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Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC)
Inquiry Brief and appendices
MANHATTAN COLLEGE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
School Building Leadership Program
The Inquiry Brief was prepared by the faculty members of the program in School Building Leadership (SBL): Sr. Remigia Kushner, Program Director; Dr. Peter Mutarelli, Sr. Mary Ann Jacobs, Mrs. Bernadette Dunne.  Consultations were held with Dr. William Merriman, Dean of the School of Education and Dr. Karen Nicholson, former Chairperson, in the preparation of this brief. The version of this brief submitted to TEAC was approved by the faculty committee that prepared the brief in October 2010.
Section 1 Program Overview
Overall Logic, Philosophy, and Orientation of the Graduate Program 

Established in 1853, Manhattan College is founded upon the Lasallian tradition of excellence in teaching, respect for individual dignity, and commitment to social justice inspired by the innovator of modern pedagogy, John Baptist de La Salle.  Preparing school leaders who work for the learning of all students is grounded in and guided by the philosophy inherent in the Lasallian tradition of excellence in teaching, respect for individual dignity, and commitment to social justice. The mission of the school building leadership program is directly related to that of the College, “to provide a contemporary person centered educational experience characterized by high academic standards, reflection on faith, values and ethics, and life-long career preparation" (Manhattan College Graduate Catalog, 2008-09, p. 6). 

Information published in the Graduate Catalog describes graduate programs in the School of Education as “committed to the preparation of human service professionals through courses leading to the master degree in one of three programs: Counseling, Special Education, and School Building Leadership.  The program in School Building Leadership (SBL) is directed toward the professional preparation of school administrators and supervisors, assistant principals, department chairs, coordinators, unit heads, and the like” (p. 25). 

The philosophy and orientation of the program was developed for the re-registration of the program required by the New York State Education Department to be in effect in the fall of 2004.  The application for reregistration included a clearly articulated framework to the State Education Department regarding the program of preparation of potential school leaders.  The SBL program is oriented to practical application of learning and active participation.  Theories that represent the framework and philosophy of the program included constructivism, communities of practice, and theories of adult learning.  
Constructivism (Ryder, 2003) emphasizes the active role of the learner in building understanding and making sense of information and assumes that learners construct their own knowledge through interaction with others and the work environment. Based on these tenets, 
· courses are taught in seminar fashion for increased student involvement and interaction

· assignments require candidates in the program to apply knowledge to the positions they currently hold
· discussion encourages candidate contribution to each others’ learning.

The conceptual base of communities of practice (Lave and Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 2006) locates the source of knowledge in the interaction between the learner, the environment, and legitimate peripheral participation. The cognitive apprenticeship principle in communities of practice proposes that learning happens primarily when learners are taught the processes that experts use to handle complex tasks. Observing the processes by which an expert listener or reader thinks and practices these skills helps students learn on their own more skillfully.  Based on the communities of practice framework and in keeping with NYS requirements for school building leaders, course work in the SBL program requires participants to use their course learning in field experiences “back home,” i.e., to apply their learning to the workplace. 
The legitimate peripheral participation component of communities of practice is based on the concept (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002) that learning requires solving real-life, practical problems using a cooperative approach rather than a solely individual, competitive, or independent approach. As an application of this component, SBL course work requires participants 

· to work cooperatively with current classmates and with colleagues in their workplaces
· to consult with the onsite mentor and college supervisor to make a contribution to an area in need of improvement in the school
Concepts and principles of adult learning (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Mezirow, 1997) underpin the orientation of the program toward the needs of adult learners.  Program participants are adult learners with at least three years prior experience in student personnel services, a prerequisite for admission into the SBL program to meet state requirements for certification (http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CertRequirementHelp.do )  Based on this theory, adult learners with professional experience want clear purpose and interactive learning with peers: yet they want individualized instruction where appropriate.  They want to be challenged and have opportunities for responsible self-direction. They want flexibility and practical application of their learning and attention to the varied ways they acquire learning.  These tenets orient the structure of learning experiences at Manhattan College taking into account that adults: 

· prefer flexible schedules that respond to their own time constraints, so MC courses are held in the evening, on Saturdays in the form of intensive seminars, and during the summer. Participants can choose 10 evening sessions and/or five Saturday sessions; during the summer, participants can choose weeklong intensive seminars, eight evening sessions, and/or online sessions.

· learn better when learning is individualized so course assignments are related to the participants’ position and needs in their workplaces

· prefer face-to-face learning rather than learning through the use of video or audio communications so courses are taught in face to face sessions with online components; conversely, online courses include face to face sessions for orientation and culminating activities. 

