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SUMMARY FOR PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION UNIT

      Institution:
University of Central Arkansas

      Team Recommendations:

    Not Applicable (Programs not offered at this level)
    

Standards Initial Advanced

1. Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions Standard Met Standard Met

2. Assessment System and Unit Evaluation Standard Met Standard Met

3. Field Experiences and Clinical Practice Standard Met Standard Met

4. Diversity Standard Met Standard Met

5. Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development Standard Met Standard Met

6. Unit Governance and Resources Standard Met Standard Met

I. INTRODUCTION

      I.1 Brief overview of the institution and the unit.

Located in Conway, the University of Central Arkansas (UCA) is a public four-year institution of higher 
education that is accredited by the Higher Learning Commission of the North Central Association of 
Colleges and Schools.The institution was founded in 1907 as the Arkansas State Normal School and has 
become a master's comprehensive university. The university enrolls approximately 13,000 students in its 
six colleges: Business Administration, Education, Fine Arts & Communications, Health & Behavioral 
Sciences, Liberal Arts, and Natural Sciences & Mathematics. 

The deans, department chairs, program coordinators, faculty, program advisory committees, and the 
Professional Education Council involved in the preparation of school personnel work together as a 
professional education unit. The unit includes faculty, students and staff from five colleges. The dean of 
the College of Education is the head of this unit. The unit's mission is to prepare educators eager to 
fulfill their roles as professionals who contribute to the education and welfare of those they serve, and to 
society at large. The unit's vision is to enhance educators' efficacy through reflective decision-making. 
This vision is realized by developing eight essential attributes in its educator candidates: content 
knowledge, problem solving, student achievement, assessment, diversity, technology, professionalism, 
and collaboration. The Professional Education Council initiates, receives, and develops 
recommendations on policies, proceedings, and standards affecting professional education at UCA.

At the undergraduate level, the unit prepares early childhood, elementary, middle-level and secondary 
teachers in core academic disciplines, including the arts, world languages, health and physical education, 
family and consumer sciences, and music. At the graduate level, the unit prepares new teachers, 
advanced teachers, counselors, school psychologists, reading specialists, special education instructional 
specialists, library/technology specialists, leaders, and administrators. The College of Education is 
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Sunday, September 25th

Poster Session Breakout Interviews

3:00-4:45 p.m.



Advisory Board Members (ECSE Conf Room, Mashburn 140)

Kay Bland (Practicum Coordinator, Advisory Board Member, Adjunct instructor)—LIBM

K.K. Bradshaw (Advisory Board Member, Adjunct faculty)—SLMA and EDLP

Sheila Dean (Program Completer, Advisory Board Member, School-Based Partner)—MAT

Charlotte Green—PEC/P-4 Advisory Board

Angela Ladd (Advisory Board Member, Mentor, Program Completer)—SPED 

Bill Lampe (Mentor, Advisory Board Member)—KPED

Karen Lasker (Principal, Advisory Board Member)—ASTL 

Amanda Linn (Advisory Board Member, School Partner)—Art 

Tracy McAllister (Program Completer, Advisory Board Member, Adjunct)—LIBM 

Jeannie Moore (Mentor, Advisory Board Member, Program Completer)—School Counseling

Greg Murry—PEC/District Advisory Board

Stephanie Palmer (Advisory Board Member, School Partner, Program Completer)—Art

Lena Priest (Advisory Board Member, Program Completer, Mentor)—School Counseling

Tonya Rayborn (Mentor Teacher, Advisory Board Member)—KPED

Erin Shaw (Librarian, Adjunct, Advisory Board, LIBM Program Completer)—ASTL 

Patrick Sims (Program Completer, Advisory Board Member)—MAT

Kim Starr(Advisory Board Member, Program Completer)—SLMA and EDLP

Leslee Tell (Program Completer, Mentor, Advisory Board)—FACS

Earl Walton (Advisory Board Member, Adjunct faculty)—SLMA and EDLP

Amy Wilson (Advisory Board Member, Program Completer)—School Counseling

Tammy Woosley—PEC/P-4 Advisory Board


Sunday, September 25th

Poster Session Breakout Interviews

3:00-4:45 p.m.



Candidates (Mashburn 115)



Mika Bishop—FACS 

Roxie Browning—SLMA 

Gillian Chastain—MAT 

Blake Driskill—MATH

India Earnest—School Counseling

Jeremy Elsinger—MATH 

Jonah Farris—MAT

Gary Ford—Science 

Renee Foster—SLMA

Tammy Harper (candidate)—SPED

Shayla Hammons—School Counseling

Elise Hampton—Middle Level

Shiloh Harder—SLMA 

Sherese Hicks—School Psych

Matt How—SLMA

Cassie Howard—Middle Level

Kate Keeter-Hobbs—Middle Level

Patricia Graves—Art 

Jessie Kocourek—P-4

Gloria Loring—MAT 

April Martin—MATH

Courtney Milligan—School Psych

Haley Morris—SPED 

Teri Nokes—LIBM

Danika Palmer—P-4

Lauren Throneberry (Candidate and ML Program Completer)—ASTL 

Rachel Tyler—MATH 

Holly Vint—LIBM 

Sara Vint—LIBM 

Michael Watson—School Psych

Sarah Watson—Reading

Amy Willim—English

Jeana Williams—SLMA

Sherry Williams—SLMA 

Rebel Moore Womack—FACS






Sunday, September 25th

Poster Session Breakout Interviews

3:00-4:45 p.m.



Program Completers (Mashburn 120)



Tim Appleget—KPED

Cara Cloninger—WLAN

Teresa Doan—SLMA

Josh Elmore—WLAN

Jennfier Epps—LIBM

Melinda Francis—Reading 

Jennifer Green—Science

Jenna Haynes—Science 

Jessica Herring (also ASTL Candidate, Advisory Board)—Middle Level

Dustin Hicks—WLAN 

Ferris Jackson (also Mentor and EDLP Candidate)—LIBM 

Matt Kelly—Science 

Aida Kuettle—WLAN 

Jennifer Lachowsky—MATH

Jana McCollum—KPED 

Lauren Marlin (also Advisory Board Member)—Art

Gerard Martin (also Advisory Board Member, Mentor)—School Counseling

Lacey Monroe—School Psych

Ashley Nelle-Davis—Social Studies

Aaron Penn—English

Jackie Smith (also Advisory Board Member)—EDLP 

Ronda Smith—SPED

Kyndle Steinmetz (also Mentor)—FACS 

Jake Stroman—MAT 

Sunny Styles-Foster—MAT

Natalie Trower—English 

Meryl Vaughn—P-4

Sonya Whitfield (also Advisory Board Member)—EDLP and SLMA




Sunday, September 25th

Poster Session Breakout Interviews

3:00-4:45 p.m.



School Partners (T&L Conference Room, Mashburn 106)



Susan Baker (Mentor, Program Completer, Advisory Board Member)—FACS 

Susan Birdsong (Mentor/State Mentor teacher of the year)—P-4

Sharon Bradley (Mentor Teacher, Advisory Board Member)—KPED

Ben Broyles (Mentor, Candidate)—EDLP 

Monica Hutchison (Mentor)—MUSIC 

Katy Killingsworth (School Partner, Program Completer, Advisory Board Member)—Art

Shelia Mitchell (Mentor, Program Completer)—SLMA and EDLP 

Melissa Moix (Mentor, Program Completer)—School Psych

Debra Murray (School Partner)—Art 

Heather Nutt (Mentor, Program Completer)—P-4 

John Pipkins (School Partner)—MAT 

Cindy Romeo (Mentor)—Middle Level

Erika Smith (Mentor)—P-4

Elizabeth Spann (Mentor, Program Completer)—School Psych

Roy Sullivan (Mentor teacher, Advisory Board Member)—KPED

Charles Williams (Mentor, Program Completer)—Social Studies






Sunday, September 25th

Poster Session PEU Representation

3:00-4:45 p.m.



Tom Courtway, UCA Interim President



COE—Jamie Alea (director; Field Experiences); Kathleen Atkins (chair, Early Childhood and Special Education); Debbie Barnes (assistant dean); Tammy Benson (chair, Teaching and Learning); Lisa Daniels (NCATE coordinator); Sue Farris (Internship II Coordinator); Terry James (chair, Leadership Studies); Diana Pounder (dean); Ken Vaughn (director, Office of Candidate Services and Field Experiences)



Art—Deb Kuster (program coordinator); Jeff Young (chair)

ASTL—Jeff Whittingham (program coordinator)

English—Chuck Bane (program coordinator); Jay Ruud (chair)

FACS—Diane Brown, Renee Ryburn (program coordinators)

KPED—Suzi Wilcox (program coordinator), Debbie Howell (chair)

LIBM—Stephanie Huffman (program coordinator)

MAT—Gary Bunn (program coordinator)

Math—Donna Foss (program coordinator), Carolyn Pinchback, Ramesh Garimella (chair)

Middle Level—Steve Ward (program coordinator)

Music—Paige Rose, Ryan Fisher (program coordinators), Jeff Jarvis (chair)

P-4—Candice Barnes, Mark Cooper, Rene’ Crow (program coordinator), Dan Barrington

Reading—Shoudong Feng (program coordinator)

School Counseling—Abby Hallford (program coordinator)

School Leadership—Shelly Albritton (program coordinator)

School Psychology—Joan Simon (program coordinator)

Science—Mark Bland, Jerry Mimms (program coordinators)

Social Studies—Pat Ramsey (program coordinator), Ken Barnes (chair)

SPED—Janet Filer (program coordinator), Patty Kohler-Evans 

WLAN—Patricia Carlin (program coordinator)



Neil Hattlestad—Dean, College of Health and Behavioral Sciences

Maurice Lee—Dean, College of Liberal Arts

Rollin Potter—Dean, College of Fine Arts and Communication

Steve Runge—Dean, College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics


Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 1, 3 and 4

9:00-9:45 a.m.



