blended program

validates achievement of CCTC standards for blended program
and program faculty review results

h. SAW approves assessment system document

The Task Force also created a COA/NCATE Timeline (see Attachment 3)
and the NCATE Transition Plan (see Attachment 4) to take the system
development into the future.
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Section Three
      System Components

   The CCOE assessment system is represented by the graphic design of a stairway,
which has the conceptual framework as its foundation (see Figure 2). The conceptual
framework is composed of six interconnected components, all of which are imbedded in
the assessment system. Each step of the graphic stairway is comprised of the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions required of candidates at specific stages of their preparation. The
following definitions are provided by NCATE (2001):

Knowledge Bases: empirical research, disciplined inquiry, informed theory and
wisdom of practice. Professional knowledge is the historical, economic,
sociological, philosophical, and psychological understandings of schooling and
education.  It also includes knowledge about learning, diversity, technology,
professional ethics, legal and policy issues, pedagogy, and the roles and
responsibilities of the profession of teaching.
 Skills:  The ability to use content, professional, and pedagogical knowledge
effectively and readily in diverse teaching settings in a manner that ensures that
all students are learning.
Dispositions: The values, commitments, and professional ethics that influence
behaviors toward students, families, colleagues and communities and affect
student learning, motivation and development as well as the educator’s own
professional growth. (see Glossary for further explanation).
Standards: written expectations for meeting a specified level of performance.
Standards exist for the content that PreK-12 students should know at a certain age
or grade level.  State standards are adopted by the California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing (CCTC), which is responsible for the approval of programs
that prepare teachers and other school personnel. SPA standards are standards
developed by national specialized professional associations that describe what the
professionals in the field should know and be able to do. Individual programs may
also establish standards for candidates.
    By successfully meeting the requirements at each decision point (represented

by the riser on each step), candidates meet designated standards and complete their
programs. Candidates then exit their program in the CCOE and enter the continuous
learning stage, depicted by the steps seen through the door.  This stage could be induction
or Level II credentials, employment, or further education in advanced degree or doctoral
programs. The graphic illustrates how professional, state, and institutional standards and
multiple assessment measures provide the basis for continual feedback through data
collection and analysis at each step in the process. The railing of the staircase represents
the resources, especially funding resources, which give stability to the system.  With
adequate personnel, budget, equipment, and facilities, the system is coherent and can
achieve its goals.



Figure 2
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    Tables 1 and 2 below further illustrate this graphic by explaining program-specific
decision points in two sample CCOE programs.  The tables illustrate how candidates’
knowledge, skills, and dispositions are assessed at each decision point.
     Table 1.  Illustrating the Assessment System Graphic: Multiple Subject Credential

* Note: Portfolios are checked by faculty at each decision point to verify evidence.

EVIDENCE OF
DECISION POINT KNOWLEDGE SKILLS DISPOSITIONS

Initial entry point
Admission to CSULA;
Conditional admission to
CCOE

Transcript: 2.5 GPA
on last 90 units

2 letters of
recommendation

2 letters of
recommendation

Interim point
Enrollment in EDCI 300 A/B

Transcript, 2.67
overall GPA;
Complete CCOE
application, program
plan; WPE; apply
for CBEST

2 letters of
recommendation
Demo of Level 1
Technology
Competency

Interview;
Statement of
Philosophy;
Apply for
Certificate of
Clearance; verify
negative TB

Interim point
Credit for EDCI 300A/B -
Formal Admission to
Credential program:
Enrollment in restricted
courses

Min. grade of C in
PSY 150, COMM
150, EDFN 413.
CBEST attempted;
WPE passed; MSAT
attempted or
equivalent
coursework

Portfolio* Portfolio; student
survey

Clinical practice entry
(Admission to Directed
Teaching)

3.0 GPA in all
methods courses; no
grade below C; Pass
CBEST; Obtain
Cert. Of Clearance;
Portfolio

Complete approved
subject matter
program; Demo of
Level 1 Tech.
Comp; RICA
Seminar; portfolio

Directed Teaching
Meeting; portfolio

Clinical practice exit
(Completion of Directed
Teaching

Supervisors’
Evaluations;
portfolio

Supervisors’
Evaluations;
portfolio

Supervisors’
Evaluations;
portfolio

Completion ( Apply for
credential)

RICA, TPA;
portfolio

RICA, TPA,
Portfolio

Supervisors’
Evaluation Forms;
student surveys;
focus groups

Induction entry (Employment
with credential)

Grad. Follow-Up
Survey; Employer
Survey

Grad. Follow-Up
Survey; Employer
Survey; Demo of
Level 2 Tech.
Comp.

Grad. Follow-Up
Survey; Employer
Survey
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Table 2.  Illustrating the Assessment System Graphic: Reading/Language Arts/
   M.A. In Reading

                                    EVIDENCE OF
PHASE/DECISION PT KNOWLEDGE SKILLS DISPOSITIONS
Initial Entry point

      Admission requirements
     (Formal admission by
     completing EDCI 300AB or
    equivalent

Transcript, 2.75
GPA; WPE/CBEST
Basic Credential

2 letters of
recommendation
.

Interview;
Statement of
Philosophy

Interim point
      Formal admission
     (Enrollment in restricted
     courses)

Achieve average
GPA of B; no grade
below C (see
program matrices)

Complete approved
subject matter
program

Instructor’s
interview

Clinical practicum:
     Admission to Directed
     Teaching

Pass rubric; Parent
report

Supervisor
assessment (grade)

Credit

     Clinical practice :
     Fieldwork

Pass rubric; portfolio Supervisors
assessment (grade);
portfolio

Credit

Workshop Presentation Pass portfolio Portfolio Credit
Apply for graduation Transcript/portfolio Transcript/portfolio Credit
Apply for
Reading/Language Arts
Specialist Credential

Transcript/portfolio Transcript/portfolio Credit

Successful employment Follow-up surveys:
-candidate
-employer

Survey data Survey data

Component A.   Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Dispositions

This first component of the CCOE assessment system is measured at each of the decision
points depicted in  Figure 2 and the Tables above.  Candidates in the CCOE preparing to work as
teachers or other professional school or agency personnel know and demonstrate the content,
pedagogical, and professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary to help all students
learn.  In the CCOE, “all students” includes persons with exceptionalities and of various ethnic,
racial, gender, linguistic, religious, socioeconomic, and regional/geographic origins.  Candidates
are also uniquely prepared to work in urban settings.  Multiple measures are used to assess
whether candidates meet professional, state, and institutional standards.  These standards are
reflected in the CCOE conceptual framework and include candidate proficiencies. Table 3
contains basic rubrics for determining candidate proficiency with regard to knowledge, skills,
and dispositions.  Thus Table 3 serves as a broad conceptualization of the areas that are more
specifically addressed in each of the program documents within the CCOE.  Program documents
reflect content knowledge, practical skills, and personal and professional dispositions in a
manner that allows for fair and consistent assessment of each candidate.  Candidates are made
aware of and are expected to be familiar with the levels of proficiency that they must
demonstrate in order to successfully enter the teaching profession or other school and agency
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professions.  The knowledge, skills, and dispositions expected of all CCOE candidates reflect a
commitment to diversity and technology and are guided by the ultimate goal to ensure student
learning in PreK-12 schools.

Table 3 gives examples of rubrics which are used to determine candidate knowledge,
skills, and dispositions, both for teacher candidates and other professional school personnel.
Each program in the CCOE has custom descriptions of levels of proficiency for each of the
categories: “unacceptable”, “acceptable” and “target”, to be used at the decision points
determined by the program. At each decision point, knowledge, skills, and dispositions may be
measured by different rubrics, depending on the candidate’s specific place in the program
sequence (e.g. beginning, intermediate, or advanced). For example, at the beginning level, a
candidate may be expected to recognize individual needs of students;  at  the intermediate level,
the candidate may be expected to implement specific strategies to meet those needs, and at the
advanced level, the candidate may be expected to demonstrate the ability to use those strategies
across all curricula. The table below uses examples taken from NCATE guidelines.

Table 3
Sample Rubrics for Determining Candidate Proficiency

Elements Unacceptable Acceptable Target
Content Knowledge
for Teacher
Candidates1

Teacher candidates
have inadequate
knowledge of the
subject matter they
plan to teach as
shown by their
inability to
demonstrate their
understanding of
important principles
or concepts
delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards.

Teacher candidates
know the subject
matter they plan to
teach as shown by
their ability to
explain important
principles and
concepts delineated
in professional,
state, and
institutional
standards.

Teacher candidates
have in-depth
knowledge of  the
subject matter that
they plan to teach as
shown by their
ability to explain or
discuss important
principles and
concepts delineated
in professional,
state, and
institutional
standards. They
demonstrate their
knowledge through
inquiry, critical
analysis, and
synthesis of the
subject.

Content Knowledge
for Other
Professional School
Personnel

Candidates for other
professional school
roles have an
inadequate
understanding of
their field as shown
by their inability to
explain important
principles and
concepts delineated
in professional,
state, and

Candidates for other
professional school
roles know their
fields as shown by
their ability to
explain important
principles and
concepts delineated
in professional,
state, and
institutional
standards.

Candidates for other
professional school
roles have a
thorough
understanding of the
central concepts,
tools of inquiry, and
structures of their
fields as delineated
in professional,
state, and
institutional
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Elements Unacceptable Acceptable Target
institutional
standards.

standards and
shown through
inquiry, critical
analysis, and
synthesis.

Pedagogical Content
Knowledge for
Teacher Candidates

Teacher candidates do
not understand the
relationship of content
and pedagogy delineated
in professional, state,
and institutional
standards in a way that
helps them develop
learning experiences
that allow them to
integrate technology and
build on students’
cultural backgrounds
and knowledge of
content so that students
learn.

Teacher candidates
have a broad
knowledge of
instructional
strategies that draws
upon content and
pedagogical
knowledge and
skills delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards to help all
students learn.
They facilitate
student learning of
the subject matter
through presentation
of the content in
clear and
meaningful ways
that build on
students’ cultural
backgrounds and
integrate
technology.

Teacher candidates
reflect a thorough
understanding of
pedagogical content
knowledge
delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards.  They
have in-depth
understanding of the
subject matter that
they plan to teach
allowing them to
provide multiple
explanations and
instructional
strategies so that all
students learn.
They present the
content to students
in clear and
challenging ways
and integrate
technology and
students’ cultural
backgrounds
extensively.

Professional and
Pedagogical
Knowledge and
Skills for Teacher
Candidates

Candidates have not
mastered
professional and
pedagogical
knowledge and
skills delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards, as shown
in their lack of
knowledge of
school, family, and
community contexts
or in their inability
to develop learning,
experiences that

Candidates use their
professional and
pedagogical
knowledge and
skills delineated in
professional, state,
and university
standards to
facilitate learning.
They consider the
school, family, and
community contexts
in which they work
and the prior
experience of
students to develop

Candidates reflect a
thorough
understanding of
professional and
pedagogical
knowledge and
skills delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards, as shown
in their development
of meaningful
learning experiences
to facilitate student
learning for all
students.  They
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Elements Unacceptable Acceptable Target
draw on students’
prior experience.

meaningful learning
experiences.

reflect on their
practice and make
necessary
adjustments to
enhance student
learning.  They
know how students
learn and how to
make ideas
accessible to them.
They consider
school, family, and
community contexts
in connecting
concepts to
students’ prior
experience, and
applying the ideas to
real world problems.