· derive benefits from interactional activities with others who differ in age, level of experience, and professional preparation so SBL course work includes small group collaboration in class and requires collaboration with colleagues in the workplace 

Program Areas, Levels, Specialties, and Options

There are two options leading to state certification as school leaders:
· the Master of Science in Education degree in School Building Leadership (33 credits) 

· an advanced certificate ( Professional Diploma [PD]) in School Building Leadership (24 credits)

These two program options are similar in that both require participants to complete six core courses (18 credits) and two courses of internship (six credits). The master degree option requires the same six core courses and also two courses of electives (six credits), a course in research (three credits) and a major paper.  The electives for the master degree may be taken from any offering in the graduate education program, have different instructors who may not be associated with the school leadership program.  The research course likewise may be taught by instructors not associated with the leadership program.  Because of these variations in the electives and research course, only the six core courses and internship courses are presented in this brief.  Table 1-1 summarizes the similarities and differences of the options and the total number of credits required for each.

Table 1 - 1 Summary of School Building Leadership Program Options
	
	Master of Science in Education      33 credits
	Professional Diploma             24 credits

	Prerequisites
	Baccalaureate degree

Undergraduate GPA > 3.0

Three years experience

Letter of Intent

Letter of Recommendation
	Master degree

Graduate GPA > 3.0

Three years experience

Letter of Intent

Letter of Recommendation

	Program Requirements
	Six core courses (18 credits):

   Leadership

   Management

   Education Law

   Curriculum

   Assessment

   Supervision

Two internship courses (6 credits)

   Internship/Seminar I

   Internship/Seminar II

Research (3 credits) + Two Electives (6 credits)
Total for the master degree: 33 credits
	Six core courses (18 credits):

   Leadership

   Management

   Education Law

   Curriculum

   Assessment

   Supervision

Two internship courses (6 credits)

   Internship/Seminar I

   Internship/Seminar II

Total for the professional diploma: 24 credits


Brief history of the program 

A brief review of the history of Manhattan College is presented as a context for the school building leadership program that is the subject of this brief. The College was founded in May 1853 by the Brothers of Christian Schools.  From its founding, Manhattan College combined both secular independent members of a Board of Trustees and representatives of the religious teaching Institute of the Brothers of the Christian Schools.  It combines the traditional liberal arts and sciences with professional and technical education in a single collegiate institute.  As mentioned in the introduction, the mission of the College is grounded in the Lasallian tradition "to provide a contemporary, person centered educational experience characterized by high academic standards, reflection on faith, values and ethics, and life-long career preparation" (Manhattan College Graduate Catalog, 2008-09, p. 6). Manhattan College is governed by a Board of Trustees, with the President of Manhattan College responsible for the day-to-day operations of the college. Reporting to the President are eight vice-presidents including the Executive Vice-President and Provost, the Vice-President for Human Resources, the Vice-President for Student Life, the Vice-President for College Advancement, the Vice-President for Facilities Management, the Vice-President for Enrollment Management, the Vice-President for Finance and the Vice-President of Mission. The Deans of the five schools – Arts, Business, Education, Engineering, and Science -- report to the Executive Vice-President and Provost. Within the School of Education there are undergraduate and graduate programs. The graduate education programs include Special Education, Counseling, and School Building Leadership, formerly the School Administration and Supervision program.  In 1893 an engineering curriculum had been introduced, an addition to the arts and sciences already being offered and a new School of Business graduated its first students in 1928.  The School of Education was formally started in 1970 as the School of Teacher Preparation even though education courses had been given at the College since 1896 and had been an important means by which the college had upgraded the education of parochial school teachers in the early to middle part of the 20th century (Popik, 2004).
The School Administration and Supervision (SAS) Program was approved by the New York State Education Department (NYSED) in 1973 to offer a Master of Science in Education in School Administration and Supervision with a mission and philosophy grounded in the Lasallian tradition of excellence in teaching, respect for individual dignity, and commitment to social justice.  Historically, the program served practicing principals, largely from the Archdiocese of New York, the Diocese of Brooklyn, and the Diocese of Rockville Centre where practicing principals were seeking state certification.  School districts in Westchester, the Bronx, and Manhattan also sought a program to develop school leadership (Manhattan College, 1976). As participants achieved certification, the SAS program extended to other educators who did not have leadership positions to prepare them to earn NYS certification as School Administrators and Supervisors.  This certification was granted by NYS through transcript review at the state level.