Theodore Jones Elementary School

Danette Dunn (teacher)

Marci Martin (teacher)

Heather Nutt (teacher)

Tammy Woosley (principal)



Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 1 and 2

9:00-9:45 a.m.



Program Coordinators 



Rene’ Crow—P-4

Steve Ward—Middle Level

Deb Kuster—Art 

Chuck Bane—English 

Diane Brown/Renee Ryburn—FACS 

Suzi Wilcox—KPED 

Donna Foss—Math/Science

Paige Rose/Ryan Fisher—Music

Pat Ramsey—Social Studies (in class)

Patricia Carlin—WLAN 



Jeff Whittingham—ASTL 

Stephanie Huffman—LIBM 

Gary Bunn—MAT 

Shoudong Feng—Reading 

Abby Hallford—School Counseling

Shelly Albritton—School Leadership

Joan Simon—School Psychology

Janet Filer—SPED 



Kathleen Atkins—Chair, ECSE

Tammy Benson—Chair, T&L

Terry James—Chair, Leadership Studies

Ken Vaughn—Director, OCSFE

Jamie Alea—Director, Field Experiences

Sue Farris—Coordinator, Internship II

Debbie Barnes—Assistant Dean

Lisa Daniels—NCATE Coordinator


Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 1, 3 and 4

10:00-10:45 a.m.



Bob Courtway Middle School



Joey Achan (teacher)

Candy Kuettel (counselor)

Karen Lasker (principal)

Traci McAllister (media specialist)

Corey Oliver (teacher)

Cindy Romeo (teacher)

Sally Smith (teacher)

Karen Steinbeck (teacher)

Jana Stires (teacher)









Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 5 and 6

10:00-10:45 a.m.



Elaine McNiece—Dean, Graduate Studies

Jonathan Glenn—Associate Provost (former)

Jud Copeland—Faculty Senator

Nancy Gallavan—College Curriculum Comm

Brenda Stewart—Director, TLC



PEU Department Chairs

Ken Barnes—Chair, History

Debbie Howell—Chair, KPED

Jeff Young—Chair, Art



CAC

Kathleen Atkins—Chair, ECSE

Tammy Benson—Chair, T&L

Terry James—Chair, Leadership Studies

Ken Vaughn—Director, OCSFE

Jamie Alea—Director, Field Experiences

Stephanie Huffman—Director, COE Distance Learning

Diana Pounder—Dean

Debbie Barnes—Assistant Dean

Lisa Daniels—NCATE Coordinator


Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 1, 3 and 4

11:00-11:45 a.m.



Conway High School, East 



Jamie Bird (Spanish teacher)

Crystal Certain (Art teacher)

Dayna Echols (FACS teacher)

Brittany Narretto (WLAN candidate)





Conway High School, West

Liza Allen (Math teacher)

Shiloh Harder (Math teacher)

Paula Harris (Math teacher)

Debbie Hibbs (English teacher)

Joel Linn (principal)

Carla Owen (Art teacher)

Chad Terell (English teacher)







 

Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 1, 2, 3 and 4

11:00-11:45 a.m.



Amy Birchfields  (school partner)—ASTL 

Rachel Blake (candidate)—P-4

Allison Bowsman (program completer, mentor)—School Psych

Tori Duncan (candidate)—KPED 

Keane Guiden (candidate)—KPED 

Cassandra Hernandez (candidate)—Music

Tori Houston (candidate)—Art

Zachery Jeffrey (candidate)—Middle Level

Courtney Milligan(candidate)—School Psych

Claire Mitchell (candidate)—School Psych

Lacey Monroe (program completer)—School Psych

Andrew Muse (program completer)—Math 

Carly Powers (candidate)—Middle Level

April Reed (program completer, mentor)—School Psych

Rachel Sanders (candidate)—P-4

Katie Segrest (candidate)—P-4

Katelynn Whisnant (candidate)—Math

Monday, September 26th

Area for Improvement

1:00-1:45 p.m.



Sharon Nichols—ESL Coordinator, Conway Public Schools

Kathleen Atkins, Chair ECSE



Diversity Committee



Jamie Alea (in other session)

Debbie Barnes

Gary Bunn

Patricia Carlin (in class)

Mara Cawein 

Rene’ Crow

Lisa Daniels

Shoudong Feng 

Ryan Fisher

Nancy Gallavan

Chris Hogan

Patty Kohler-Evans

Brenda Linn

Angela Webster

Jeff Whittingham







Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 3 and 4

1:00-1:45 p.m.



Jamie Alea—Director, Field Experiences 

Dan Barrington—Faculty, ECSE

Tammy Benson—Chair, T&L

Jamie Dallas—Faculty, ECSE

Sue Farris—Coordinator, Internship II

Ryan Fisher—Faculty, Music

Donna Foss—Faculty, Math 

Judy Robinson—Faculty, ECSE

Paige Rose—Faculty, Music

Ken Vaughn—Director, OCSFE

Charles Watson—Faculty, Math 

Suzi Wilcox—Faculty, KPED 



Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards/Area for Improvement

2:00-2:45 p.m.



Dan Barrington—Faculty, ECSE

DeeDee Cain—Faculty, ECSE

Jamie Dallas—Faculty, ECSE

Shoudong Feng—Faculty, ECSE

Donna Foss—Faculty, Math  

Angela Greenland—Faculty, ECSE 

Lisa Herrington—Faculty, ECSE

Deb Kuster—Faculty, Art 

Brenda Linn—Faculty, T&L

Jean McGehee—Faculty, Math 

Michael Mills—Faculty, T&L

Pat Ramsey—Social Studies

Betty Sessum—Faculty, KPED 

Joan Simon—School Psychology

Donna Wake—Faculty, T&L 

Steve Ward—Faculty, T&L

Cheryl Wiedmaier—T&L

Jeff Young—Chair, Art 











Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 3 and 4

2:00-2:45 p.m.



Jamie Alea—Director, Field Experiences

Gary Bunn—Faculty T&L

Mara Cawein—Faculty T&L

Mark Cooper—Faculty, ECSE

Rene’ Crow—Faculty, ECSE

Sue Farris—Coordinator, Internship II

Janet Filer—Faculty, ECSE

Terri Hebert—Faculty T&L

Chris Hogan—Faculty T&L

Patty Kohler-Evans—Faculty, ECSE

Patty Phelps—Faculty T&L 

Ken Vaughn—Director, OCSFE

Jeff Whittingham—Faculty T&L



Monday, September 26th

Session Open for Candidates and Graduates

3:00-3:45 p.m.



Lynzie Lamb Brewer (program completer)—P-4

Antoinette Bunting (candidate)—Math 

Russell Denette (candidate)—English 

Kerry Hawkins (candidate)—Music 

Chance Lefler (candidate)—KPED 

Sarah LeMaster (program completer)—Math

Amanda Masino (candidate)—Middle Level

Jacob Roper (candidate)—Middle Level

Allison Signaigo (candidate)—School Counseling







Monday, September 26th

Session Open for Faculty and P-12 Partners

3:00-3:45 p.m.



Kathleen Atkins—Chair, ECSE

Candice Barnes—Faculty, ECSE

Tammy Benson—Faculty, T&L

Dee Dee Cain—Faculty, ECSE 

Rene’ Crow—Faculty, ECSE

Janet Filer—Faculty, ECSE

Donna Foss—Faculty, Math  

Marilyn Friga—Faculty, T&L 

Patty Kohler-Evans—Faculty, ECSE

Mary Ellen Oslick—Faculty, ECSE

Mary Pearson—Faculty, ECSE

Mary Ann Schlientz—Faculty, KPED 

Donna Wake—Faculty, T&L

Jeff Whittingham—Faculty, T&L

Suzi Wilcox—Faculty, KPED








Monday, September 26th

Validation of Standards 

5:30-6:00 p.m.



Dipti Black—MAT

Jessica Dyer—MAT 

Jenna Gass—MAT

Aimee Goode—MAT

Jessica Herring (candidate/advisory board member, ML program completer)—ASTL 

Rebecca Hoffman—MAT

Brandi Kemp—Middle Level

Darra Mankey—SPED 

James Patrick—MAT 

Julie Shelton (candidate)—School Coun

Kara Wimberly—MAT

Rebecca Wise (candidate)—Reading  

Casey Wheeler (candidate)—School Coun









Monday, September 26th

Interviews with P-12 School Partners 

5:30-6:00 p.m.





[bookmark: _GoBack]Torie Achan (mentor, program completer)—P-4

Debbie Allison (mentor)—Middle Level 

Danette Dunn (mentor)—P-4

Angela Ladd (program completer, mentor, advisory board member)—SPED

Mark Lewis (advisory board)—P-4

Marci Martin (mentor)—P-4

Dee Reinhard (mentor)—P-4











Persons Interviewed at U of Central Arkansas


General Background & Conceptual Framework 

1. Links to unit catalogs and other printed documents describing general education, specialty/content studies, and professional studies

· UCA Undergraduate Bulletin 

· UCA Graduate Bulletin 

· Undergraduate Programs 

· P-4

· Middle Level

· P-12 and Secondary

· Graduate Programs 

· Advanced Studies in Teacher Leadership

· Educational Leadership

· Library Media and Information Technologies

· Master of Arts in Teaching

· Reading

· School Counseling

· School Leadership, Management, and Administration

· School Psychology (M.S.)