Professional
Knowledge and
Skills for Other
School Personnel

Candidates have not
mastered the
professional
knowledge that
undergirds their
fields and is
delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards.  Lack of
knowledge is shown
in their inability to
use research or
technology or to
understand the
cultural contexts of
the schools in which
they provide
professional
services.

Candidates have an
adequate
understanding of the
professional
knowledge expected
in their fields and
delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards.  They
know their students,
families, and
communities; use
current research to
inform their
practices; and
support student
learning through
their professional
services.

Candidates have an
in-depth
understanding of
professional
knowledge in their
fields as delineated
in professional,
state, and
institutional
standards.  They
collect and analyze
data related to their
work, reflect on
their practice, and
use research and
technology to
support and improve
student learning.

Dispositions for
ALL Candidates

Candidates are not
familiar with
professional
dispositions
delineated in
professional, state,
and institutional
standards.  They do
not model these
dispositions in their

Candidates are
familiar with and
reflect the
dispositions
expected of
professionals, and
their work with
students, families,
and communities as
delineated in

Candidates’ work
with students,
families, and
communities
reflects the
dispositions
expected of
professional
educators as
delineated in
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Elements Unacceptable Acceptable Target
work with students,
families, and
communities.

professional, state,
and institutional
standards.

professional, state,
and institutional
standards.
Candidates
recognize when
their own
dispositions may
need to be adjusted
and are able to
develop plans to do
so.

1Candidates include persons preparing to teach or preparing for other professional roles in
schools such as principals, school psychologists, or school counselors.  Candidates may also
include persons with credentials who are continuing their professional development.

Component B.  Standards
             Standards form the base from which the CCOE ensures that its outcomes are aligned
with professional, state, and institutional best practices. In many cases, candidates and programs
meet the standards but use data to assure continual improvement, as data from program review
and evaluation is incorporated into the unit. The CCOE Assessment System is based on the
following standards:

1. CSULA Program Review
2. CSULA General Education goals and objectives and student learning outcomes
3.  California Commission on Teacher Credentialing – CCTC (Basic or preliminary and
     Level II or Advanced)
4.  California Standards for the Teaching Profession (CSTP)
5.  California State Department of  Education Subject Matter Content Standards
6.  Professional standards (CACREP, AERBVI ASHSA, IRA, NASP, NCATE,
     NBPTS, WASC)

Component C.  Multiple Measures

1. Purpose
To create a valid and reliable assessment system, multiple measures will be implemented
to ensure coherence between candidate performance and candidate success in attainment
of knowledge, skills, and dispositions that lead to student learning and the improvement
of public schools and related institutions.  The CCOE utilizes multiple measures to create
a dynamic process of assessment to provide its diverse student population with varied and
fair opportunities to demonstrate achievement of professional, state and institutional
standards.

2. Method
Throughout the system, multiple assessment measures, aligned with criteria from
professional, state and institutional standards, will be utilized at specified decision points.
Both formative and summative assessments will consist of multiple measures within
individual courses, fieldwork experiences, and programs.  Candidates are given
opportunities to review and reflect upon the assessment results with faculty, advisors,
program coordinators, and school-based support personnel for use in making
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determinations for professional growth and development.  Similarly, these data are used
by programs, divisions, and the unit in making continuous improvements in instructional
practices and curricular programs. These measures also provide data for individual,
program, division, and unit decisions.

3. Characteristics
Varied, diverse, and increasingly complex assessment measures are used to assess
candidate performance across programs and divisions.  Assessment measures include
authentic (e.g., portfolio) as well as standardized instruments (e.g., state exam such as
RICA) and include qualitative and quantitative measures.  See Table 4 below for
examples of these types of assessments.

Table 4
Examples of Sources of Evidence Used in Assessments

                         Sample Sources of Evidence Used in Assessment System
Authentic Standardized

Level Internal External Internal External
Initial Portfolio,

interview,
reflections of
early field
experiences

References; Site
Supervisor
Evaluations

 WPE, Grades;
fieldwork
evaluations

CBEST, RICA,
CCTC Teacher
Performance
Expectations;
State exams

Advanced Interview; Thesis/
Project/
Dissertation;
Portfolio/
Evaluation of
fieldwork

Site Supervisor
Evaluations;
Comps.

Fieldwork Hours National
Certification
Exam

The use of multiple measures to assess student performance outcomes reinforces best
practices in teaching.  This practice provides candidates with a model to utilize in
teaching and assessing learning in public schools and related institutions.  Within the
assessment system, individual faculty and programs infuse a variety of measures for the
purpose of determining knowledge of course content, the development of skills, and the
essential dispositions for educational professionals.  Examples of these varied measures
include:

•  end-of-course assessments (such as examinations, topical papers, or culminating group
projects);

•  mid-course assessments (such as reflective journals, cooperative group learning
experiences, or observations by faculty and peers);

•  fieldwork experiences (such as lesson and unit plans, examples of creating appropriate
learning environments, student work,  communications with students, families, and
professionals or videotapes).

4.  Alignment
The multiple measures that are used to assess candidate performance on professional
commitments and dispositions are aligned to professional, state, and institutional
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standards.  Programs, divisions, and the unit establish set criteria for meeting outcomes
that are aligned to standards, developed in collaboration with the professional
community, and based on faculty beliefs about teaching and learning.  The multiple
measures provide data to ensure candidate quality and positive outcomes for student
learning.

5.  Fairness, accuracy, consistency
To ensure the validity and reliability of the assessment measures, fairness, consistency, and
accuracy are determined and incorporated within the assessment system in a thoughtful manner.
Evidence derived from multiple and diverse measures provide data for the system that are
congruent with the program criteria and internal and external standards.  This congruency
provides the system with consistency throughout courses and programs.   Assessment measures
are fair when candidates are fully aware of the standards and criteria expected of them, are given
ample opportunity to learn the content and master the skills being measured, and are provided
with the necessary supports for learning from faculty and community partners. Assessments used
need to be cognitively complex and require candidates to show complex thinking and problem
solving abilities.  They need to show transferability or generalization across tasks and the ability
of the student to use knowledge and skills in the real world.  The assessments used in the system
are instructionally sensitive and appropriate for what is being measured.  In addition, the
assessments are consistent with best knowledge and practice in the subject matter area.

Component  D.  Data Collection and Analysis

The CCOE’s data collection and analysis system assures that meaningful information is used to
assure that the unit achieves its goals.  Data collection and analysis enables the system to achieve
its purposes and answer the questions:  are the applicants qualified?  What is the quality of
candidate and graduate performance, and the instructional programs?  How can the CCOE
manage and improve unit operations? Candidates are provided with multiple opportunities to
demonstrate professional commitments and dispositions in assure lack of assessment bias.
1.   Management Information System

a. The unit’s design for collecting, analyzing, summarizing and using candidate
data is described in Table 5 below.  Different databases (ACCESS from
Office for Student Services, OASIS from the university, other university
databases) provide the data elements such as enrollment data, grades, and
program-level information. These are linked and thus create an Electronic
Management System (EMS).  By utilizing all possible databases, data can be
managed electronically and information can be shared across systems.

2.   Common Data Elements for Candidates
In order to help ensure quality data collection, common data elements will be identified
and collected for candidates in all programs.  Programs may elect to collect other optional
data elements. The common elements will be linked to ACCESS, OASIS, and the CCOE
website and intranet via the Electronic Management System (EMS).

3. Responsibility for Data Collection and Analysis
Table 5 details the common data elements, data collection method, group or person
responsible for collecting and analyzing data, the method/ process of summarizing data,
data currently collected and possible future data for multiple subject credential
candidates.  A similar table can be created for other candidates for other degrees or
credentials.  This process describes how and when analysis and evaluation is
accomplished for each program.
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Table 5.  Data Collection and Analysis:
              Common Elements for Multiple Subject Credential Candidates

Common Data
Elements Collection Method

Group/
Person to

collect
data

Group/
Person to

analyze data*

Method/
Process of

Summarizing
data*

Data
Currently
Collected

Possible
Future

Data

HS GPA
(Freshmen
students only)

Transcript Registrar SS; Program OASIS,
ACCESS, summary
data

At
admissions

CCOE program/
credential GPA

Use OASIS to
recalculate GPA;
Student submits official
transcripts for all non
CSULA postsecondary
work

 SS, CA SS; CA;
Program

OASIS, ACCESS,
summary data

Overall
GPA is
collected
for all
credential
students as
part of the
formal
admission
process

Continuing
Enrollment
Status

OASIS Registrar SS; CA;
Program

OASIS, screens 114,
110

Monitored
by CA, SS

Passing score on
CBEST

Submitted by student @
time of formal
admission and prior to
directed teaching

SS; student SS ACCESS, summary
data @EDCI 300AB;
EDSP 300

OSS
collects
CBEST
attempts at
EDCI/EDS
P 300; OSS
collects
CBEST
passage
before
Directed
Teaching

Collect
aggregate
data on
numbers
passing
subtests of
CBEST (e.g.
writing)

Verification of
subject matter
competence or
passing score on
PRAXIS or SSAT

SS SS; program
faculty

SS Summary data Upon
credential
recommend
ation, OSS
can provide
the number
and
percentage
of student
who met
subject
matter
competen-
cy by exam
vs. course-
work

Place data
currently
collected for
individuals on
ACCESS
before
directed
teaching; SS
could provide
number of
ineligibles for
student
teaching
because of
lack of
subject matter
competency
(usually < 10
per qtr.)
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Common Data
Elements Collection Method

Group/
Person to

collect
data

Group/
Person to

analyze data*

Method/
Process of

Summarizing
data*

Data
Currently
Collected

Possible
Future

Data

Directed teaching
performance level

Supervisors’
evaluations; transcript

Program
faculty; SS

SS; Program
OASIS screen
1G7

Summary data Students
with
CREDIT
for directed
teaching
have rating
of 4 (above
average)
from super-
visors

Supervisors’e
valuations
Currently
reviewed
individually
for grade
assignment
for directed
teaching;
Actual scores
could be
entered into
database;
Registrar
could provide
via grade
rosters the
number of
students per
qtr. who
receive no
credit for
directed
teaching

Portfolio
completion and
rating

Program Faculty SS; Program
Faculty

SS; Program
Faculty

Portfolios checked by
university supervisors
who document
completion on final
evaluation

Final
evaluation
forms

All
supervisors
need to
complete
portfolio
ratings and
place in
student’s file

Course
completion with B
or above

Transcript; OASIS Registrar;
Analytic
Studies

SS; CA Credential candidates
must maintain “B”
average with no grade
lower than a “C”; GPA
checked prior to
directed teaching and
before credential is
issued

Deficiency
letter from
SS

Collect
aggregate
data of
number and
percentage of
students with
3.0 or above

Passing score on
TPA

CCTC SS CCTC Summary data

Passing score on
RICA

Submitted by student;
CCTC Title II Report

SS; student SS Title II Report ACCESS
can provide
individual
passage if
reported by
student.
Title II
report will
provide
aggregate
data for
previous
year