In the 90s, the New York State Education Department (NYSED) required all colleges and universities with programs leading to certification in School Administration and Supervision or School District Administration, or School Business Administration to be reregistered. The School Administration and Supervision program at Manhattan College and all other NYS colleges and universities had to be redesigned to meet the new School Building Leadership (SBL) (NYS TEACH) requirements. The SBL faculty at Manhattan College reviewed the SAS program to align course content with the new NYS school building leadership content (NYS Leadership Framework). To meet the new re-registration requirements, the SBL faculty collaborated to re-design course syllabi based on the logic of including the new NYS standards. Course templates were designed to include the required standards. The reregistered program was approved to begin in September 2004. Based on the state regulations for re-registration, certification would now be granted by NYS upon confirmation of the institution of completion of an approved program in school building leadership and a passing grade on the state exam in school leadership. The re-registration application required a clearly articulated conceptual framework for the program. A  framework based on theories of constructivism (Ryder, 2003), communities of practice (Wenger, 1998, Wenger et al., 2002), and adult learning (Knowles, 1990) was preseneted. These were described earlier in this brief. 
During Spring 2005, the School Building Leadership Program successfully competed for a Title IIA grant (available in the office of the Executive Vice President and Provost) that provided tuition-paid graduate courses for nonpublic school educators in the five boroughs of NYC.  (A renewal of the grant took place in Fall, 2010.) To receive a tuition grant, a student had to receive approval from the Office of Nonpublic Schools and also apply for admission to Manhattan College before registering for a course. The time frame for submitting the MC application for admission after the Title IIA approval process was not long enough for an application to be processed. To make it possible for students who received grants to attend classes before having completed the admission process, representatives of the Office of Admissions and the Office of the Registrar arranged a method of enrolling grantees so that they could begin taking classes as soon as they were approved for Title IIA funds. The student who received the grant would enroll in classes without official acceptance into the SBL program. Undere this arrangement, they had a one-semester grace period to complete the application process. This means that some participants are permitted to enroll and take courses before formal admission to the SBL program. The grant began in the fall of 2005 with 
School Building Leadership Program Demographics

Student data.  Table 1-2 present trends for academic years 2007 to 2009. The numbers represent the number of school building leadership core courses taken during each academic year, the number of courses taken by those in the professional diploma option, the master degree option, and the number of courses taken by those who were awarded grants. Because the number of courses are counted, individual students are counted more than once if they took more than one course per semester.
Data included in these numbers and throughout this Brief are based on the core courses only because the core courses form the basis of both program options, the professional diploma and the master degree. Including only core courses means that the two elective courses and the research course are not included in any calculations because these can be taken from any graduate education program offering. Only the core courses in School Building Leadership offerings are taught by School Building Leadership faculty.

Table 1 - 2 Core Courses taken by School Building Leadership Students in  AY 2007-08 to AY 2009-10

	Enrollees in
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010

	Core Courses (total)
	110
	74
	68

	Professional Diploma enrollees
	42
	44
	30

	Master Degree enrollees
	68
	28
	38

	Enrollees who received a Title IIA Grant
	45
	64
	36


Table 1–3 presents demographic data about the graduates of academic years 2007 to 2009: the number of graduates in each year, gender, mean age, mean entrance GPA, and mean years experience at entrance. Candidates accepted into the SBL program have had experience in student personnel positions as teachers, guidance counselors, admission officers, PK-12 teachers, special educators in public, private, parochial schools. There is no ethnic data reported for graduates because these data are not collected by the Office of Admissions.

Table 1 - 3 Demographic Data for SBL Graduates AY 2007-08 – AY 2009 

	Academic

Year
	
	Gender
	Age
	Years Experience

Upon Admission

	
	N
	Male
	Female
	Mean (SD)
	Min. – Max 
	Mean (SD)
	Min. – Max.