· School Psychology (Ph.D.)

· Special Education

2. Syllabi for professional education courses 

· Syllabi Zipped Folder

3. Conceptual framework(s) 

· PEU Conceptual Framework

4. Findings of other national accreditation associations related to the preparation of education professionals (e.g., ASHA, NASM, APA, CACREP) 

· APA (UPDATED) 

· NASAD

· NASM


Standard 1: Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions

1. Program review documents and findings

· ADE—Family and Consumer Sciences

· ADE—Initial Licensure/Post Baccalaureate (MAT Secondary State Review)

· ADE—Kinesiology, Physical Education, and Health

· ADE—School Counseling

· ACTFL—World Languages

· ALA—Library Media

· CEC—Special Education, 0-8 years

· CEC—Special Education, Grades 4-12

· ELCC—Educational Specialist

· ELCC—School Leadership, Curriculum/Program Administration

· ELCC—School Leadership, Building Administration (Master’s)

· ELCC—School Leadership, Building Administration (Program of Study)

· IL/PB—Initial Licensure/Post Baccalaureate (MAT Secondary National Review)

· IRA—Reading

· NAEYC—Early Childhood, P-4 (Undergraduate)

· NAEYC—Early Childhood, P-4 (MAT)

· NASP—School Psychology (Master’s)

· NCSS—Social Studies

· NCTE—English

· NCTM—Math

· NMSA—Middle Level (Undergraduate)

· NMSA—Middle Level (MAT)

· NSTA—Science

2. Title II reports submitted to the state for the previous three years 

· Title II reports

3. Key assessments and scoring guides used by faculty to assess candidate learning against standards and the outcomes identified in the unit’s conceptual framework for programs not included in the national program review process or a similar state process 

· ASTL Report (2007-2010)

· Reports for Programs not Reviewed by SPAs (NEW)

4. Data tables and summaries that show how teacher candidates (both initial and advanced) have performed on key assessments over the past three years for programs not included in the national program review process or a similar state process 

· ASTL Report (2007-2010)

· Reports for Programs not Reviewed by SPAs (NEW)



5. Samples of candidate work (e.g., portfolios at different proficiency levels)

		ART
High
Middle
Lower

		ASTL
High
Middle
Lower

		ENGLISH
High
Middle
Lower

		EDLP
High
Middle
Lower



		FACS
High
Middle
Lower

		KPED
High
Middle
Lower

		SLMA 
High
Middle
Lower

		LIBM
High
Middle
Lower



		MAT
High
Middle
Lower

		MATH
High
Middle
Lower

		MIDDLE
High
Middle
Lower

		MUSIC
High
Middle
Lower



		P-4
High
Middle
Lower

		READING
High
Middle
Lower

		SCIENCE
High
Middle
Lower

		SCHOOL COUNSELING
High
Middle
Lower



		SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY
High
Middle
Lower

		SOCIAL STUDIES
High
Middle
Lower

		  SPED

High
Middle
Lower

		WLAN

High
Middle
Lower





6. Follow-up studies of graduates and data tables of results 

· End-of-Program Survey Results, Initial Licensure

· Follow-up Survey Results, Initial and Advanced Programs

· Praxis III Results

7. Employer feedback on graduates and summaries of the results 

· Feedback from Building Administrators

· Feedback from Superintendents and Special Education Directors

8. List of candidate dispositions, including fairness and the belief that all students can learn, and related assessments, scoring guides, and data 

· PEU Diversity Proficiencies

· Diversity Proficiencies Data

· Diversity Survey Results

· MAT Disposition Rubric

· MAT Disposition Data

· Performance on Conceptual Framework Elements, 2008-2010










Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit Evaluation 

1. Description of the unit’s assessment system in detail including the requirements and key assessments used at transition points 

· PEU Assessment System

· Assessment System Visual (NEW)

· Standard 1 Annual Reports (NEW)

· Annual Program Assessment Reports (NEW)

· COE Annual Reports (NEW)

2. Data from key assessments used at entry to programs 

· Entry Level Data, Undergraduate Programs

· Entry Level Data, Graduate Programs

3. Procedures for ensuring that key assessments of candidate performance and evaluations of unit operations are fair, accurate, consistent, and free of bias 

· Procedures that Ensure Assessments are Fair, Accurate, Consist, Free of Bias

· Recalibration (NEW)

4. Policies and procedures that ensure that data are regularly collected, compiled, aggregated, summarized, analyzed, and used to make improvements 

· Policies that Ensure Regular Data Collection and Analysis

· PEU Standing Committee Annual Report Schedule (UPDATED)

· Annual Program Assessment Report

· Faculty Input for Programmatic Changes (Sample)

5. Sample of candidate assessment data disaggregated by alternate route, off-campus, and distance learning programs 

· Not Applicable

6. Policies for handling student complaints 

· Policy, Student Complaints

7. File of student complaints and the unit’s response (This information should be available during the onsite visit.) 

· Student Complaints/Unit Response

8. Examples of changes made to courses, programs, and the unit in response to data gathered from the assessment system 

· Changes Made in Response to Data

· Changes Based on Data and Feedback (NEW)

9. Additional Exhibits 

· Distribution of Assessors Across Candidates and Assessment Measures

· Scoring Distribution Across the PEU

· PEU Assessment Results by Ethnicity

· Key Assessment Correlations




Standard 3: Field Experiences and Clinical Practices 

1. Memoranda of understanding, contracts, and/or other documents that demonstrate partnerships with schools 

· Undergraduate Programs Partnership Documentation

· Graduate Programs Partnership Documentation

2. Criteria for the selection of school faculty (e.g., cooperating teachers, internship supervisors) 

· Undergraduate Programs School Faculty Selection

· Graduate Programs School Faculty Selection

3. Documentation of the preparation of school faculty for their roles (e.g., orientation and other meetings) 

· Undergraduate Programs School Faculty Preparation

· Graduate Programs School Faculty Preparation

· Feedback from School Partners (NEW)

4. Descriptions of field experiences and clinical practice requirements in programs for initial and advanced teacher candidates and other school professionals 

· Undergraduate Programs Field Descriptions

· Graduate Programs Field Descriptions

5. Guidelines for student teaching and internships 

· Undergraduate Programs Internship Guidelines

· Graduate Programs Internship Guidelines

6. Assessments and scoring rubrics/criteria used in field experiences and clinical practice for initial and advanced teacher candidates and other school professionals (These assessments may be included in program review documents or the exhibits for Standard 1. Cross reference as appropriate.) 

· Undergraduate Programs Field Assessments

· Graduate Programs Field Assessments




Standard 4: Diversity 

1. Proficiencies related to diversity that candidates are expected to develop 

· PEU Diversity Proficiencies

2. Curriculum components that address diversity proficiencies (This might be a matrix that shows diversity components in required courses.) 

· Diversity Curriculum Matrix

3. Assessment instruments, scoring guides, and data related to diversity (These assessments may be included in program review documents or the exhibits for Standard 1. Cross reference as appropriate.) 

· Aggregated Data on Diversity Proficiencies linked to Assessments throughout the PEU

· Data for Common Diversity Assessments, Undergraduate Programs

· Data for Diversity Assessment, MAT

· Diversity Key Assessments and Rubrics, Initial Programs

· Advanced Programs’ Key Assessments aligned to Diversity Proficiencies

· Attitudes Toward Cultural Diversity Survey

· Performance on Conceptual Framework Elements, 2008-2010

4. Data table on faculty demographics 

· Faculty Demographics

5. Policies and practices for recruiting and retaining a diverse faculty 

· COE Search Guidelines Document

· COE Affirmative Action Policy

6. Data table on candidate demographics 

· Candidate demographics

7. Policies and practices for recruiting and retaining diverse candidates 

· Diversity Recruitment and Retention Efforts

8. Data table on demographics of P-12 students in schools used for clinical practice 

· Undergraduate Field Placement Demographics

· Graduate Field Placement Demographics

9. Policies, practices, and/or procedures that facilitate candidate experiences with students from diverse groups 

· Policies/Procedures to ensure all candidates have diverse field experiences


Standard 5: Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development 

1. Data table on faculty qualifications

· PEU Faculty Qualifications Table (UPDATED)

· PEU Full Time Faculty, 2011-12 (NEW)

2. Licensure information on school faculty (e.g., cooperating teachers, internship supervisors) 

· School-based Faculty Qualifications

3. Samples of faculty scholarly activities 

· List of Faculty Publications 2007-2010

· List of Faculty Presentations 2007-2010

· List of Faculty Service 2007-2010

· List of Faculty Grants 2007-2010

· Tables of Faculty Scholarly Activity 2007-2010

· Professional Memberships held by PEU Faculty

4. Promotion and tenure policies and procedures 

· COE Tenure and Promotion Guidelines

· Guidelines for Attaining Faculty Status in the College of Education

· UCA Faculty Handbook

5. Samples of forms used in faculty evaluation and summaries of the results 

· Evaluation Forms and Policies for Faculty and Administration

· Form, Student Evaluation of Faculty (on campus)

· Form, Student Evaluation of Faculty (distance education)

· Faculty Annual Review Form

· Summary of Faculty Evaluation Results

6. Opportunities for professional development activities provided by the unit 

· Instruction Enhancement Opportunities
PEU Participation in IDC 2007-10 and IDC 2009-10 Offerings

In addition to funds provided for one national conference annually, the unit funds registration and travel for most state conferences or workshop opportunities (i.e. state training on the Common Core Curriculum, Arkansas Curriculum Conference, Arkansas Council for Exceptional Children,  Arkansas Association of Colleges of Teacher Education, and the Arkansas Association of Teacher Educators).