Investigate
how to
aggregate
these data
beyond Title
II since data
set would be
incomplete
(only those
students who
request scores
sent to
CSULA are
on ACCESS
database)
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Common Data
Elements Collection Method

Group/
Person to

collect
data

Group/
Person to

analyze data*

Method/
Process of

Summarizing
data*

Data
Currently
Collected

Possible
Future

Data

Program
Satisfaction

Student surveys, focus
groups

Program
Faculty

Program faculty Summary data; CA Current and
graduate
student
surveys by
division
and
program;
student
achieve-
ment data
where
available

Collect
student
surveys and
conduct focus
groups each
Spring;
collect
graduate
surveys upon
receipt of
credential

Employer
Satisfaction with
graduates

Annual surveys, focus
groups, Community
Advisory Committees

CSU; CA,
Program
faculty

CA; Program Summary data Surveys of
employers

Align
employer
satisfaction
with K-12
student
achievement

* The method of data analysis and summarizing the data will be determined based on the type of
data collected. Summary data are data aggregated across programs.
Key:
SS = Associate Dean, Student Services Office; CA = Assoc Dean, Curriculum and Assessment
office; OSS = Office for Student Services; Program = Program faculty or program coordinators

4.   Data Collection Procedures for Programs
Program faculty in the CCOE use course syllabi and student outcomes data to
determine program outcomes.  By examining content and performance standards
in syllabi, faculty develop program matrices which link specific standards to
indicators that students have satisfied content standards of state and professional
accreditation bodies.  These curriculum maps or matrices with standards listed on
one axis and types of evidence  listed on the other axis provide valuable data
concerning the program.  In some cases, specific course activities meet a content
standard. In other cases, assessments, portfolios, teaching observations, PreK-12
student work, survey responses, theses or projects may be cited as evidence for
meeting a particular standard.

Component E.  Data-Based Decision-Making

The CCOE is committed to ensuring that its programs and graduates are of the highest quality.
To that end, the CCOE engages in ongoing and systematic review of candidates, programs, and
the unit.

1. Data-based decisions
Decisions are made on four levels: 1) individual candidate/ graduate performance, 2)
program quality, and 3) division management, and 4) unit effectiveness.  At each level,
an assessment system checklist is utilized. (see examples in Attachment 5)

•  At the individual candidate/graduate level, decisions are based on multiple measures at
a minimum of five critical decision points, from program entry, through interim decision
points, through entry to and exit from clinical experiences, and completion.  Every effort
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is made to ensure that sources of bias are eliminated and that measures are fair, accurate,
and consistent.

•  At the program level, faculty are engaged in ongoing examination of the relationship
between curriculum content, candidate performance assessments, and candidate success
in attainment of knowledge, skills and dispositions that lead to student learning and the
improvement of public schools and related institutions.

•  At the division level, faculty committees, community advisory committees, and the Chair
are engaged in ongoing management of resources, personnel, curriculum content,
candidate performance assessments, and candidate success in attainment of knowledge,
skills and dispositions that lead to student learning and the improvement of public
schools and related institutions.

•  At the unit level, the leadership of the CCOE makes data-based decisions regarding the
allocation of resources and provides leadership in assisting programs to maintain
consistency across the unit. The overall unit (CCOE) and sub-units (divisions and
programs) manage and improve unit operations on a continuous basis. Areas of review
include resources such as personnel ( fulltime and part-time faculty staff, and technical
support), budget, equipment (esp. for  technology), and facilities (classrooms).
Recruiting and retention of students is also considered. The unit also needs to monitor the
quality of the faculty, including review of student evaluations of teaching, professional
knowledge and development, and service.

2.  Common Decision Points
The purpose of decision points is to make valid decisions about candidate proficiencies

and to identify candidate needs for ongoing developmental professional growth and
development.  Decisions are made that reflect the application of relevant criteria and use of
results in a manner that discriminates among target, acceptable and unacceptable
performances in a valid and reliable way. All decisions are documented by participating
faculty.

The CCOE is made up of many programs, including basic and advanced credential,
degree and certificate programs. They all have various sets of decision points, but some
decision points are common to all programs.  Decision points represent only one aspect of
assessment, which includes a comprehensive set of measures. Tables 1 and 2 (see above)
display samples of the common decision points for two programs, along with hot links to
specific program descriptions. These deal explicitly with the sources of evidence of
knowledge, skills and dispositions that are used to assess candidates.

a. Initial entry – Formal admission to CCOE.   All programs have an initial entry
level decision point for admission into the program. The CCOE and its
programs have written, clearly articulated admissions criteria.  The criteria are
readily available to prospective candidates from diverse populations.
Requirements for admission into a program may include grade point average,
test scores, formal application, essay, interviews, prerequisite requirements,
references, background experiences, and others. Criteria that are used for
initial entry are based on university, college, state, professional, and program
standards. They ensure that candidates have the appropriate skills, knowledge
and dispositions to enter and complete the program.

b. Interim decision points.  All programs make decisions at different transition
points that are based on criteria for evaluating candidate knowledge, skills and
dispositions.  Each program has at least one interim or mid-program decision
point that is based on data from multiple methods. At these formative decision
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points, a decision is made as to whether the candidate should continue in the
program or continue on to the next phase. For example, after candidates finish
their course work and other requirements, they are evaluated for readiness for
clinical practice or fieldwork. At all of these points, faculty give candidates
developmental, formative feedback on their performance thus far.  Evidence
for meeting the criteria may include data from completion of courses, grades,
external exams, early field experiences, or clinical application. When
necessary, students are formally notified by the Office for Student Services or
Curriculum and Assessment if deficiencies exist which may prohibit timely
completion of a program.  Assessment data and decisions are shared with
candidates to allow them to reflect on their performance to date and to
improve it where indicated. Faculty in each program should cite specific
sources of evidence of unacceptable performance; e.g. grades below 3.0,
unsatisfactory rating on field experience, failing university-required writing
exam, other external exams, etc.

c. Clinical practice entry.  All programs have point at which a candidate is
evaluated for competencies to make them eligible to enter clinical practice,
whether it is student teaching or fieldwork for advanced credentials or
degrees. Methods used to evaluate a candidate’s readiness for clinical practice
may involve a combination of any assessment tools ( such as portfolio
assessment, interview, grades, or other combinations).  In addition, field
placement is contingent upon other factors which might be matched with the
needs of the candidate, such as location of the field experience or the
characteristics of the school setting for the experience.

d. Clinical practice exit.  All programs have specified criteria for validation of
successful achievement of competencies for exit from the clinical practice.
Both a university-based supervisor and a site-based supervisor contribute to
the evaluation.  If students are not successful in achieving all required
competencies for exit, alternative paths are developed in consultation with the
candidate and both supervisors.  If alternative paths still do not result in
achievement of competencies, the candidate is not permitted to continue the
program of study.

e. Completion decision point.  All programs make completion decisions at the
end of a candidate’s program.  These summative decisions are based on
criteria for evaluating candidate knowledge, skills and dispositions that are
appropriate to each individual program. They are based on data from multiple
methods and made by faculty members and program or college administrators
when appropriate. Evidence for meeting the standards for knowledge, skills
and dispositions may include data from field experiences such as student
teaching, grades, external tests such as state or national exams, comprehensive
exams, essays, reflections, projects from courses, theses or projects.  Most of
the CCOE programs require candidates to include evidence of meeting
standards in a comprehensive portfolio that is evaluated at the end of the
program. Faculty in each program should use specific indicators if citing
unacceptable performance; e.g. grades below 3.0, unsatisfactory rating on
field experience, unsatisfactory rating on a portfolio, failing national content
area exams, etc. After a decision is made, the analysis of performance and
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decision are shared with the candidate. If candidates show acceptable or
higher performance, they complete their program and obtain a credential or
masters degree. If a candidate shows less than acceptable performance, the
analysis and decisions made will be shared with the candidate, to allow
him/her to identify weaknesses and to reflect on his/her performance related to
specific standards.  Students will be referred to develop an alternative plan for
completion if they are unsuccessful the first time.

f.  Continuous learning entry point.  After students complete a program and obtain
a credential or masters degree, they enter the field and begin steps toward future
learning. Induction for credential candidates includes the first two years after
credential program completion. The CCOE programs monitor the progress of
their graduates every year.  Programs survey graduates and their employers.
Surveys are administered from the CSU Chancellor’s Office, from the CCOE
Offices of the Associate Deans, or from programs in Divisions.  They can be
available on the internet, through mail surveys, or through focus groups.  The
office administering the survey gathers the data and reports it to the appropriate
Division, CCOE, or CSU system. Results are then used each year by programs in
order to make decisions about curriculum and program delivery.

The programs/unit regularly and systematically use data, including information
 from both internal decision points (e.g., candidate and graduate performance assessments) and
external sources (e.g., state tests, school site evaluations, graduate employer follow-up survey,
community advisory boards and so on) for program and unit improvement.  Data is collected and
analyzed to evaluate the efficacy of: courses, instructional practices, assessment procedures,
clinical experiences, and programs. Both formative and summative data are analyzed. Changes in
the program/unit are initiated where indicated by trends in data.  The program/unit systematically
monitors the effects of these changes to assure continuous improvement.

3.  Dissemination of Information
The CCOE collects and analyzes information at various levels throughout the assessment

system for purposes that vary among the different stakeholders involved.  CCOE stakeholders
include candidates, prospective candidates, faculty, staff, divisions, colleges, PreK-12 school
partners ,universities, local and larger communities, and accrediting agencies.  Information is
shared with the various stakeholders for some of the following reasons:

•  Making choices about which training programs to which to apply
•  Understanding the knowledge, skills, and dispositions as aligned with professional

standards
•  Understanding one’s own progress in meeting outcome goals
•  Gaining access to resources
•  Gaining accreditation
•  Addressing the educational needs of pre-K-12 students
•  New legislation, policy development

    Information is gathered through:
•  Survey responses
•  Web pages
•  Email
•  Program documents
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•  Conference presentations
•  Professional journal articles
•  Focus groups
•  Advisory committees

Table 6 provides a summary comparison of the data-based decisions that are made at the
candidate, program and unit levels within the CCOE.
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Table 6.  Data-Based Decision Making

Action Timeline Candidate Program/
Division

Unit

Organize and
track data via key
decision points

Entry; interim
points
(application,
fieldwork,
advancement to
candidacy.);
completion
(application for
credential or
graduation);
induction

ACCESS,
OASIS, portfolio

Maintain
advisement,
meeting
attendance lists;
use ACCESS,
OASIS info;
current student,
graduate and
employer
surveys, focus
groups,
summaries of
data, incl. budget

Advisement
Center and office
sign-ins;
ACCESS,
OASIS, CSLA
surveys, reports,
CCTC data

Disseminate data
results

Entry; interim
points
(application,
fieldwork,
advancement to
candidacy.);
completion
(application for
credential or
graduation);
continuous
learning
(induction)

Grades,
Coursework
Assessments;
Directed teaching
competency
evaluations;
Scoring rubrics;
Faculty and
supervisor input,
candidate
reflections