	2007-08
	14
	2
	12
	39. 15 (8.30)
	28.0 – 53.0
	 9.08 (4.15)
	  3      30.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	16
	3
	13
	44.13 (2.59)
	30.0 – 60.0
	12.47(8.07)
	  3      25.25

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2009
	11
	4
	7
	39.10 (7.94)
	29.0 – 53.0
	 8.18 (6.03)
	   3     22.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	41
	9
	32
	41.05 (8.91)
	28.0 – 60.0
	10.39(6.40)
	   3     25.25


Faculty data. As of Summer 2010, the School Building Leadership faculty consists of a tenured faculty member who is the program director and who teaches every fall, spring and summer; three adjunct faculty members who teach every fall and spring (two of whom also teach every summer); an adjunct faculty member who teaches a course every summer; and two other adjuncts who teach upon request (see Appendix C). All faculty members have held elementary and/or secondary administrative positions, five have held central office positions, one has been a school board member and president; all hold administrative certification in the state of New York or New Jersey, or Pennsylvania. All have private or parochial school experience. All but two hold doctorates; two hold a master degree. One has held leadership positions in the public system at the district and state level. All “regular” adjunct faculty are white non-Hispanic. In addition to “regular” adjuncts, practitioners are invited as guest speakers to seminar sessions during the fall and spring semesters. Guest speakers in coursework and especially in the internship/seminar courses are male and female of varied ethnicity with private and public school experience. (Note: These guest presenters are not included in Table 1-4and 1-5 regarding faculty data.)
Table 1 - 3 School Building Leadership Faculty Data 2007-08 to 2009 -10
	Academic Year
	
	Gender
	Academic Status
	Administrative Experience
	Terminal Degree

	
	N
	Male
	Female
	Full Time
	Part

Time
	Elem Sec 
	Central Off
	Doctor-ate
	Master

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	6
	1
	5
	1 
	5
	5
	4
	4
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	5
	1
	4
	1
	4
	5
	3
	4
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2009-10
	6
	1
	5
	1
	5
	6
	3
	5
	1


Section 2: Claims and Rationale

Statement of the Claims
The SBL faculty prepared our claims for this brief.  The School Building Leadership program prepares qualified, competent, caring graduates who demonstrate
Claim 1 Professional Knowledge: The SBL program at Manhattan College prepares school leaders who demonstrate knowledge of NYS content requirements that qualifies them for a leadership position in NYS. They develop this knowledge through course work in leadership, law, management, curriculum, assessment, supervision. Evidence of this knowledge is from grades and overall grade point average, and the appropriate section of the NYS test of school leadership
Claim 2 Decision Making Skill. The SBL program prepares school leaders who can apply their professional knowledge to making decisions that incorporate the NYS content standards. They develop this skill through course work and the internship. This skill is assessed by the score on the decision making subsection of the intern evaluation form and NYS test of school leadership. 
Claim 3 Caring Leadership Skill. The SBL program prepares school leaders who address staff and student educational needs. This skill is assessed by the score on the pertinent sections of the Intern Evaluation form and through a caring survey of graduates. 
Cross-cutting Themes: multicultural perspectives, technology, learning to learn
Multicultural Perspective: SBL graduates apply knowledge of diverse student and faculty educational needs to educational practice. A multicultural perspectives is assessed by the score on the multicultural subsection of the intern evaluation form related to activities at field sites with diverse student populations and a survey of graduates’ perceptions of their multicultural efficacy.
Technology: SBL graduates have technology skills for administrative and instructional tasks. For this Brief, technology skill was assessed by faculty rating and the technology subsection scores on the Intern Evaluation Form. The cross-cutting theme of Technology is built into courses through technology-based or enhanced assignments. Technology skill was assessed for this brief by faculty designation of graduates’ technology skill using the rubric developed by the Director of Assessment at the college (developed with the School of Education faculty) and by a survey of participants based on the technology standards on the Integrating Technology into the Curriculum site (http://www.quasar.ualberta.ca/techcur/resources/skillssurvey.htm).
Learning to learn: SBL graduates are able to acquire knowledge on their own to apply to educational practice. The cross-cutting theme of Learning to learn is assessed through the score on the personal learning plan assignment and the scores on the Intern Evaluation Form activities that require this skill.
Rationale for the Assessment of the Claims.
Claim 1 Professional Knowledge

 The SBL program at Manhattan College prepares school leaders who demonstrate knowledge of NYS content requirements that qualifies them for a leadership position in NYS. They develop this knowledge through course work in leadership, law, management, curriculum, assessment, supervision, internship. Evidence of this knowledge is from grades and overall grade point average, and the appropriate section of the NYS test of school leadership