Scholarship Opportunities
ECSE Scholarship Incentive
University Research Council, Policies/Forms (Travel Funds & Other Faculty Research Support)
UCA Foundation Faculty Grants
UCA Professional Development Series, 2010-11
UCA Diversity Seminars (required annual training)
UCA Sponsored Programs (workshops and other services to secure and mange grant funding)

Technology Opportunities
Training for Faculty Provided by the PEU Technology Learning Center (TLC)
Calendar for Training Sessions Offered by Information Technology (IT)
Resources Provided for Online Instruction
Other IT Resources (software, online training sessions)

COE Sponsored Professional Development Opportunities for P-12 Educators
Pathwise Training and Recalibration
Leadership Institute
Mashburn Center for Learning
National Board of Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) Initiative
We the People Summer Institute
Teaching Tomorrow’s Leaders Annual Conference
Other Professional Development Events

COE Sponsored Outreach—Faculty Led Opportunities for P-12 Students
Child Study Center
Reading Center
Super Kids
University Challenge
Summer Enrichment

Sabbatical Leave
COE Awards for Excellence in Teaching, Research, Service
New Faculty Mentoring Policy






Standard 6: Unit Governance and Resources 

1. Policies on governance and operations of the unit 

· PEU Description

· COE Mission Statement and Goals

· PEU Committees

· COE Committees

· PEC Membership

· Advisory Board Minutes (NEW)

· Committee Meetings and Minutes (NEW) 

· Program Coordinator Responsibilities (NEW) 

· PEU Calendar (NEW)

· COE Representation on University Committees

· University Committees, Councils and Boards (with PEU representation)

· PEU Curriculum Process

· Requirements for PEU Syllabi

· Guidelines for New Course Proposals

· UCA Curriculum Development Process Guide

· UCA Planning and Assessment

· Teacher Education Pre-Registration and Program Fee Policies

· Policy for Adding Internship II Sites 

· Internship/Practicum Waivers

· PEU Office of Candidate Services and Field Experiences

· COE Tenure and Promotion Guidelines

· Guidelines for Attaining Faculty Status in the College of Education

· UCA Faculty Handbook

2. Organizational chart or description of the unit governance structure 

· PEU Organizational Chart

· COE Organizational Chart

· UCA Organizational Chart

3. Unit policies on student services such as counseling and advising 

· UCA Counseling Center 

· UCA Student Support Services

· Academic Advising Center

4. Recruiting and admission policies for candidates 

· Recruitment Events

· Scholarships Available for PEU Candidates

· Graduate Study Incentive Program

· Teacher Education Admission Requirements

· Admission, Retention, Exit Requirements

· Admission to Undergraduate Study

· Admission to Graduate Study 



5. Academic calendars, catalogs, unit publications, grading policies, and unit advertising 

· Academic Calendar

· Undergraduate Bulletin

· Graduate Bulletin

· Early Childhood and Special Education Information/Materials, Initial and Advanced Programs

· Leadership Studies Information/Materials, Advanced Programs

· Teaching & Learning (and Arts/Science) Information/Materials, Initial and Advanced Programs

· UCA Student Handbook and Daily Planner

· UCA Academic Integrity Violation

· UCA Academic Integrity

· COE Grade Appeals Policy

· PEU Professional and Ethical Conduct Policy

· Recruitment Materials

6. Unit budget, with provisions for assessment, technology, and professional development 

· Institutional and COE Budget

· COE Department and Service Unit Budgets

7. Budgets of comparable units with clinical components on campus or similar units at other campuses 

· Budget Allocations and Other Resources, PEU Departments Outside COE

· UCA Comparative Budget Data for 6 Colleges (NEW)

8. Faculty workload policies 

· Faculty Load Guidelines

9. Summary of faculty workloads 

· Faculty Load Distribution

· 2010-11 Education Courses with Faculty Info (NEW)

· Supervisor Loads (NEW)

10. List of facilities, including computer labs and curriculum resource centers 

· UCA Computer Labs

· UCA Instructional Development Center

· COE Technology Learning Center

· UCA Campus Map

· UCA Campus Building Floor Plans

· Bob Courtway Middle School: Teaching Site for Middle Level Program

· Woodrow Cummins Elementary School: Teaching Site for the P-4 Program

· Arkansas Educational Television Network

· Arkansas Research and Education Optical Network

11. Description of library resources or a link(s) to descriptions of library resources 

· Torreyson Library 



[bookmark: _GoBack]

12. Description of resources for distance learning, if applicable 

· Online Course Resources

· UCA Principles for Electronically Offered Instruction

· Online Course Development Checklist

· UCA Technology Infrastructure and Services

· COE Technology Learning Center Training Sessions for Faculty

· COE Technology Learning Center

· UCA IT Department 
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organized into three academic departments. The Department of Early Childhood & Special Education 
has 15 faculty members. The Department of Leadership Studies has 11 faculty members. And the 
Department of Teaching & Learning, which houses middle level, MAT, secondary education, and the 
Advanced Studies in Teaching Leadership program, has 15 faculty members. According to the 
AACTE/NCATE annual reports for UCA for the last three years, the number of program completers for 
the unit ranged from 353-404.

      I.2 Summary of state partnership that guided this visit (i.e., joint visit, concurrent visit, or an 
NCATE-only visit). Were there any deviations from the state protocol? 

The state partnership calls for a state consultant from the Arkansas Department of Education and a local 
representative from NEA. Both persons participated in team meetings, interviews, and discussions. 
Neither the state consultant or the NEA representative were voting members of the BOE team, nor did 
they have writing responsibilities for the onsite report. There were no deviations from the state protocol.

      I.3 Indicate the programs offered at a branch campus, at an off-campus site, or via distance 
learning? Describe how the team collected information about those programs (e.g., visited selected 
sites, talked to faculty and candidates via two-way video, etc.).
Two programs are currently offered in an online format. They are the MS program in Library Media and 
Information Technologies and the MSE in Special Education. Information was collected from both 
faculty and candidates during on campus interviews.

      I.4 Describe any unusual circumstances (e.g., weather conditions, readiness of the unit for the 
visit, other extenuating circumstances) that affected the visit.

There were no unusual circumstances that affected the site visit.

II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK. 

    The conceptual framework establishes the shared vision for a unit’s efforts in preparing educators 
to work effectively in P–12 schools. It provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate 
performance, scholarship, service, and unit accountability. The conceptual framework is knowledge 
based, articulated, shared, coherent, consistent with the unit and institutional mission, and 
continuously evaluated.

      II.1 Provide a brief overview of the unit's conceptual framework and how it is integrated across 
the unit.

The unit's conceptual framework is expressed in the theme statement, "enhancing educator efficacy 
through reflective decision-making." Within this context, UCA seeks to prepare educators with the 
following eight attributes: content knowledge, problem-solving, student achievement, assessment, 
diversity, technology, professionalism, and collaboration. These attributes are infused in each program's 
curriculum and assessed within the unit's assessment system. The unit ensures that each program 
assesses these attributes by way of elements in assessment rubrics. Based on assessment data and input 
from various constituencies, the word "efficacy" was added to the conceptual framework in 2010. In 
adding "efficacy" to the conceptual framework, the unit hopes to better prepare candidates to "work with 
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struggling or otherwise disadvantaged learners." All elements of the institution's mission, namely 
intellectual excellence, community, diversity, and integrity are articulated in the conceptual framework. 
Through its annual reports and meetings, members of the professional education unit have opportunities 
to review how the conceptual framework is being realized in teaching, learning, service and scholarship. 
Program coordinators are responsible for leading the review process with program area faculty and 
ensuring that there are opportunities for continuous improvement. Interviews with candidates, program 
completers, and P-12 partners revealed many different examples of the conceptual framework in action. 
Cooperating teachers, for example, articulated many different examples of candidates' knowledge and 
skills in the areas of differentiation, appropriate technology integration into teaching, extensive self-
reflection, and the ability to work collaboratively with inservice teachers to address the needs of all 
learners. When asked during interviews, candidates and program completers were able to articulate 
various attributes from the conceptual framework in their own work as educators. By way of a standards 
crosswalk, the unit has demonstrated how the eight attributes can be assessed by various course-
embedded assessments within each program.

Standard 1: Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions 

    Candidates preparing to work in schools as teachers or other school professionals know and 
demonstrate the content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and skills, pedagogical and 
professional knowledge and skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn. 
Assessments indicate that candidates meet professional, state, and institutional standards.

      1.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 
standard? 

For both initial and advanced programs, it appears the unit has curricula to ensure that candidates 
develop the appropriate knowledge, skills and dispositions for their professional roles, and that the unit's 
candidates meet professional, state and institutional standards. Interviews with candidates and faculty 
during the poster sessions provided ample evidence that candidates can demonstrate appropriate 
knowledge, skills and dispositions. This information corroborates the findings of the Specialized 
Professional Association national recognition reports and state-level reports. Existing reports on 
dispositions, program completers, and employer surveys do not include sample sizes, only percentages, 
so it is impossible to determine reliabilty or validity of these data sources. The Department of Teaching 
and Learning is moving towards using a stand alone dispositions rubric in more of its programs. 
Currently the MAT program is the only program using a stand alone dispositions rubric.