Students, groups
advisement
sessions; EDCI
300AB, EDSP
300, community
advisory
committees;
Community
outreach;
Division,  unit
publications

Student letters
(deficiency or
completion);
program
reports/charts;
CCOE reports to
SAW; Intranet;
Institutional
Reports; Reports
to
CCTC/NCATE,
CSU Chancellor’s
Office;
Community
Advisory
Committees;
Friends of CCOE

Identifying areas
of strength and
concern

Entry; interim
points
(application,
fieldwork,
advancement to
candidacy.);
completion
(application for
credential or
graduation);
continuous
learning
(induction)

Knowledge,
skills,
dispositions,
professional
commitments,
reflections,
student learning
outcomes,
standards,
Induction plan
development,
thesis/comps/
project results

Recruitment,
content,
instructional
delivery,
consistency, field
placements/
supervisors,
student support,
meeting needs of
diverse students,
infusing tech-
nology, quality of
graduates, stan-
dards met

Recruitment,
program
consistency,
resource
allocation,
customer service,
collaboration with
professional
community,
meeting
professional, state
and institutional
standards

Acting on Entry; interim Select or repeat Changes in Changes in
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Table 6.  Data-Based Decision Making

Action Timeline Candidate Program/
Division

Unit

findings analyzed points
(application,
fieldwork,
advancement to
candidacy.);
completion
(application for
credential or
graduation);
induction

coursework or
fieldwork, exit
program,
implement
alternative
teaching
strategies,
fieldwork
placement,
induction plan
implementation,
granting of
degree, credential
or certificate

recruiting
strategies,
admissions,
criteria,
instructional
practices,
assessment
procedures;
course or
program
modifications;
staffing

recruiting
strategies,
admissions
criteria, resource
allocation

Allocation of
resources

CSU budget and
scheduling
deadlines; grant
and foundation
deadlines

Time (candidate,
faculty,
supervisor,
 staff ) ; Facilities
(open access to
tech labs;
resources from
CSLA,
community,
districts)

Time  (faculty,
staff, advisement
center, program
coordinators)

Operational
support from
SAW and
subcommittees
(ICAC, AIRC,
Fiscal)

Staff, Deans,
Administrative
Council, SAW,
Advisement
Center,
Technology
Support

Component F.  Resources

The CSU system allocates public money based on full-time enrolled students (FTES)
and supplements that funding with special allocations approved in annual budget
allocations approved by the legislature.  For the 1999-2000 fiscal year, CSULA allocated
approximately $8.6 million for the CCOE professional education unit, (including salaries)
and $255,532 for faculty professional development. The CCOE also supplements public
funding from fees for services related to credential or admission processing, private
grants and resources.  Each year the college receives nearly $5 million from outside
sources. The funding assures that there are sufficient personnel (faculty, staff and
technical support), equipment, and facilities to enable the assessment system to function.

The CCOE is committed to funding activities relative to assessment.  The Dean has
supported the establishment of the Accreditation Task Force, with representatives from
each Division and staff.  Some units for release time and funding for a workshop to create
the assessment system document were provided.   The University has provided $2,000
from its Center for Effective Teaching and Learning (CETL) and approximately $21,000
from lottery funding for assessment of blended teacher preparation programs.  The CSU
has provided $5,000 in funding for assessment system development and may make more
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funds available during the 2001-2002 year.
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Section Five
Glossary

The following terms have been defined by NCATE (NCATE, 2001) or the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing (2001):

AERVBI: Association for the Education and Rehabilitation of the Blind and Visually Impaired,
which accredits the program at the CCOE.

AIRC: Academic Information Resources Committee, a committee of the SAW dealing with
technology

Assessment System:  A comprehensive and integrated set of evaluation measures that provides
information for use in monitoring candidate performance and managing and improving unit
operations and programs for the preparation of professional educators.

ASHSA: American Speech, Language and Hearing Association, which accredits the program in
the CCOE.

CACREP:  Council of Counseling and Related Education Programs, which accredits the
counseling programs in the CCOE.

California Standards for the Teaching Profession (CTSP):  standards established by the CCTC
for teacher preparation in California

Candidates:  Individuals admitted to, or enrolled in, programs for the initial or advanced
preparation of teachers, teachers continuing their professional development, or other professional
school personnel.  Candidates are distinguished from “students” in P-12 schools.

CBEST:  California Basic Educational Skills Test, required of all candidates before entering
student teaching or becoming credentialed in California.

CCOE:  Charter College of Education, a college of California State University, Los Angeles, the
first institution of higher education to achieve charter status and thus be exempt from certain
governance structures and processes of the university.

CCTC:  California Commission on Teaching Credentialing – the state agency which approves
credential programs and their graduates

Clinical Practice:  Student teaching or internships that provide candidates with an intensive and
extensive culminating activity.  Candidates are immersed in the learning community and are
provided opportunities to develop and demonstrate competence in the professional roles for
which they are preparing.

Conceptual Framework:  An underlying structure in a professional education unit that gives
conceptual meanings through an articulated rationale to the unit’s operation, and provides
direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance, faculty scholarship and
service, and unit accountability.
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Curriculum: Courses, experiences, and assessments necessary to prepare candidates to teach or
work with students at a specific age level and/or to teach a specific subject area.

Decision Point: A place in the sequence of candidate progress in the CCOE at which the degree
to which designated knowledge, skills and dispositions have been measured by multiple
measures and achieved.  Successful completion of requirements at each decision point permits
progress to the next decision point.

Dispositions: The values, commitments, and professional ethics that influence behaviors toward
students, families, colleagues and communities and affect student learning, motivation and
development as well as the educator’s own professional growth. Dispositions are guided by
beliefs and attitudes related to values such as caring, fairness, honesty, responsibility, and social
justice.  For example, they might include a belief that all students can learn, a vision of high and
challenging standards, or a commitment to a safe and supportive learning environment.

Diversity:  Differences among groups of people and individuals based on ethnicity, race,
socioeconomic status, gender, exceptionalities, language, religion, sexual orientation, and
geographical area.

Fiscal Resource Development Committee:  A committee of the CCOE SAW which assists in
reviewing budgetary issues.

ICAC:  Innovation, Curriculum and Assessment Committee: A committee of the CCOE SWA
which approves curriculum.

IRA: International Reading Association the accrediting agency for advanced reading education

Knowledge bases: empirical research, disciplined inquiry, informed theory and wisdom of
practice. Professional knowledge is the historical, economic, sociological, philosophical, and
psychological understandings of schooling and education.  It also includes knowledge about
learning, diversity, technology, professional ethics, legal and policy issues, pedagogy, and the
roles and responsibilities of the profession of teaching.

NASP:  National Association of School Psychologists, the accrediting agency for advanced
school psychology

NBPTS:  The National Board for Professional Teacher Standards, an organization of teachers
and other educators, which has developed both standards and a system for assessing the
performance of experienced teachers seeking national certification.

NCATE:  National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education; has accredited the CCOE
since 1959

Portfolio:  An accumulation of evidence about individual proficiencies, especially in relation to
explicit standards and rubrics, used in evaluation of competency as a teacher or in another
professional school role.  Contents might include end-of course evaluations and tasks used for
instructional or clinical experience purposes such as projects, journals, and observations by
faculty, videos, comments by cooperating teachers or internship supervisors, and samples of
student work.
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PPS:  Pupil Personnel Services, consisting of the following credentials for California: School
Counseling, School Psychology, School Social Work, and Child Welfare and Attendance.

PRAXIS:  Subject matter examinations verifying candidate competence

RICA:  Reading Instruction Competence Assessment, required of all candidates in for multiple
subject and education specialists credentials in California.

Rubrics:  Written and shared criteria for judging performance that indicate the qualities by which
levels of performance can be differentiated, and that anchor judgments about the degree of
success on a candidate assessment.

SAW:  The School-As-A-Whole, the governing body of the CCOE, consisting of all faculty,
staff, and student and community representatives.  Established with the charter in 1995.

Skills:  The ability to use content, professional, and pedagogical knowledge effectively and
readily in diverse teaching settings in a manner that ensures that all students are learning.

SPA:  Speciality  professional associations such as CCREP, IRA, ASHSA, NASP.

SSAT:  Subject matter examinations verifying candidate competence.

Standards: written expectations for meeting a specified level  of performance.  Standards exist
for the content that P-12 students should know at a certain age or grade level.  State standards are
standards adopted by state agencies responsible for the approval of programs that prepare
teachers and pother school personnel. SPA standards are standards developed by national
specialized professional associations that describe what the professionals in the field should
know and be able to do.

Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA):  An assessment required of all teacher preparation
candidates in California beginning in January, 2003 which consists of pedagogical assignments
and tasks, reflecting Teaching Performance Expectations (TPEs), competencies as they apply to
and/or are used in the teaching of various subject matter.  Described in the teacher preparation
standards provided by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (see References).

Unit:  The institution, college, school, department, or other administrative body with the
responsibility for managing or coordinating all programs offered for the initial and continuing
preparation of teachers and other school personnel, regardless of where these programs are
administratively housed.  Also known as the “professional education unit”, which for CSULA is
the Charter College of Education.

WASC:  Western Association of Schools and Colleges: the regional accrediting agency for
CSULA
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ATTACHMENT ONE
CCOE STRATEGIC PLAN 2001-2002



33

THE CHARTER COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, LOS ANGELES

           STRATEGIC PLAN 2001-2002
                                               APPROVED BY SAW SEPTEMBER 18, 2001

The Conceptual Framework that guides the Charter College of Education’s approach to quality
education for all of its students (see attached) is based on the assessment principles of coherence,
professional commitments and dispositions, curriculum and standards aligned with candidate
proficiencies, and measurable goals and performance.

           VISION
Promoting an inclusive environment to support caring professional educators for the future, so
that all learners achieve their fullest potential.

MISSION
Through the unique opportunities provided by its charter status, the College of Education at
CSULA enables educational leaders to meet high standards and ensure the maximum learning
and achievement potential of culturally and linguistically diverse urban learners.

CORE VALUES
•  Value equity
•  Treat cultural and linguistic diversity as assets
•  Promote inclusiveness
•  Use inquiry and reflection
•  Prepare qualified, quality educational leaders and teaching professionals
•  Assume accountability for learner outcomes
•  Cultivate lifelong learning
•  Apply technology in service to quality education
•  Foster collaboration and community participation
•  Assure democratic participation

GOALS
Because each Division, Cluster, and Program in the Charter College of Education is unique, the
goals and outcomes of each reflect their individual strategic pathways, that when considered as a
whole, contribute to the overall success of the Charter College of Education in reaching its
mission.  However unique an approach, each is consistent with and supportive of the following
Charter College of Education Overarching Goals.