Candidates demonstrate their proficiencies through a variety of assessments including, but not limited 
to, tests, lesson plans, projects, instructional units, portfolios, and dozens of other performance-based 
assessments. Interviews revealed that candidate receive feedback not only from faculty, but also from 
professional mentors.

      1.2 Continuous Improvement. How has the unit been engaged in continuous improvement since 
the previous visit?

The unit continuously works to meet national, state, and local standards for its educator preparation 
programs. Assessments have been developed and re-developed as professional standards have evolved. 
Interviews with faculty reveal that efforts have been made over the last several years to systematically 
collect and review candidate performance data with regard to knowledge, skills and dispositions. The 
unit now uses Chalk and Wire to help collect and analyze candidate performance data. This system 
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provides better candidate performance data and ensures that all courses are using the same kinds of 
rubrics to evaluate candidate performances. Since the last BOE visit, the unit has begun end-of-program 
surveys and follow-up surveys to evaluate several aspects of program quality. Though still early in the 
process, there is some evidence that graduates perceive their UCA programs as effective and useful in 
preparing them to become professional educators. Interviews with program completers and K-12 
partners corroborated this finding. The unit is engaging in follow-up and employer surveys, though the 
quality and quantity of information provided by these assessments is not at the point where it has lead to 
specific continuous improvement activities.

      1.3 Movement to the Target Level. What steps has the unit taken to move to the target level (if 
appropriate to this standard)? What plans does the unit have to continue to move to the target 
level?
This standard was not identified as one in which the unit is moving toward the target level.

      1.4 Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level?
 

      1.5 Areas for Improvement and Rationales

      1.5.1 What AFIs have been removed?
AFI AFI Rationale

   

      1.5.2 What AFIs remain and why?
AFI AFI Rationale

   

      1.5.3 What new AFIs does the unit need to address for continued improvement? (These new 
AFIs may be an area of concern cited in the Offsite BOE Team Feedback Report if evidence in the 
IR Addendum, new exhibits, observations, or interviews indicates that an area of concern has not 
been adequately addressed.) 

AFI AFI Rationale

   

      1.6 Recommendation for Standard 1
 

Initial Teacher Preparation Met

Advanced Preparation Met

Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit Evaluation

    The unit has an assessment system that collects and analyzes data on applicant qualifications, 
candidate and graduate performance, and unit operations to evaluate and improve the performance of 
candidates, the unit, and its programs.
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      2.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 
standard? 

The Professional Education Unit (PEU) at the University of Central Arkansas contains an assessment 
system, primarily driven by departmental programs, which have been aligned with state standards and 
national/professional standards. Part of the assessment system is inclusive of six (6) to eight (8) 
components identified as key assessments for each of the departmental programs. All of these program 
assessment components are integrated within the unit's conceptual framework. Candidate outcomes 
related to knowledge, skills, and dispositions are assessed according to rubrics established by the 
respective programs. Other related sources used to inform the assessment system include the following: 
Standing Committees (i.e. comprised of the various elements of the NCATE model--Conceptual 
Framework; Standard 1—Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions; Standard 2—
Assessment System and Unit Evaluation; Standard 3—Field Experiences and Clinical Practice; Standard 
4—Diversity; Standard 5—Faculty, Qualifications, Performance, and Development; Standard 6—Unit 
Governance and Resources); the PEU, and the Annual Program Reports. 

The University of Central Arkansas uses the Banner system for broader university assessment purposes, 
while the PEU primarily uses Chalk and Wire for its specific purposes of data collection, analysis, and 
evaluation of candidate performances on key assessments. Interviews with unit administrators indicate 
that the two systems 'do not talk to each other,' but that both systems have the capability to capture 
performance data independent of one another. According to the Assessment System Visual, the program 
assessment schedules, and the Institutional Report, data are collected, analyzed, and reported during the 
academic term to improve the performance of the candidates and the respective programs. Using the 
Chalk and Wire electronic portfolio system, program and unit reports of the initial and advanced 
programs are generated annually. The NCATE coordinator ascertains the necessary data and the 
program coordinator disseminates to the faculty. The institutionalization of Annual Program Reports has 
created a cultural context for addressing broader issues affecting alignment, previously collected and 
analyzed data, and data implications as well as venues for evaluating unit operations. 

Additionally, the integration of a recalibration workshop at the program level provides a systematic way 
of establishing fairness, accuracy, and consistency of assessments. Pathwise, a state-adopted teacher 
observation system, is used to determine candidates' acquisition of teacher competencies. Faculty 
members who mentor and supervise teacher candidates are required to receive this specialized training. 
The Teacher Performance Outcomes Assessment (TPOA), which originates from the work of 
Danielson's Framework for Teaching, serves as the premise for the Pathwise system and Praxis III. As 
related to the knowledge, skills, and dispositions and the assessment system for establishing fairness, 
accuracy, and consistency, various transition points are assessed. A variety of comprehensive measures 
include, but are not limited to, work products, state-licensure exams, and field internships. 

Considering the triangulated analysis of data from interviews with program coordinators, PEU members, 
advisory board members, various measures have been established for which assessments are identified, 
modified, and/or reintegrated within the operations of the unit and/or the appropriate program. At the 
initial and advanced programs, feedback is ascertained from program advisors, faculty, candidates, and 
external stakeholders as part of their systematic efforts to be reflective. Interviews with the advisory 
board members and P-12 partners have confirmed their involvement with the PEU in both formal and 
informal capacities. The PEU hosts annual meetings with the advisory board and discuss issues broadly 
related to the quality and dissemination of the academic programs (i.e. candidate performance, end-of-
program survey, and follow-up survey data). Faculty interviews also indicate a symbiotic relationship 
between the PEU, advisory board, and P-12 partners. The quality of these relationships results in 
ongoing, sustained contact regarding pertinent issues affecting the PEU to be maintained irrespective of 
the formally established meetings. 
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      2.2 Continuous Improvement. How has the unit been engaged in continuous improvement since 
the previous visit?
The PEU has been engaged continuously in various efforts to foster improvement for the delivery of its 
academic programs. Review of minutes from a series of PEU meetings as well as interviews with 
program coordinators have confirmed the following: modified conceptual framework, relocation of the 
graduate programs into the PEU; and each PEU member serves on one standing committee. 

The PEU has also instituted the Chalk and Wire electronic portfolio as the systematic venue used for 
data to be collected, analyzed, and evaluated in a comprehensive manner. Data from Chalk and Wire 
have been used for purposes of program improvement as interviews with faculty demonstrated how 
various course modifications resulted from the type of data ascertained from Chalk and Wire. Two 
examples are as follows: at the advanced level, the School Psychology program now includes an 
additional 15 hours in its curriculum, as it was determined that more specialized hours were needed; and 
at the initial level, the Middle Level program has determined more efficient ways to deliver its course 
offering, given the previously shared, overlapping characteristics of its courses. 

The institutionalization of the Annual Program Reports is another indication of how the PEU has been 
involved in continuous improvement. The Institutional Report describes the Annual Program Reports as 
being inclusive of the following: (1) statements about the alignment between stated program outcome 
and key assessments and their rubrics; (2) key assessment data collected from the previous academic 
year; (3) analysis of data results; and (4) narrative explaining how these results inform programmatic 
decisions (p. 10). Interviews with faculty and unit administrators along with the review of these reports 
affirm the infrastructure for Annual Program Reports exists as well as their capacity to manage and 
improve the unit's operations and programs. 

      2.3 Movement to the Target Level. What steps has the unit taken to move to the target level (if 
appropriate to this standard)? What plans does the unit have to continue to move to the target 
level?
The PEU has indicated that its assessment system is meeting the target level on Standard 2, particularly 
as it relates to various components of elements 2a, 2b, and 2c. For element 2b, evidence does not 
demonstrate how the current data collection, analysis, and evaluation processes are systematic and 
comprehensive utilizing data on program quality, unit operations, and candidate performance at each 
stage of the process. Based on a review of exhibits and several interviews, it appears that advanced 
programs are not collecting, analyzing, and evaluating data in a systematic manner. Existing Annual 
Program Reports do not provide the kind of aggregate data, for each advanced program, that could be 
reasonably be expected from a sufficiently mature system. Evidence does not demonstrate the unit is 
systematically collecting data from both internal and external sources. The unit is highly program-driven 
and dependent upon SPA reports. For a component of element 2c, evidence does not indicate how the 
unit is systematically studying the effects of changes to assure that programs are strengthened without 
adverse consequences. While the use of Annual Programs Reports has been institutionalized, there is no 
indication of how long-term studies have been implemented to examine the effects of modifications 
resulting from those reports.

      2.4 Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level?
There are no areas of the standard being addressed at the target level.

      2.5 Areas for Improvement and Rationales

      2.5.1 What AFIs have been removed?
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AFI AFI Rationale

The unit's data management system does not include data for 
advanced programs (ADV)

Evidence and interviews suggest that the assessment system 
includes data from advanced programs.

Data collection is uneven, and results are not consistently 
summarized, reported, and analyzed (ITP).

Programs at the initial level regularly collect performance data on key 
assessments for candidates. These data are reviewed by the 
program coordinators and appropriate faculty. A system is in place of 
annual reporting of candidate performance at the program level.

      2.5.2 What AFIs remain and why?
AFI AFI Rationale 

Data collection is uneven and results are not consistently 
summarized, reported, and analyzed on the schedule for the unit 
(ADV).

Though the unit has a system in place to collect and analyze 
candidate performance data on an annual basis, interviews and 
exhibits suggest that the annual reporting process required by the 
assessment system is inclusive of all advanced programs. It is not 
possible to determine from existing reports, such as exit surveys and 
disposition assessments, the extent to which all advanced programs 
are included in the assessment system and regularly assessing 
knowledge, skills and dispositions. One example is the ASTL 
program. Reports for the ASTL program do not suggest even or 
consistent data collection over the last several years. Changes to 
advanced programs, and unit level operations in particular, rely on 
these data for the system's continuous improvement efforts.

      2.5.3 What new AFIs does the unit need to address for continued improvement? (These new 
AFIs may be an area of concern cited in the Offsite BOE Team Feedback Report if evidence in the 
IR Addendum, new exhibits, observations, or interviews indicates that an area of concern has not 
been adequately addressed.) 

AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      2.6 Recommendation for Standard 2
 

Initial Teacher Preparation Met

Advanced Preparation Met

Standard 3: Field Experiences and Clinical Practice

    The unit and its school partners design, implement, and evaluate field experiences and clinical 
practice so that teacher candidates and other school professionals develop and demonstrate the 
knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn.

      3.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 
standard? 

Evidence found with the onsite visit and through interviews affirms that the unit has met the 
requirements for Standard 3. Extensive interviews with many K-12 partners, including principals, 
teachers, and other professional staff indicated strong partnerships with regard to field experiences and 
clinical practice.

Collaboration as part of the conceptual framework – "Enhancing Educator Efficacy through Reflective 
Decision Making" is embedded in the relationship between school districts and the unit. A comfortable 
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collaboration is based on trust and respect to design and implement field experiences and clinical 
practices that nurture the candidate for success but also to enrich the schools and foster success for their 
students. 

The unit has established extended relationship with a number of school districts. Schools within these 
districts offer varied field and clinical placement for the candidates in the initial and advanced programs. 
The Office of Candidate Service Field Experience (OCSFE) coordinates field placements for all 
candidates. The director of field experience works with the site based faculty/mentor teacher to assure 
appropriate placements of initial candidates in field experience and clinical practices are made. The 
professional education unit (PEU) requires that all P-12 candidates have field experience with diverse 
populations including students with exceptionalities. The director of field experience charts the 
placements and assures that each candidate field experience and clinical practice is aligned for multiple 
experiences and opportunities with diversity. Eleven school sites provide opportunities for candidate 
interaction with students of diverse background and/or exceptionalities. At one elementary school, a 
mentor teacher stated that in the school demographics there was almost no majority race. The school also 
has a 71 percent poverty rate. Candidate placements are found in urban, rural and suburban locations as 
well. A staff member of the OCSFE maintains the initial and advanced candidate records to ensure all 
requirements for graduation are completed in regards to field experience and clinical practice.

The P-4 and middle level programs have partnerships with three school districts which allow unit classes 
to be taught within the school. The unit has established a middle level methods class taught at the Bob 
Courtway Middle School. The addition of this methods class within a school ensures that the candidates 
experience interaction with middle school students, their teachers, and continually experience the reality 
of their school day. 

All site based mentors have taught for three years, are Pathwise trained, and attend the orientation 
seminar. Mentors and unit faculty are recalibrated with Pathwise every two years. The unit has a 
designated staff member who does all of the Pathwise training. Many mentors have completed or are 
working on advanced degrees. The program coordinators for initial candidates choose supervisors who 
have teaching experience. Because program coordinators have an in-depth knowledge of the mentors and 
candidates, they attempt to match mentor and candidate who complement each other for the clinical 
practice. The advanced candidate supervisors are selected by the program coordinator and are licensed in 
the area of supervision.

Each unit program has a Program Advisory Board which meets once or twice each year as determined 
by the chair. Public schools are represented on the advisory boards. In March 2009, Middle Level 
Advisory Board minutes record a discussion of moving the field experience for introductory middle level 
to an onsite location. This change did occur. The Program Coordinator for Middle Level and the OCSFE 
are working with one school district "toward a Middle Level early field, internship I and II to be a two 
year placement." The dDirector of OCSFE stated: "The goal for both institutions would be to impact 
students' learning, and mentor future candidates in a more substantive and consistent manner." 
Discussions concerning this proposal include conversations with the superintendent, school principal and 
staff. Classroom teachers saw this extended field experience as a means to provide much needed 
assistance with challenged schools. 

The unit also has a Superintendent Advisory Board. The dean of COE chairs the Superintendent 
Advisory Board. Superintendents from across the state are members of this board which meets 
biannually. Based on information from an interview, the Superintendent Advisory Board discussed 
candidates beginning their Internship I experience at the beginning of the public school year and not the 
beginning of the unit's academic year. This change was applied at the beginning of the 2011 school year.

Page 8



The advanced programs have Program Advisory Committees. The committee includes students, 
graduates and school practitioners. In the advanced program, the Program Advisory Committee for 
School Leadership, Management, and Administration (SLMA) cooperatively developed the field 
experience. There are 11 field experiences for the candidate seeking licensure and 13 for those earning a 
master's degree. The suggested changes by this committee were implemented so that candidates now 
have 120 hours of individual internship experience with a focused field experience designed to meet the 
diversity criteria.

The unit receives feedback from site based faculty through surveys, the training seminars, and small 
group discussions as well as informal conversations at school sites. Both the mentor and supervisory 
feedback indicated need for more information in the beginning of a candidate's field experience or 
clinical practice. Mentors have received notification and information about candidates to be supervised 
as early as May prior to a fall placement. 

Employer survey data of principals and superintendents indicate that the candidates are well prepared. 
On a 1 to 4 Likert scale, candidates were rated from a low of 2.81 for "design and implementation of 
appropriate assessments" to 3.16 as "effective ambassadors of profession." During the onsite visit, 
comments by the principals included: "Great teaching skills:" "collaborative;" and "content knowledge." 
An elementary school principal stated that of the eight teachers hired this year, six were graduates of the 
unit. Another mentor stated that the last two teachers hired at her school were recent unit graduates. 
These newly graduated teachers were hired because of their excellent preparation. Employer Survey for 
Superintendents and SPED Directors (spring 2010) rated from 3.0 to 3.38 as well prepared. The highest 
ratings were found with "ability to think critically and learn through reflection," "engages and respects 
students," and working with diverse students and students with exceptionalities. Initial candidates in the 
End-of-Program Survey, Fall 2009-10 Undergraduate Program rated "the quality of teaching in your 
education courses compared to non-education courses" at 4.06, 4.07, and 3.98. Advanced candidates 
responding to the MAT End of Program Survey Results Fall 2009-Fall 2010 rated the overall education 
program from 3.33 to 3.47 on a one to four Likert scale. Individual MAT courses were also rated above 
3.0. Advanced candidates rated MAT 5310 (Analysis and Practice Teaching) from 3.37 to 3.47; ASTL 
6305 (Classroom Assessment) from 3.45 in fall 2009 to 3.34 in fall 2010; and MAT 6699 (Internship) 
from 3.52 in fall 2009 to 3.42 in fall 2010. First year teachers were also surveyed. In the survey, 
"Ratings of Their Professional Education Program," these recent graduates rated the program from 4.02 
to 4.37 in all categories. The lowest rating was 4.02 in "Classroom Management" and the highest was 
4.37 in "Developing instructional units and preparing lesson plans."

The candidates in both the initial and the advanced programs complete reflection papers about the field 
experience. For the initial candidate reflection is a requirement that begins with EDUC 1300 field 
experience. The candidate develops analytical skills through reflection of practices observed in 
exploration, then applied through specific assignments designated in course syllabi, and integrated into 
the capstone of clinical practice. Through reflection, candidates assess lesson plans and the 
implementation of the lesson plan. Through reflection, candidates then adjust those plans to 
accommodate students' learning styles.

The initial program candidates have exposure to field experience in required courses at the beginning of 
the program. The unit has designed the initial programs so that a scaffolding effect begins with field 
experience in the first course - the EDUC 1300 and EDUC1240 - which are required by all. Field 
experience is required of the initial candidates in many of their courses based on the syllabi of those 
courses. Course syllabi in the middle level program indicate that field experience moves from 
exploratory to application to integration – the scaffolding of experience that gives the candidate initial 
experience of observation and reflection to integration of the information, theory and application of that 
theory in the clinical practice of student teaching. Currently the total hours of field experience and 

Page 9



clinical practice is well above 600 hours. In the middle level language arts and social studies component 
the number of hours is 752 hours. This early and intensive experience in the classroom begins with 
directed observation assignments through to the clinical practice has resulted in candidates who are 
confident and experienced in assessment, accommodation, and implementation of standards for the 
success of the students in the classroom. 

The unit has determined that field experience and clinical practice create professional growth 
opportunities for both initial and advanced candidates. Opportunities that first focus on observation 
skills, and then apply strategies and techniques from the coursework to a classroom integration of 
knowledge and reflection on action have been developed by the unit. The unit's scaffolding process of 
courses is designed for initial candidates to begin exploration through observation in field experience 
found in the required EDUC 1300 (Education as a Profession) and EDUC 3309 (Cultural Perspective). 
Each of these courses requires a field experience of 5/11 hours respectively. The unit faculty changed 
field observations from just watching a class to a specific focus that is discussed. The intensity of field 
experience evolves to application of course work required by course syllabus as found in ECSE3000 
(Foundations) with ten hours of field experience, MSIT 4305 with 10 hours , and ART 4350 (Art 
Practicum) with 16 hours to the capstone for the initial candidate of clinical practice. Candidates will 
integrate their pedagogical skills and content knowledge into the classroom setting for 600 hours during 
clinical practice. 