•  To promote scholarship as a means of creating and/or disseminating new knowledge
•  To use inquiry & reflection as a means to initiate, analyze & sustain change in teaching

and learning
•  To prepare educators in sound curriculum and instructional practices
•  To encourage education professionals to become learner advocates
•  To emphasize the importance of accountability for student outcomes
•  To recognize the linguistic and cultural diversity of the population as assets
•  To use technology as a means of transforming teaching and learning, infusing it across

the curricula
•  To reduce the bureaucratic barriers to educational innovation by restructuring and

reducing red-tape
•  To redirect faculty focus on to the students by finding ways of reducing/ streamlining

committee work
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•  To find effective ways to institutionalize educational program innovations and best
practices developed at the Charter College of Education

ASSESSMENT SYSTEM PRINCIPLES

The CCOE Assessment System ensures that accountability is tied to:

COHERENCE:
•  Careful deployment of resources and services that support the quality

preparation of educational leaders
•  Clear alignment with Professional Standards

PROFESSIONAL COMMITMENTS & DISPOSITIONS:
•  Commitments to serve a diverse population
•  Continued lifelong learning through scholarly activity and research and

quality professional development
•  Participative decision-making that includes faculty, staff, students, and the

community

CURRICULUM AND STANDARDS ALIGNED with CANDIDATE PROFICIENCIES:
•  Design and delivery of quality content in a balanced curriculum focusing

on urban learners
•  Professional communities, which collaborate across divisions, providing

unique and robust approaches to the preparation of quality educational
leaders

MEASURABLE GOALS Of PERFORMANCE
•  Clear outcomes and quality assessments
•  Ongoing evaluation
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COMPARISON BETWEEN THE UNIVERSITY AND THE CHARTER COLLEGE OF
EDUCATION GOALS

University Goals Charter College of Education Goals
Preparing students to appreciate, engage,
enhance and transform the social, cultural,
civic and workplace structures of American
and global societies.

To use inquiry & reflection as a means to
initiate, analyze & sustain change in teaching
and learning

Providing students with the capabilities, skills
and opportunities to take full advantage of life-
long learning, including graduate and
professional studies, and opportunities to
participate in research, scholarly and creative
activities.

To promote scholarship as a means of creating
and/or disseminating new knowledge
To use technology as a means of transforming
teaching and learning, infusing it across the
curricula

Offering students tools for personal and
academic achievement, economic mobility and
healthier lives.

To prepare educators in sound curriculum and
instructional practices
To encourage education professionals to
become learner advocates.

Serving as a gateway among the Cal State LA
community, the greater Los Angeles
community and world community for shared
educational and cultural life

To emphasize the importance of accountability
for student outcomes.
To recognize the linguistic and cultural
diversity of the population as assets.
To find effective ways to institutionalize
educational program innovations and best
practices developed at the Charter College of
Education

Providing high quality professional services to
all constituencies of the University.

To reduce the bureaucratic barriers to
educational innovation by restructuring and
reducing red-tape
To redirect faculty focus on to the students by
finding ways of reducing/ streamlining
committee work
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The Charter College of Education
STANDING COMMITTEES THAT ANALYZED GOALS FOR STRATEGIC PLAN

DURING 2000-2001

CCOE Goals Standing Committees
To promote scholarship as a means of creating
and/or disseminating new knowledge

Innovative Curriculum & Assessment
Committee (ICAC)
Faculty and Staff Committee
Administrative Council

To use inquiry & reflection as a means to
initiate, analyze & sustain change in teaching
and learning

Innovative Curriculum & Assessment
Committee (ICAC)
Administrative Council

To prepare educators in sound curriculum and
instructional practices.

Innovative Curriculum & Assessment
Committee (ICAC)
Administrative Council

To encourage education professionals to
become learner advocates.

Administrative Council

To emphasize the importance of accountability
for student outcomes.

Innovative Curriculum & Assessment
Committee (ICAC)
Administrative Council

To recognize the linguistic and cultural
diversity of the population as assets.

Diversity Theme Committee
Administrative Council

To use technology as a means of transforming
teaching and learning, infusing it across the
curricula.

Academic Information Resources Committee
(AIRC)
Administrative Council

To reduce the bureaucratic barriers to
educational innovation by restructuring and
reducing red tape.

Executive Steering Committee
Administrative Council

To redirect faculty focus on to the students by
finding ways of reducing/streamlining
committee work.

Faculty and Staff Committee
Administrative Council

To find effective ways to institutionalize
educational program innovations and best
practices developed at the Charter College of
Education.

Fiscal Resource Development Committee
Innovative Curriculum & Assessment
Committee (ICAC)
Administrative Council



The Charter College Of Education
Strategic Implementation Process: 2000-2001

CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To promote scholarship as a means of
creating and/or disseminating new
knowledge

To provide high quality professional service
to all constituencies of the CCOE

1) Sponsor conferences with policy makers,
K-12 institutional leaders on current research
findings and best practices
2) Disseminate information on educational
research findings and best practices
3)  Work with CSU lobbyists on legislation

1) Have effective programs been developed
and implemented?
2) Have publications and presentations
supported the vision, mission, and core values?
3) Has information been shared with key
constituents, legislators and potential policy
advocates?

1)ULRN,
BTSA, BEST,
Accelerated
schools,
internship
programs,
special grant
projects
2)Dean’s
Office, faculty
3)CSU
representative

Ongoing

To use inquiry & reflection as a means
to initiate, analyze & sustain change in
teaching and learning

1) To insure that regular  on-going
opportunities exist for program evaluation
at the CCOE, Division, & program level.
2) To maintain ongoing tracking of
national/state education standards & research
to inform the change process and identify
external expectations for improving program
quality.

1a) Schedule regular times for ongoing
critical reflection and evaluation of programs.
1b) Develop inquiry evaluation steps and
questions.

1a) How has this assessment standard related
to inquiry & reflection been implemented
within/throughout CCOE committee and
programs.

1)CCOE
Faculty,
SAW, ICAC
& External
Evaluation
Assessment
Teams

Ongoing



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To prepare educators in sound
curricular  and instructional practices

1) To insure that all candidates have
knowledge of curriculum in all core content
areas & its relationship to research & best
practices.

2)To furnish all candidates with the skills to
develop and demonstrate instructional
practices that are flexible, transferable &
individualized in response to changing
society.

1a) Prepare students capable of
demonstrating knowledge of research & best
practices related to curriculum in all core
content areas.
1b) Insure that all faculty model, review &
appropriately assess research & best practices
in their courses.
1c) Integrate contemporary research & best
practices into curriculum of all core content
areas.
1d) Review curriculum modifications &
proposals for references to contemporary
research & best practices.
1e) Work collaboratively with the CSULA
community to insure all courses address
continuing research & best practices.
1f) Address the important role of parents
(where appropriate) in courses.
1g) Generate a more positive impression of
our curriculum to media and funders.
2a) Prepare Candidates to demonstrate that
they meet this standard.
2b) Model instructional practices for students
that are flexible, transferable &
individualized.
2c) Develop course syllabi that reflect this
focus in instructional practices.
2d) Review & evaluate new courses based on
the integration of instructional practices that
are flexible, transferable & individualized.
2e) Evaluation by external community on
these standards should receive a high rating.
2f) Model desired practice
2g) Provide contextualized settings for
learnings (i.e. site based learning)

1a) Have candidates demonstrated knowledge
of contemporary research & best practices in
their written work.
1b) Does faculty syllabi demonstrate
compliance with this standard.
1c) Do course bibliographies reflect use of
contemporary research and literature on best
practices.
1d) Do ICAC minutes reflect the review of
modifications for compliance with this
standard.
1e) Has ICAC documented cooperative
working relationships with CSULA
community.
1f) Does appropriate course syllabi reflect
compliance with this standard.
1g) Have the Dean and Division Chair
reviewed media articles and funder follow-up
reports to measure external image.

2a) Has authentic assessment of candidate’s
knowledge taken place.
2b) Have students evaluated the faculty on
their use of flexible, transferable &
individualized instructional practices.
2c) Have all new courses been evaluated based
on this instructional standard.
2d) Does ICAC review & evaluate all new
course proposals based on this standard.
2e) Has an external evaluation survey been
development to measure the CCOE’s
performance on these standards.
2f)Do student evaluations and peer review
show evidence of modeling?
2g) Do student evaluations support the values
of site-based learning?

1a) CCOE
Faculty, SAW
& ICAC
1b) ICAC
1d) ICAC
1e) ICAC
1g) Dean &
Division
Chairs

2a) Faculty
2b)Student
surveys
2c)ICAC
2d)ICAC
2e)
Accreditation,
program
reviews
2f) Students
2g) Student
evaluations of
directed
teaching,
clinical field
experiences

Ongoing

2)Ongoing



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To emphasize the importance of
accountability for student outcomes.

1) To develop student out-comes assessment
procedures related to stated content and
performance standards for all credential &
degree programs.

2) To insure that all courses offered by
CCOE use appropriate methods of authentic
assessment related to stated standards for
successful candidate performance.

1a) Clearly inform students concerning
program expectations for content and level of
performance.
1b) Prepare students to be more responsible
& self-directed in relation to their learning.
1c) Faculty to create a common frame of
reference for program implementation.
1d) Develop explicit content and
performance standards for each program.
1e) Insure the maintenance of high quality
and reference for each program to insure
ongoing improvement.
1f) School governance will assess and
process standards to facilitate the explicit
articulation of all program components more
effectively.
1g) Communicate with various external
constituents each program concerning the
nature of learning.
1h) Encourage the community to become a
more active partner in program develop at the
CCOE.
1i) Pass RICA
1j) Complete satisfactory portfolio
1k)  Pass student teaching/fieldwork
2a) Evaluate accurately and reliably all
students.
2b) Insure that assessment procedures are an
integral part of the learning experience
2c) Utilized faculty assessment to inform the
ongoing planning, implementation and
improvements of instruction.
2d) Improve faculty information concerning
candidates’ knowledge & skills.
2e) Develop curriculum & instruction that
affords students an opportunity to
demonstrate a wide array of knowledge and
skills.

1a) Are Students learning products linked to
specific expectations & standards
1b) Do students self-initiate products for
evaluation.
1c) Is there consistency in content results, as
well as greater success for students on their
final evaluation.
1d) Have all graduates written program
materials been inspected for quality of
performance.
1e) Have the components of all CCOE
programs been articulated to insure a frame of
reference for measuring ongoing improvement.
1i) Is the RICA pass rate continually
improving?
1j) Are increasing numbers of students
receiving acceptable ratings on student
teacher/Fieldwork rubric?
1k) Same as above

1)CCOE
Faculty,
SAW, ICAC
& External
Evaluation
Assessment
Teams
1i) Faculty in
C and I, Spec.
Ed., RICA
coordinator,
Office for
Student
Services
1j) Credential
supervisor/s
1k) Credential
supervisor

1)Ongoing



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To recognize the linguistic and cultural
diversity of school populations as
assets.

1)To insure that all faculty demonstrate a
satisfactory degree of cultural competence by
infusing strategies that address changing
cultural diversity in the student population.

2)To provide specific faculty development
activities that inform the faculty of changing
social and political factors affecting diverse
communities.

3)To document the active recruitment and
retention of diverse faculty & students at
CCOE.

4)To assess & monitor the impact of
legislation & public policy on issues of
diversity at CCOE.

1a) Include in each course measurable
outcomes that demonstrate the assets of
cultural and linguistic diversity.
1b) Develop candidate assessments that
indicate acceptance of cultural & linguistic
diversity as an asset.
1c) Develop syllabi that reflect measurable
outcomes demonstrating the assets of cultural
& linguistic diversity.
1d) Utilize community as a learning
laboratory.
1e) Create CCOE policies and practices that
support the recognition of cultural &
linguistic diversity as assets.
1f) Recognition & support by community of
CCOE practices related to the assets of
cultural & linguistic diversity
1g) Model desired practice.
2a) Increased participation by candidates in
research and presentations.
2b) Increased participation by faculty in
development activities, as well as
publications & presentations.
2c) Utilize alternative teaching strategies in
courses.
2d) Increase in fiscal support at school and
division level.
2e) Increase in positive media coverage and
private grant support.
3a) Yearly review to monitor diversity in
students, faculty & staff at CCOE.
3b) Review grants, accreditation processes &
other activities of CCOE to insure that they
support diversity.
4) Form a group of resident experts that
continually address & monitor the impact of
legislation & public policy on issues of
diversity.

1a) Has candidate demonstrated this
knowledge in lesson plans & portfolios.
1b) Has this standard been included as an
element in the external evaluation.
1c) Have student opinion surveys and peer
review procedures on this issue been
developed and implemented.
1d) Have SAW & standing committee minutes
been reviewed to document these efforts.
1f) Does media coverage and the amount of
external support confirm community
recognition of CCOE practices.
1g) Do student evaluations show evidence of
modeling

2a) Are student publications & CCOE
programs being recognized at the national
level.
2b) Have these components been included in
the RTP process and FAR.
2c) Have student opinion surveys and peer
review procedures on this issue been
developed and implemented.
2d) Have budget amounts increased at both
these levels.
2e) Has positive media coverage, as well as the
amount of private grant support increased.

1a) CCOE
Faculty, SAW
& ICAC.
1c) Student
Services
1d)Diversity
Comm. & ICP

1f)Dean’s
Office &
Division
Chairs

2)CCOE
Faculty
2b) RTP &
FAR
2d) Fiscal
Policy Comm.

2e)Dean’s
Office &
Division
Chairs

3)Dean’s
Office &
Division
Chairs
4)Diversity
Comm. & ICP

1)Ongoing



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To use technology as a means of
transforming teaching and learning,
and infusing it across the curricula.

1) All faculty, staff and candidates
demonstrate skill in utilizing contemporary
technology.

1a) Candidates effectively utilize word
processing, email, multi-media, networks, the
Internet, and Web technology.
1b) Faculty model effective uses of
technology to candidates.
1c) Allocate on an ongoing basis resources to
maintain sufficient technology infrastructure
to maintain these standards.
1d) Candidates will use advanced
technologies in their courses, fieldwork, and
research..

1a) Do candidates use word processing, email,
multi-media, networks, the Internet, and Web
technology for personal productivity,
curriculum, instruction, and assessment.
1b) Do course syllabi reflect effective use of
technology in courses, student evaluation, and
student products.
1c) Do CCOE budgets and facilities support
for the most recent developments in
technology that allow faculty to model the use
of technology and candidates to practice its use
for instructional purposes (NCATE language).
1d) Do all course syllabi contain evidence of
this standard.

 General Evaluation Criteria appropriate for
Objectives 1:
 Has* evaluation by external community on
these objectives/activities received a high
rating.
 Has  ICAC reviewed and evaluated all new
course and modified course proposals based on
these objectives.

1) CCOE
Faculty,
Tech. Staff,
ICAC, &
AIRC

All
Evalua-
tion
Criteria
written
with the
intent of
ongoing
implemen-
tation and
yearly
evalua-
tion for
bench-
marking
progress.
The target
of 2004 (5
years after
adoption)
is the
target for
full
implemen-
tation.

2) Faculty, staff, and candidates have the
skills required to apply technology to
curricular, instructional processes and
institutional operations effectively.

2a) Faculty are able to use content-specific
technologies in their instruction.
2b) Provide content specific technology
training to CCOE faculty and staff through
the university and school at various times.

2a-b) All CCOE faculty will utilize technology
as an instructional tool as needed in their
courses, will use multimedia technology for
reports and presentations where appropriate.

General Evaluation Criteria appropriate for
Objectives 2:
 Has* evaluation by external community on
these objectives/activities received a high
rating.
 Has  ICAC reviewed and evaluated all new
course and modified course proposals based on
these objectives.

AIRC See above

3) Student services and advisement are
enhanced through technology.

3a) Faculty and staff are competent in using
technology (e.g., student records and
information Web sites) in advisement.
3b) The CCOE develops a system to support
and promote Internet-based “virtual
advisement” to increase student access to
information and to their professors.

3a) All faculty use technology-based
advisement resources where/when
appropriate..
3a2) Students report satisfaction with
technology-based advisement resources and
faculty/staff use of these resources.
3b) The system is in place, is available, and is
used by faculty and students.

Dean’s Office
and Division
Chairs, AIRC

See above



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

4) Faculty research and professional
achievement are enhanced through
technology.

4a) Faculty use available technology in
research and professional activities.
4b) CCOE creates and maintains Web-based
resources to enhance scholarly activity,
proposal submission, etc.
4c) CCOE provides faculty training for use
of technology-based research tools.

4a) Faculty report knowledge and use of
available technology resources for research
and professional activities.
4b) Faculty report satisfaction with Web-based
resources for research and scholarly activity.
4c) Ongoing faculty workshops and
individualized faculty mentoring are available
in the use of technology-based research tools.

AIRC See above

5) Staff productivity is increased through
technology.

5a) Staff uses current technology-based tools
and other resources to enhance their
productivity.

5a) Staff report knowledge of and use of these
tools.

AIRC See above



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To reduce the bureaucratic barriers to
educational innovation by
restructuring  and reducing red tape.

1)To facilitate educational innovation by
reducing barriers related to staffing and
scheduling.

2)To maintain the curricular review process
at the internal level for the CCOE.

3)To insure that all CCOE curricular
procedures are clearly articulated,
documented and disseminated to all CCOE
faculty, as well as made available to
Academic Senate.
4)To document the reduction of barriers to
educational innovation within CCOE

5)To utilize our evaluations (NCATE,
external, etc.) to make recommendations to
the SAW regarding further restructuring &
administrative decision-making to encourage
opportunity for educational innovations.
6)To evaluate current governance structure,
and the relationship/articulation between the
Executive Steering Committee & the
Administrative Council.

1a) Design & implement innovative
programs through collaborative work among
the faculty.
1b) Establish cross staffing, scheduling &
team teaching through the collaborative work
of Division Chairs.
1c) Invite external community to participate
in collaborative activities.
2a) Clear articulation by the faculty of the
procedures & rights of the CCOE related to
the curricular approval process.

4a) Document the differences between the
SAW & School Assembly.
4b) Document the differences in faculty
representation on Administrative Council
4c) Conduct follow-up interviews to
determine any changes in attitudes within the
CCOE.
5a) Review self-study.
5b) Proceed with external evaluation.
5c) Discuss recommendations with
appropriate committees.
5d) Present recommendations to SAW
6)Create a motion to the SAW for the Chair
of the Executive Steering Committee to
attend the Administrative Council to
represent the SAW.
7a) Reduce bureaucratic red-tape
7b) Maintain a friendly climate

1a) How many successful collaborative efforts
have occurred among the faculty in developing
innovative programs.
1b) How many of these integrated, team-taught
courses have been established
1c) Has each division established a procedure
to insure inclusion of external community in
collaborative activities.
2a) Have the representatives of IPC and TES
been interviewed to determine their
understanding of the curricular process.
3a) Have approved printed procedures been
distributed to faculty and staff by ICAC.

7a) Is there less red tap; fewer stressed
faculty/staff members
7b) Do student evaluations and surveys show
evidence of a positive, friendly climate

1a) Document
through RTP
committee.

2) ICAC

3a) ICAC

4)Historian

5) Faculty &
Staff Comm.,
Admin.
Council &
External
Evaluation
Comm.
6)SAW,
Executive
Steering
Comm. &
Admin.
Council
7a) Faculty
and staff
7B0 Faculty
and staff.

1)Ongoing

2)Ongoing

3a) Spring
2001

4) Spring
2001

5)Ongoing

6) Spring
2000



CCOE Goal Objectives Outcomes/Activities Evaluation  Questions/Criteria Performed
By

Timeline

To redirect faculty focus on to the
students by reducing and streamlining
committee work.

1)To create ways to reduce or streamline
committee work by evaluating the viability
of various committees with the CCOE.

2)To examine the requirements for
committee membership on each standing
committee and consider streamlining these
requirements.
3)To eliminate the requirement that a cluster
or theme representative be a member of each
standing committee.

4)To develop effective and efficient ways of
connecting with candidates.

1a) Responsibility for participation on active
committees to be shared by all faculty, staff
& administration.
1b) Consolidate and/or reduce the number of
committees in the CCOE.
1c) Establish guidelines for limiting time
spent on any issue or task by a committee.
2)Seek input from CCOE faculty through the
SAW & develop possible resolutions.

3) Seek input from CCOE faculty through the
SAW & develop possible resolutions.

4a) Increase accessibility of faculty by
students.
4b) Maintain faculty office hours.
4c) Increase faculty contact with candidates
via email, telephone, informal groups, written
feedback & CCOE planned events.
4d) Develop more effective & efficient
procedures for candidate advisement &
processing.

1a) Has Dean’s Office documented  equitable
participation on SAW committees.
1b) Has Faculty & Staff Committee completed
their charge to review & reduce the number of
SAW committees.
1c) Has Steering Committee established
guidelines for limiting time on tasks & issues
4a) Has survey to assess student satisfaction
with faculty accessibility been developed.
4b) Have faculty reported and Division Offices
documented times when the faculty was
unavailable for office hours.
4c) Have faculty members documented these
efforts in their RTP files, and was this issue
part of student satisfaction survey.
4d) Has Student Services documented these
new advisement strategies, and was this issue
also included in the student satisfaction survey.

1a) Dean’s
Office
1b) Faculty &
Staff Comm.
1c) Steering
Committee
2) Faculty &
Staff Comm.

3) Faculty &
Staff Comm.

4a) Student
Services
4b) Division
Offices
4c) RTP &
Student
Services
4d) Student
Services

1b)Fall 99
1c)Fall 99

2) Fall 99

3) Fall 99

4a) Fall
2000



To find effective ways to
institutionalize educational program
innovations and best practices
developed at the CCOE.

1)To identify and develop strategies for
institutionalizing innovation and best
practices.

2)To distinguish between New/Renewed
Innovative Efforts (Years 1 &2) vs.
Continued Innovative Efforts (Years 3 &4).
3)To require Continued Innovative Efforts to
include a plan for institutionalization in
Years 3 & 4.
4)To develop a process for prioritizing
budget support for innovative projects.

5)To coordinate efforts for external funding
through CCOE Director of Development
and/or formation of a Development
Committee.

6)To coordinate efforts of Fiscal
Development Committee & Administrative
Council to redirect general funds for certain
programs.

1a) Identify and articulate successful
strategies used by faculty.
1b) Provision of training and/or sharing of
these faculty strategies.
1c) Furnish technical assistance to faculty for
institutionalization of best practices.
2) Review of funded innovative award
initiatives.