Advanced candidates also have required field experiences within their programs. Field experiences are 
created by the program coordinator with a focus on that program and the candidate's needs. Advanced 
candidates use their own classrooms for the field experiences. ASTL Field Experience Guidelines 
documents required assignments. If necessary, additional assignments are made to assure candidate 
interaction with diverse populations. This may mean that an advanced candidate must leave his/her 
school to complete the assignment at another school. Candidates in the master's program for Library 
Media have 36 hours of required field experience. The unit's advanced programs have multiple levels of 
field experience for candidates and support to accomplish the program requirements.

      3.2 Continuous Improvement. How has the unit been engaged in continuous improvement since 
the previous visit?

The unit's conceptual framework of "Enhancing educator efficacy through reflective decision making" is 
one of the changes that had taken place since the previous visit. One of the eight attributes in which the 
conceptual framework is manifested is: collaboration. The unit explains collaboration as "Educators 
promote and utilize a collaborative approach to professional responsibilities and activities. They forge 
partnerships with others in other to assist in effective decision-making and provide the richest 
environment for learning and development of all students." The unit's field and clinical practices are 
enhanced through collaboration and feedback with the content programs, the school based supervisors 
and mentors, candidates and graduates. Changes in programs and process have been made based on 
these collaborations.

Mentors stated during interviews that the unit asks for areas of improvement after each semester's field 
experience or clinical practice. Mentor suggestions through these informal discussions or in the more 
formal surveys and Advisory Board meetings are examined. Some suggestions have been implemented 
such as candidates are in the mentor classrooms at the beginning of the school year and candidates have 
specific assignments for observations during the first course field experiences.

The unit has an Advisory Board for each program and a Superintendent Advisory board as well. The 
Program Advisory Board is chaired by the program coordinator with public schools represented. During 
interviews with members of the Advisory Board, the collaborative relationship of the board and the unit 
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was affirmed. The Advisory Board members stated that they held discussions on the positive and 
negative impact of proposed changes in the conceptual framework. The Advisory board discussions also 
included the need for efficacy within the program and a variety of assessments to measure student 
progress. Although the discussions were held, the interviewees agreed that the final changes were up to 
the unit. 

The Advisory Board was instrumental in the change that Internship I begin with the first day of public 
school and not the first day of classes at the university. Data, such as pass/fail rates and completion of 
program, are shared with the Advisory Board. 

The advanced programs have the Program Advisory Committees. The MAT Advisory Board meets 
every six months. An advisory committee member stated that discussions during a meeting resulted in a 
change. The School Counseling Advisory Board suggested more on-line courses to accommodate the 
candidates, and the unit has begun to implement more on-line courses.

In an interview, it was stated that the unit will implement a change and then evaluate whether the change 
is accomplishing the desired effect.

      3.3 Movement to the Target Level. What steps has the unit taken to move to the target level (if 
appropriate to this standard)? What plans does the unit have to continue to move to the target 
level?
This standard was not identified as one in which the unit is moving toward the target level.

      3.4 Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level?

The unit has demonstrated two areas of strength at the initial level: 3a. collaboration between unit and 
school partners and 3b. design, implementation, and evaluation of field experiences and clinical practice. 

The unit and the school partners share expertise and integrate resource to support candidate learning. 
Interviews with a principal and unit faculty found school faculty have conversations based on the same 
books used in course work – specifically citing the use of Danielson's Framework for Teaching. 
OCSFE's process assures candidates have opportunity to implement and assess content in diverse 
placement. Interviews with mentors and the director and staff of OCSFE found that the unit has 
successfully matched the candidates with mentors of similar teaching and learning styles. Mentors and 
unit faculty are exploring continuation of the candidate at the same school site or with the same mentor 
from the Internship I through Internship II. 

A second area of strength is design, implementation, and evaluation of field experiences and clinical 
practice at the initial level. The OCSFE process charts the field experience and clinical practice of 
candidates. Candidates apply and enhance their professional and pedagogical knowledge, skills and 
professional dispositions through these diverse placements. Required observations allow the candidates 
to see mentors model best teaching practices and reflect on those observations. Early in the initial level 
program, candidates apply their knowledge with small group activities and assisting mentors. 
Conceptual framework elements of reflection and assessment are incorporated within the field 
experiences. Mentors stated in interviews that candidates are encouraged and include in staff 
development, parent conferences, and creation of student learning strategies. Mentors also stated they 
viewed the candidates as co-teachers in their classrooms.

The unit has established strong rapport with school faculty and administration. Interviews with school 
faculty and administration validate inclusion in evaluation and improvements for field experience and 
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clinical practice. The schools are represented on Advisory Boards that discuss positive and negative 
effects of proposed changes. Mentors are engaged in the design and implementation of approved change 
as seen in the process used to change the beginning time of the Internship I. Mentors have been active 
participants in the discussion for continuity of mentor/candidate through the Internship I and II. The unit 
has provided Middle Level candidates the unique opportunity to take methods classes on-site at a middle 
school. The unit is currently discussing expansion of field experiences in programs to full year for 
continuity with input from school partners through Advisory and Superintendent Boards. 

The unit trains all mentors and unit faculty in the use of Pathwise. Recalibration workshops are also 
arranged by the unit. 

      3.5 Areas for Improvement and Rationales

      3.5.1 What AFIs have been removed?
AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      3.5.2 What AFIs remain and why?
AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      3.5.3 What new AFIs does the unit need to address for continued improvement? (These new 
AFIs may be an area of concern cited in the Offsite BOE Team Feedback Report if evidence in the 
IR Addendum, new exhibits, observations, or interviews indicates that an area of concern has not 
been adequately addressed.) 

AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      3.6 Recommendation for Standard 3

 

Initial Teacher Preparation Met

Advanced Preparation Met

Standard 4: Diversity

    The unit designs, implements, and evaluates curriculum and provides experiences for candidates to 
acquire and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all 
students learn. Assessments indicate that candidates can demonstrate and apply proficiencies related 
to diversity. Experiences provided for candidates include working with diverse populations, including 
higher education and P–12 school faculty, candidates, and students in P–12 schools.

      4.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 
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standard? 

Interviews with candidates, cooperating teachers, faculty, field/clinical experience supervisors, and 
program completers suggest that this standard continues to be met. The unit is engaged in the review of 
its diversity curriculum and field experiences. In addition, the unit seeks to ensure that candidates have 
experiences with diverse faculty, diverse peers (other candidates), and diverse students in P-12 settings.

In addition to lesson plans demonstrating candidates' skills in differentiation, modifications for diverse 
learning needs and learning styles, and responsiveness to cultural context, interviews suggest that 
candidates are able to work effectively with diverse P-12 student populations. At the initial level, all 
candidates take EDUC 3309 (Cultural Perspectives: Families, Schools, and Community Partnerships) 
where they develop their beginning skills and dispositions for working with a wide variety of learners 
and understand the professional obligation to help all students learn. The unit provided data suggesting 
that the existing diversity proficiencies are being measured and aggregated at the unit level. 

Interviews and exhibits indicate that field placements are in educational settings where candidates 
interact with students who are diverse in terms of ethnicity, race, socioeconomic status, special needs, 
and to some extent English language learning. In advanced programs, candidates must complete some 
field assignments in placements outside of their classroom/work setting and in classrooms/field settings 
where various forms of diversity exist.

Interviews and exhibits indicate that there is gender and ethnic diversity in PEU faculty as well as school 
based faculty, though both groups are predominately white and female. The College of Education is 
participating in UCA's strategic goal of increasing faculty diversity. According to interviews with unit 
and university leadership, some monies have been set aside to help with recruiting efforts. In addition to 
participating in a university-level initiative to diversify faculty membership, the College of Education is 
broadening its advertising of positions to include publications such as Black Issues in Higher Education 
and other outlets that have a large minority readership.

      4.2 Continuous Improvement. How has the unit been engaged in continuous improvement since 
the previous visit?

There are several examples of continuous improvement since the last visit. The unit has updated its 
EDUC 3309 course (Cultural Perspectives: Families, Schools, and Community Partnerships) to include 
methods for serving the English language learners and have a field component. Interviews with faculty 
suggest that these added components bring diversity from an abstract concept to a matter of professional 
values and practices. Candidates come to understand their responsibilities to meet the needs of all 
learners and to approach teaching from a multicultural lense. The Diversity Committee, which is 
composed of faculty and administrators from various programs housed in the College of Education, 
meets to discuss and address diversity as a core value. The focus of this group is curriculum, field 
placements, and the diversity of candidate pools in the professional education unit. As a result of the 
Diversity Committee's work, a course is being created by the Office of Candidate Service Field 
Experience to help pre-candidates pass the Praxis I. Passing this test is a barrier for some pre-candidates. 
Supporting pre-candidates in their preparation for the test will provide the unit an opportunity to 
diversify its candidate pool at the initial level. Additionally, the Diversity Committee has developed 
partnerships with the UCA Writing Center to insure that candidates are successful in their efforts to be 
effective writers within the profession. The Lighthouse Beacons program came about, in part, due to the 
work of the Diversity Committee. This program provides a social and academic support structure for 
candidates to ensure they have opportunities to be successful in the initial teacher preparation program. 
Faculty members can volunteer to participate in this program. In recent years, the Dean's Office has sent 
letters to minority students graduating from local high schools in the hope that they will consider 

Page 13



matriculation in UCA's teacher preparation program. In an effort to diversify its candidate population, 
UCA brings cohorts of prospective teachers from China to participate in the initial teacher preparation 
program. Though these students are not formally admitted to the initial teacher preparation program, 
they take professional education classes and are colleagues/peers for candidates in the program. This 
provides an opportunity for existing candidates to interact with peers who are English language learners 
from different cultures.