3) Include within Innovative Award Renewal
Process a requirement for an
institutionalization plan.
4a) Survey by Fiscal Policy committee of
faculty and staff budget priorities for
innovative project institutionalization.
4b) Consideration by administration of
priorities established by faculty & staff.
5a) Work in consultation with Development
Director concerning the expansion of
external funding.
5b) Work with Development Director to
cultivate relationships with Foundations,
Corporations & Major Donors.
6) Schedule coordinated meetings between
Fiscal Development Committee &
Administrative Council.

1-4) Does the CCOE assessment system
capture and demonstrate effective
institutionalization of innovations and best
practices

1b)CCOE
administration

2) Innovative
Award
Comm.
3) Innovative
Award
Comm.
4a)Fiscal
Policy Comm.

5)Fiscal
Policy Comm.
&
Development
Director.

6)Fiscal
Policy Comm.
& Admin.
Council.

1)Fall
2001

2)Ongoing

3)Ongoing

5)Fall019

6) Win 02
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ATTACHMENT TWO
  COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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 Charter College of Education
Assessment Advisory Committee

Ted Bartell, Director
Program Evaluation and Research Branch
Los Angeles Unified School District Room A427
450 North Grand Ave.
Los Angeles, CA. 90012
213-625-6476

Susan Cash, Associate Dean
Undergraduate Studies
Administration Building 725
CSULA
323-343-3830

Terry Dutton, Director
Assessment and Evaluation
Glendale Unified School District
223 No. Jackson
Glendale 91206
818-241-3111

Joan Evans, Director
Standards-Based Education
Los Angeles Unified School District Room A217
450 North Grand Ave.
Los Angeles, CA.  90012
213-625-6261

Jose Galvan, Associate Dean
Office of Graduate Studies and Research
Administration Building 710
CSULA
323-343-3820

Dr. Beverly Krilowitz
Professor of Microbiology and University Assessment Coordinator
Biological Sciences 262
CSULA
323-343-2064

Dr. C. Lamar Mayer, Professor Emeritus
CSULA
1552 Trumbower Avenue
Monterey Park, CA. 91754
626-288-2443
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Dr. Ron Solorzano
Professor of Education
Occidental College
323-259-2517
1600 Campus Ave.
Los Angeles, CA.90041
Email: solor@oxy.edu

Business Representative
Student Representative

Ex Officio

Members of the Accreditation Task Force, Charter College of Education:
Rachel Garcia-Encinas, Office of Curriculum and Assessment
Diane Fazzi, Division of Special Education
Margaret Garcia, Division of Administration and Counseling
Anne Hafner, Division of Educational Foundations and Interdivisional Studies
Albert Jones, Division of Curriculum and Instruction
Kathryn Reilly, Office of Curriculum and Assessment
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ATTACHMENT THREE
COA/NCATE THREE-YEAR TIMELINE



Three Year Time-Line for COA/NCATE Accreditation

Steps Activity Who When
1 Propose Accreditation Task Force (ATF) Dean/Assoc Dean C&A Fall 2000
2 School As A Whole (SAW) approval of ATF SAW Winter 2001
3 ATF reviews research to develop draft assessment system ATF Winter 2001
4 Place COA/NCATE updates on all Div agendas and Adm Coun agendas Adm Coun, SAW Exec Comm Winter 2001
5 Draft assessment system with components, timelines and transitions developed ATF Spring 2001

6 Finalize draft of Assessment System, Transition Plan, Timelines ATF, Adm Coun
Summer
2001

7 Continue ATF meetings ATF Fall 2001
8 Present summary of ATF activities to SAW ATF, SAW Fall 2001
9 Identify COA/NCATE consultant for Fall 2003 visit COA, Dean, Assoc Dean C&A Fall 2001
10 Identify work teams for Common Standards, CTC programs, NCATE program ATF, Assoc Deans, Div Chairs Fall 2001

folio reviews
11 Receive Third-Year Review of Annual Reports from NCATE's Annual Report and NCATE. Assoc Dean C&A Fall 2001

Preconditions Audit Committee
12 Complete intent form to NCATE Dean/Assoc Dean Fall 2001
13 Receive national program folio review guidelines from NCATE for relevant Assoc Dean C&A, Div Chairs, Fall 2001

programs (IRA, NASP, TESOL?) Prog Coords

14 Submit more detailed Annual NCATE Report including Transition Plan, data
Assoc Dean C&A w/input from
Div Fall 2001

to meet Standard 1 and initial phase of assessment system implementation Chairs, Faculty, Adm Coun, SAW
for Standard 2 Exec Comm, Commun Assmnt

Adv Comm
15 Reorganize Charter Room to align with classifications of new NCATE Standards Assoc Dean C&A, Staff Fall 2001
16 Report on first quarter activities to SAW ATF, Assoc Dean C&A Winter 2002
17 Programs and divisions review and update NCATE/CTC program documents Div Chairs, Prog Coords, Faculty Winter 2002
18 Meet with COA/NCATE consultant; develop COA timeline Deans, ATF, Adm Coun Winter 2002



19 Report on second quarter activities to SAW ATF Spring 2002
20 Programs and divisions work on CTC program documents and NCATE program Faculty, AIRC Spring 2002

folios and video
21 Meet with COA/NCATE consultant Deans, ATF Spring 2002
22 Conduct ATF meetings ATF Spring 2002
23 Submit intent to proceed with continuing accreditation to NCATE Prog Coords, Assoc Dean C&A Spring 2002
24 Submit NCATE program folio reviews to professional organizations (identified Fall 2001)Prog Coords, Assoc Dean C&A Spring 2002
25 Meet with COA/NCATE consultant ATF, Dean, Assoc Deans Spring 2002

26 Review program documents and video as necessary
ATF,Prog Coords,Assoc
Deans,AIRC Spring 2002

27 Meet with Commun Assmnt Adv Comm to review assessment system
ATF, Commun Assmnt Adv
Comm Spring 2002

28 Submit final CCTC 2042 program documents Divisions, ATF, C&A Fall. 2002
29 Conduct mock-accreditation visit Consultant Winter 2003
30 Read and edit final accreditation program documents Div. Chairs, Prog. Coords., ATF Winter, 2003
31 Conduct COA/NCATE pre-visit (3 months prior to visit), e.g., create/set-up visit schedule Deans, ATF, C&A Staff Spring 2003
32 Submit NCATE Institutional Report (IR) Assoc Dean C&A Spring 2003
33 Identify and meet with key interviewees (hold focus groups) Faculty, ATF, Deans, C&A Staff Spring 2003
34 Publish announcements of upcoming visit (June 1) and invite third-party comments Dean Spring 2003
35 Conduct ATF meetings ATF Fall 2003
36 NCATE sends summary of program folio reviews to CCOE (September 1) Faculty Fall 2003
37 Two copies of 50-page IR sent to NCATE BOE/COE team members (70 days Assoc Dean C&A Fall 2003

prior to visit)
38 Schedule pre-visit with BOE/COA chairs 60 days prior to visit (as needed) Deans, Assoc Deans Fall 2003
39 Implement new PPS, MS/SS program Standards ICAC, A&C Div, C&I Div Fall 2003
40 Programs organize poster sessions for Sunday presentation to team Prog Coords, Faculty Fall 2003
41 Schedule Sunday interviews with graduates/interviewees not available during Assoc Dean C&A, Staff Fall 2003

the visit

42 October review of Final Review Schedule and video
Adm
Coun,SAW,Deans,Staff,AIRC Fall 2003

43 Visit begins first Saturday in November and ends on Wednesday (November 3-7) All Fall 2003



44 December - BOE report from team forwarded to NCATE/COA one month after the visit NCATE Fall 2003
45 Appoint new ATF Div Chairs, Deans Spring 2004
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ATTACHMENT FOUR
NCATE TRANSITION PLAN



Deadline Transition Plan Activities Responsibility
Fall 2000 1.  Propose Accreditation Task Force and designate responsibilities Dean/Assoc. Dean
 2.  Respond to Recommendations of Spring 2000 University Program Review ICAC/Dean
 3.  Conduct Fall 2000 Current Student Survey Assoc. Dean, C & A
 4.  Apply for institutional support for assessment ($2000) Assoc. Dean, C & A
Winter 2001 1.  School As A Whole (SAW) approval of Accreditation Task Force (ATF) SAW
 2.  Review Strategic Plan:  conceptual framework, vision, mission SAW

 
3.  Conduct Faculty Assessment Workshop-introduce NCATE 2000, CTC
(draft MS and SS standards, subject matter, induction, PPS)

ATF, Assoc Dn.,
C & A

 4.  ATF reviews research to develop draft Assessment System ATF

 
5.  Place COA/NCATE updates on all Division agendas and Admin Coun
agendas

Adm. Coun., SAW
Exec Comm

Spring 2001 1.  SAW reviews Strategic Plan and approves concept of Vision, Mission SAW
 2.  Electronic uploading of NCATE syllabi and faculty vita  approved SAW
 3.  Workshop held with P-18 partners to present CTC and NCATE standards Univ. Assoc. Dns.

 4.  Spring 2001 Current Student surveys conducted with sub samples ( C&I ,
ULRN)

Assoc. Dn. C&A, C&I,
ULRN Faculty

 5.  Graduate surveys, employer surveys, for credential and advanced degree
programs

Assoc. Dn. C&A

 6.  Draft assessment system with components, timelines, and transitions
developed

ATF, Adm. Coun.

 7.  Review Electronic Management System (Access) ATF
 8.  Continue division assessment activities All divisions
Summer 2001 1.  Finalize draft of Assessment System and Transition Plan ATF, Adm. Coun.
 2.  Summarize and analyze student surveys, graduate surveys , and employer

surveys
Assoc. Dean, C & A



Deadline Transition Plan Activities Responsibility
 3.  Continue to review Electronic Management System (EMS) and website

and electronic exhibit room needs
ATF, Assoc. Dn., C&A,
SAW Ex Comm

 4.  Conduct data analysis summary for 2000-2001 Adm. Coun., SAW
Adm. Coun.

 5.  Discuss how to use data for program improvement-identify short term
improvement priorities and long term improvement priorities (Aug 31) and
develop annual action plans

Adm. Coun., Div. Fac.

 6.  Make recommendations about use to Admin Coun ATF, SAW Exec.
Comm.

Fall 2001 1.  Continue ATF meetings ATF
 2.  Present summary of ATF activities to SAW ATF, SAW
 3.  Program coordinators work on NCATE program folio reviews, as available

and on CTC program documents
Division Faculty

 4.  Attend COA/NCATE Continuing Accreditation Workshops Assoc. Dn., C&A
 5.  Identify COA/NCATE consultant for Fall 2003 visit COA, Dean
 6.  Receive Third Year Review of Annual Report from NCATE's Annual

Report and Preconditions Audit Committee
NCATE, Assoc. Dn.

 7.  Apply for institutional support for assessment ($5000) Assoc. Dn., ATF
 8.  Work with COA to get state performance assessment data  configured COA, CTC, Assoc.

Dns.
 9.  Work with professional community for input to plan and develop internal

performance assessments based on professional, state, and institutional
standards.