      4.3 Movement to the Target Level. What steps has the unit taken to move to the target level (if 
appropriate to this standard)? What plans does the unit have to continue to move to the target 
level?
This standard was not identified as one in which the unit is moving toward the target level.

      4.4 Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level?
 

      4.5 Areas for Improvement and Rationales

      4.5.1 What AFIs have been removed?
AFI AFI Rationale 

Candidates have limited opportunity to interact with racially diverse 
professional education faculty. (ITP, ADV)

In recent years, two faculty from minority ethnic/racial backgrounds 
have been hired. The unit has also undertaken steps to advertise 
positions more broadly. In addition, the unit is participating in a 
university-sponsored strategic initiative to diversify its faculty. PEU 
faculty from underrepresented groups increased from 7.1% in 2004 
to 9% in 2011.

Candidates have limited opportunity to interact with peers from 
diverse ethnic backgrounds (ITP, ADV)

The percentage of both initial and advanced candidates from 
underrepresented racial and ethnic groups has increased since the 
last visit, from less than 10% at the initial level (for example) to 
above 10%. In addition, the unit has released a minority faculty 
member 50% to serve as a recruiter and advisor in UCA's Academic 
Advising Center. The released faculty member provides the unit an 
opportunity to recruit and retain a more diverse candidate pool.

      4.5.2 What AFIs remain and why?
AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      4.5.3 What new AFIs does the unit need to address for continued improvement? (These new 
AFIs may be an area of concern cited in the Offsite BOE Team Feedback Report if evidence in the 
IR Addendum, new exhibits, observations, or interviews indicates that an area of concern has not 
been adequately addressed.) 

AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      4.6 Recommendation for Standard 4
 

Initial Teacher Preparation Met
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Advanced Preparation Met

Standard 5: Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development

    Faculty are qualified and model best professional practices in scholarship, service, and teaching, 
including the assessment of their own effectiveness as related to candidate performance; they also 
collaborate with colleagues in the disciplines and schools. The unit systematically evaluates faculty 
performance and facilitates professional development.

      5.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 
standard? 

Evidence reviewed during the onsite visit and interviews with candidates, faculty, program completers, 
P-12 partners, and administration indicated that the unit continues to meet this standard.

Faculty hold the credentials and qualifications appropriate for teaching assigned courses in the 
respective programs offered at UCA. In response to the offsite report, a faculty database was provided at 
the onsite visit. All tenure track faculty in the unit hold terminal degrees. A review of faculty vita and 
credentials indicate the faculty have expertise in and knowledge of the content they teach. Non-tenure 
track and clinical faculty members have significant related experience, appropriate licensure, and 
expertise. School faculty/mentor teachers are licensed in the field they teach and meet the criteria 
established by UCA. 

During interviews candidates and completers stated that the faculty model how to teach in P-12 settings 
and have a thorough understanding of the content. Mentor teachers state because of the UCA faculty, 
candidates are well-prepared with instructional strategies and use technology effectively in the 
classroom during internship. Program completers responded in interviews that UCA faculty "model 
what I should model as a teacher" and "(I) feel so prepared because of their teaching." 

Candidates and completers indicate that the faculty use a range of strategies for curriculum, instruction, 
and assessment and emphasize the use of classroom technology. Syllabi address the use of technology in 
courses as well as how diversity is infused into courses. Data gathered from interviews with candidates 
indicate that they feel strongly about the caring nature of and the positive relationships they have with 
faculty: "They stay connected with us and give us resources as we move into our first jobs."

Faculty are active with scholarly productivity as demonstrated in journal articles, books, book chapters, 
presentations, grants, and other awards. Examples were displayed at the onsite visit and an updated 
exhibit listing recent faculty scholarship was provided.

In addition, faculty members provide service to local schools and educational agencies through 
consultation and professional development. Faculty vitae and interviews with faculty and school and 
community partners show a wide range of professional activities on campus, in the state, and in the 
profession. Mentor teachers and program completers report a willingness of the faculty to support P-12 
teachers when curricular and instructional issues arise within their schools. 

Faculty are engaged in leadership roles in professional organizations, ranging from committee 
memberships to roles as officers and board members. Faculty in the unit present regularly at local, state, 
national and international conferences.
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Candidates evaluate professional unit faculty at the end of each semester. Faculty use this information as 
well as candidate performance data to reflect on their teaching and to make respective changes. 
Interviews with faculty, program coordinators, and chairs provided examples of programmatic changes 
and professional development related to needs identified. Leadership within the unit reported that 
department chairs use the results of student evaluations of faculty to support individual professional 
learning experiences for improving teaching. The College Administrative Council facilitates a variety of 
professional development offerings that are supported by the university's Instructional Development 
Center. 

Procedures for faculty evaluation, guidelines for tenure and promotion, and policies for graduate faculty 
status are in place. 

      5.2 Continuous Improvement. How has the unit been engaged in continuous improvement since 
the previous visit?
Several temporary faculty positions have been reworked to full time positions and one new FTE to 
support the growing MAT program was added. Continuous improvements to the unit and the programs 
are driven by annual program review reports, overall instructor rating from student evaluations, exit 
surveys of candidates, and feedback from mentor teachers and advisory committees. Faculty model best 
practices in teaching, emphasize innovative instructional strategies, and integrate technology into 
classes.

      5.3 Movement to the Target Level. What steps has the unit taken to move to the target level (if 
appropriate to this standard)? What plans does the unit have to continue to move to the target 
level?
This standard was not identified as one in which the unit is moving toward the target level.

      5.4 Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level?
 

      5.5 Areas for Improvement and Rationales

      5.5.1 What AFIs have been removed?
AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      5.5.2 What AFIs remain and why?
AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      5.5.3 What new AFIs does the unit need to address for continued improvement? (These new 
AFIs may be an area of concern cited in the Offsite BOE Team Feedback Report if evidence in the 
IR Addendum, new exhibits, observations, or interviews indicates that an area of concern has not 
been adequately addressed.) 

AFI AFI Rationale 
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      5.6 Recommendation for Standard 5
 

Initial Teacher Preparation Met

Advanced Preparation Met

Standard 6: Unit Governance and Resources

    The unit has the leadership, authority, budget, personnel, facilities, and resources, including 
information technology resources, for the preparation of candidates to meet professional, state, and 
institutional standards.

      6.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 
standard? 

Evidence reviewed during the onsite visit and interviews with candidates, faculty, program completers, 
P-12 partners, and administration indicated that the unit continues to meet this standard.

The dean of the College of Education serves as the unit head and is responsible for providing leadership 
in the development of educational programs within the unit. 

The Professional Education Council (PEC) provides a means for communication and collaboration 
across educator preparation programs in the institution. Interviews with department chairs, program 
coordinators, faculty, and advisory committee members support the effectiveness of the PEC for 
unifying unit programs and collaborating with P-12 school partners.

Interviews with candidates and program completers confirmed they have access to counseling, advising 
services, and technology support services. Recruitment and admission materials, which are available 
online and were accessible and current. 

Though the unit has experienced budget challenges over the past few years, an interview with the dean 
and the leadership team indicated that a collaborative spirit among the departments allowed for the 
shifting of resources as needed to equalize support for the various programs. 

The offsite team noted the absence of an exhibit comparing the College of Education budget to other 
colleges. The exhibit was available and reviewed during the onsite visit. Data indicate the College of 
Education budget is comparable to other units at UCA. The Dean of the Graduate School indicated 
continued financial support for sustaining and developing programs within the college. 

The concern for the absence of the faculty workload document in the offsite review was addressed 
through the review of the Faculty Workload Policies exhibit during the onsite visit, interviews with the 
dean and assistant dean, and faculty. Faculty load for teaching and supervision are appropriate. 

The College of Education building is currently adequate for programs; however as programs continue to 
grow, space will become an issue. Technology challenges in terms of connectivity due to the structure of 
the building and the number of candidates and faculty attempting to be online at the same time are being 
addressed.
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      6.2 Continuous Improvement. How has the unit been engaged in continuous improvement since 
the previous visit?
The PEU has functioned to maintain rigorous standards for candidates in unit programs. The standing 
committees within the PEU have engaged all faculty in assessment work for the purposes of improving 
candidate performance and programs. In spite of budget challenges, the unit has supported faculty 
attendance at one local and one national conference each year.

      6.3 Movement to the Target Level. What steps has the unit taken to move to the target level (if 
appropriate to this standard)? What plans does the unit have to continue to move to the target 
level?
This standard was not identified as one in which the unit is moving toward the target level.

      6.4 Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level?
 

      6.5 Areas for Improvement and Rationales

      6.5.1 What AFIs have been removed?
AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      6.5.2 What AFIs remain and why?

AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      6.5.3 What new AFIs does the unit need to address for continued improvement? (These new 
AFIs may be an area of concern cited in the Offsite BOE Team Feedback Report if evidence in the 
IR Addendum, new exhibits, observations, or interviews indicates that an area of concern has not 
been adequately addressed.) 

AFI AFI Rationale 

   

      6.6 Recommendation for Standard 6

 

Initial Teacher Preparation Met

Advanced Preparation Met

IV. SOURCES OF EVIDENCE

      Documents Reviewed

Attached.
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      Persons Interviewed

Attached.

      Please upload sources of evidence and the list of persons interviewed.

Persons Interviewed at U of Central Arkansas

List of Exhibits/Evidence

See Attachments panel below.

      (Optional) State Addendum:
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