ATF, SAW

 10.  Complete intent form to NCATE Assoc. Dn., Dean

 11.  Receive national program Folio review guidelines from NCATE for
relevant programs

Div. Chairs, Faculty

 12.  Convene Community Assessment Advisory Committee to continue
planning assessment system inputs and review

ATF, Deans



Deadline Transition Plan Activities Responsibility
 13.  Review timeline with details about system components and management

(EMS)
SAW, Ex. Comm., ATF,
AIRC

 14.  Submit more detailed annual NCATE report including Transition Plan,
including data to meet Standard 1 and initial phase of assessment system
implementation for Standard 2

Assoc. Dn. w/input
from Div. Chrs., Fac.,
Adm. Coun., SAW Ex.
Comm.

 a.  adopt plan for EMS  
 b.  update CCOE website  
 c.  reorganize charter room to align with classifications of new standards  
 d.  make available current performance assessment data (MSAT, PRAXIS, or

other admission assessments, performance on RICA, student teaching and
internship assessments, surveys of current students, graduate students, and
employers)

 

 e.  check performance data for alignment with professional, state, and
institutional (PSI) standards and discuss with state consultant

 

 f.  check performance data for alignment and consistency of scoring rubrics
across programs

 

 g.   identify groups (faculty, students, community) to review syllabi for
alignment with PSI standards

 

 h.  begin collecting other data  according to plan  
Winter 2002 1.  Report on initial phase of implementation to SAW ATF, Assoc. Dn. C&A

 
2.  Conduct assessment workshop 2002 with university teacher preparation
faculty and P-18 partners

ATF, Consultant

 3.  Programs and divisions work on program documents Faculty

 
4.  Pilot phase 1 of assessment system (identify 1 program from each division
to pilot Div Fac

 5.  Meet with COA/NCATE consultant Dns., ATF, Adm. Coun.

 
6.  Summarize and analyze data from Fall 2001 Assoc. Dn. C&A, Div.

Fac., ATF



Deadline Transition Plan Activities Responsibility
Spring 2002 1.  Report on second quarter implementation to SAW ATF
 2.  Convene Community Assessment Advisory Committee ATF, Deans
 3.  Programs and divisions collect data Div. Fac.
 4.  Programs and divisions work on program documents Div. Fac.
 5.  Continue EMS, Charter Room exhibit, web exhibit, video AIRC, A&C Staff
 6.  Conduct annual student teaching supervision symposium Div. of C&I
 7.  Meet with COA/NCATE consultant Deans, ATF

 
8.  Conduct current student, graduate, and employer surveys for credential
and advanced degree programs

Div. Fac., ATF

 9.  Summarize and analyze data for Winter 2002 Assoc. Dn., C&A
Summer 2002 1.  Hold accreditation task force meeting to review program documents,

progress and summarize and analyze data for 2001-2002 candidates,
programs, divisions and unit

ATF

 
2.  Convene faculty workshops to construct FINAL draft program accreditation
documents-orient to phase 2 system implementation for Fall 2002

Assoc. Dn., ATF

 3.  Continue steps in pilot phase of assessment Div. Fac.
 4.  Continue implementing EMS system AIRC, Assoc. Dn. C&A

 
5.  Discuss how to use data for program improvement (Aug. 31) and develop
annual action plans

AIRC, Div. Fac., Adm.
Coun., Div. Fac.

Fall 2002 1.  Conduct Accreditation Task Force meetings ATF
 2.  Attend NCATE continuing accreditation workshop Assoc. Dn.
 3.  Convene Community Assessment Advisory Committee ATF, Dean
 4.  Review internal performance assessments based on PSI standards Div. Fac., ATF

 
5.  Review rubrics/criteria for scoring and tests for accuracy, consistency, and
fairness

Div. Fac., ATF

 6.  Submit intent to proceed with continuing accreditation to NCATE Div. Fac., ATF

 
7.  Submit NCATE program folio reviews to professional organizations
(identified in Fall 2001) Div. Fac.



Deadline Transition Plan Activities Responsibility

 
8.  Meet with COA/NCATE consultant Prog. Coords., Assoc.

Dns.
 9.  Review program documents as necessary ATF, Assoc. Dns.

 
10.  Continue to work with professional community on refining internal
performance assessment

ATF, SAW, Ex. Comm.

Winter 2003 1.  Conduct mock-accreditation visit Consultant

 
2.  Conduct annual assessment workshop for faculty and professional
community

ATF, Consultant

 3.  Notify all participants and professional community for Fall 2003 visit Assoc. Dn. C&A
 4.  Read and edit final program documents Div. Chrs., Adm. Coun.

 
5.  EMS system check Div. Chrs., Adm. Coun.,

AIRC

Spring 2003
1.  Conduct COA/NCATE pre-visit (3 months prior to visit e.g., create and set
visit schedule)

Deans, ATF

 2.  Convene Community Assessment Advisory Committee ATF, Assoc. Dns.
 3. Submit NCATE Institutional Report (IR) Assoc. Dns.
 4.  Identify and meet with key interviewees (hold focus groups) Fac., ATF

 
5.  June 1:  publish announcements of upcoming visit and invite third party
comments

Deans, ATF

 6.  Conduct annual student teaching supervision symposium C&I Div./Assoc. Dn.

 
7.  Conduct student, graduate, and employer surveys for credential and
advanced degree programs

Assoc. Dn. C&A

Summer 2003
1.  ATF meeting to review progress.  Summarize and analyze data for 2002-
2003 candidates, programs, divisions and unit

ATF

 2. Third party testimony sent by NCATE to CCOE Assoc. Dn.

 
3.  Discuss how to use data for program improvement and develop annual
action plans (August 31)

Div. Fac.

Fall 2003 1.  Initial fall SAW is oriented to action plans SAW
 2.  Conduct accreditation task force meetings ATF



Deadline Transition Plan Activities Responsibility
 3.  Begin phase 3 of assessment system and include using: All Divisions

 
     a.  internal performance based on professional standards, institutional
standards to identify competency of candidates  

      b.  standards for all candidates  
      c.  system for testing credibility of assessments developed  
      d.  results of state tests for credentials  
 4.  September 1:  NCATE sends summary of program reviews to CCOE Div. Fac., Assoc. Dn. C&A

 
5.  Two copies of 50 page IR sent to each NCATE BOE and COA team
member (70 days prior to visit) Assoc. Dn. C&A

 
6.  Schedule previsit with BOE chair and COA chair 60 days prior to visit as
needed

Deans, C&A Staff

 7.  Programs organize poster sessions for Sunday presentation to team Div. Fac.

 
8.  Schedule Sunday interviews with grads and interviewees not available
during the week of the visit

Assoc. Dn., Staff

 9.  October review of final visit schedule Adm. Coun.
 10.  Convene Community Assessment Advisory Committee ATF
 11.  Visit begins first Saturday in November and ends Wednesday All

 
12.  December-BOE report from team forwarded to NCATE and CCOE one
month after the visit NCATE

Winter 2004 1.  March/April-NCATE UAB renders final decision NCATE

 
2.  Conduct annual assessment workshop with faculty and professional
community Assoc. Dn., Consultant

 3.  Reflect on NCATE visit, adjust system components SAW
Spring 2004 1.  Appoint new accreditation task force Divs., Deans
 2.  Convene Community Assessment Advisory Committee ATF
 3.  Conduct annual student teaching supervision symposium C&I Div.

 
4.  Conduct current student, graduate, and employer surveys for credential
and advanced degree programs Assoc. Dn. C&A
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ATTACHMENT FIVE
SAMPLES OF INDIVIDUAL

CANDIDATE/PROGRAM/DIVISION/UNIT ASSESSMENT
CHECKLIST



Individual Candidate Assessment Checklist
 Name of Program:_____________________

DataKnowledge,
Skills and

Dispositions

Linked to
Standards

Decision
Points

Sources of
Evidence

Criteria

Collected by Analyzed by

Dissemination Data-based
Decisions

Examples COA, IRA,
NCATE,
CSULA,

other
professional

Entry,
Introductory,
Fieldwork,

Specialization,
Completion

GPA,
References,
state exams,

portfolio,
directed
teaching

evaluation,
Student

learning data

Scoring
rubric,

grade, %

candidate,
faculty,

program,
division,

advisement
center,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment
office, state

candidate,
faculty,

supervisors
program,
division,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment
office, state

Candidate,
faculty,

Curriculum
and

Assessment
Office

Admittance,
fieldwork

placements,
coursework,

granting
degree,

credential, or
certificate,

program exit



Program Assessment Checklist
Name of Program:__________

DataKnowledge, Skills
and Dispositions

Linked to
Standards

Decision
Points

Sources of
Evidence

Criteria

Collected by Analyzed by

Dissemination Data-based
Decisions

Examples COA, IRA,
NCATE,
CSULA,

other
professional

Ongoing,
yearly,

quarterly

Summary data of
GPA, state

exams,
portfolios,

directed teaching
evaluations,

Student learning
data, candidate

surveys,
Employer
surveys

Scoring
rubric,
grade,

completi
on rates

candidate,
faculty,

program,
division,

advisement
center,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment
office, state,
employers

candidate,
faculty,

supervisors
program,
division,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment

office,
community

advisory
committee

Candidate,
faculty,

community
advisory

committees,
division, unit

Curricular
modifications,

changes in
instructional

practices,
selection of

fieldwork sites
and

supervisors,
selection of
assessment
procedures,



Division Assessment Checklist
Name of Division:__________

DataKnowledge, Skills
and Dispositions

Linked to
Standards

Decision
Points

Sources of
Evidence

Criteria

Collected by Analyzed by

Dissemination Data-based
Decisions

Examples COA, IRA,
NCATE,
CSULA,

other
professional

Ongoing,
yearly,

quarterly

Summary data of
GPA, state

exams,
portfolios,

directed teaching
evaluations,

Student learning
data, candidate

surveys,
Employer

surveys, input
from community
advisory groups,
enrollment and

budget data

Scoring
rubric,
grade,

completi
on rates

candidate,
faculty,

program,
division,

advisement
center,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment
office, state,
employers

candidate,
faculty,

supervisors
program,
division,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment

office,
community

advisory
committee

Candidate,
faculty,

community
advisory

committees,
division, unit

Curricular
modifications,

changes in
instructional

practices,
selection of

fieldwork sites
and

supervisors,
selection of
assessment
procedures;

reallocation of
staffing,

scheduling



Charter College of Education:
    Unit Assessment Checklist

DataKnowledge, Skills
and Dispositions

Linked to
Standards

Decision
Points

Sources of
Evidence

Criteria

Collected by Analyzed by

Disseminated Data-based
Decisions

Examples COA, IRA,
NCATE,

CSULA, other
professional

Ongoing,
yearly,

quarterly

Summary data
of

GPA, state
exams,

portfolios,
directed
teaching

evaluations,
Student learning
data, candidate

surveys,
Employer

surveys, faculty
surveys

Scoring
rubric,
grade,

completi
on rates

candidate,
faculty,

program,
division,

advisement
center,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment
office, state,
employers

candidate,
faculty,

supervisors
program,
division,
student

services,
curriculum

and
assessment

office,
community

advisory
committee

Candidates,
faculty, staff,

Administrative
Council, SAW,

Intranet,
Community

advisory
committees,

Allocation of
resources,

selection of
fieldwork
sites and

supervisors,