Professional knowledge is required in the New York Content Standards for the Preparation of School Leaders 52.21(c)(2). When Manhattan College faculty re-registered the SBL program options under 52.21(c)(2), they identified the courses that addressed content standard. Based on the required content, courses were designed to include these content standards. The content standards were met in courses related to leadership, management, law, curriculum, assessment, supervision.  
SBL courses align with NYS content standards (course templates with accompanying NYS standards for each course is contained in Appendix F). NYS requires SBL participants to meet the institution’s standard to have a 3.0 cumulative GPA overall. Evidence offered to support subject matter knowledge includes students’ overall GPA and their GPA in core courses, and the score on the NYS test of school leadership.
Those admitted to the SBL program must maintain an overall GPA of 3.0 during the program and to graduate from the program.  Students admitted into the program prior to Academic Year 2006 must have no grade lower than a C.  Students who entered in Academic Year 2007-08 or later may have a “C” grade in an individual course, but they must earn a 3.0 or greater grade point average in course work. Because the GPA is an average of grades in all courses taken by the participant, it is possible that a participant could earn a course grade less than 3.0 and still meet the requirement of an overall average of 3.0. It follows that it is possible that a participant may not meet a specific learning objective and still pass a course and meet graduation requirements. 
Rationale for the use of grades and grade point average to assess professional knowledge, including validity and appropriate passing score. 
The grades that students earn are linked to their professional knowledge. We use the following rationale. Because professional knowledge is implied within the New York Content Standards for the Preparation of School Leaders, 52.21(c)(2), and because course work and assignments are aligned with the NYS requirements for school leaders, the grades students earn in their courses and their overall GPA is a reasonable means of assessing students’ professional knowledge. In addition, students must demonstrate at least a 3.0 or "B" level of competence. A “B” is observed college-wide as the acceptable level to be consistent with the institution’s requirement based on New York State’s requirements in the Commissioner’s Regulations 52.21(c)(vi)(a) that candidates meet the institution’s requirements for graduation, at least a 3.0 grade point average to graduate (2008-2009 Graduate Catalog, p. 12). 
We also believe that grades and grade point average form a valid measure because:

· graduate participants take courses in one of the three graduate education courses in which grades are used by a variety of faculty in more than one program

· the grades used in each of the three graduate education programs are based on the graduate catalog requirement that participants maintain a certain average

· NYS requires SBL participants to meet the grade point required by the institution. 
For these reasons, we believe it is reasonable to use grades as a valid measure of professional knowledge. 
Rationale for the use of New York State School Leadershipr Certification Examination Scores including validity and appropriate passing score.
The New York State Leadership Certification Exams (NYSTECEs) were developed by National Evaluation System, Inc. (currently owned by the Pearson Education Group). To be recommended for NYS certification, students must complete the school leader examination. The explicit purpose of these tests is to help identify for certification those candidates who have demonstrated the appropriate level of knowledge and skills that are important for performing the responsibilities of an educator in New York State public schools (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/ NY_20102011_SLA _RegistrationBulletin.pdf). A recommendation for NYS certification is contingent upon students completing an examination and meeting the criteria for passing the test. Test scores for all tests are reported using the same scale. Test scores are reported in a range from 100 to 300 and are based on performance on all sections of the test. An examinee’s multiple-choice score and scores on the constructed response are combined to obtain the total test score. A score of 220 represents the minimum passing score for each test. An examinee with a total test score of 220 or above passes the test http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NY_20102011_SLA_RegistrationBulletin.pdf.”
The standardized test scores are linked to Claims 1 and 2, and provide an external source of information regarding professional knowledge relative to other students in the state. The validity of the tests was established by National Evaluation Systems and is now maintained by Pearson and the New York State Education Department (NYSED, 1997). The appropriate passing score is established by Pearson based on the NYS frameworks. This passing score is reported for each participant. Additional information on how validity and the appropriate passing score established can be found at http://www.nystce/nesinc.com/NY_faculty-resources.asp.
The test has two parts, Part I and Part II. Each part has two types of questions: multiple choice and constructed response. Constructed responses simulate an administrative task or ask for an analysis of a case study. Responses are judged on whether the respondent fulfilled the charge of the task, accurately and effectively applied relevant knowledge and skills to the assignment, and support the response with examples and sound reasoning (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_PG_SBL_PartOne_samplequestions.pdf, p. 2-10).

Data reports provided by the state are sent to the Dean of the School of Education, who shares the results with the program director, who in turn shares them with the SBL faculty. The NYTCEs are criterion-referenced tests that are designed and scored to allow New York State to make an assessment about a candidate’s qualifications for certification. Thus, the scores reported to the College provide evidence regarding the preparation of qualified school leaders. In addition, because state-generated reports include the pass rates of all institutions in the state, we can gauge graduates’ success relative to other New York State institutions. This data source provides an external perspective and a broader comparison of graduates’ professional knowledge. 

For these reasons, we believe it is reasonable to use the pertinent section of the NYS test of school leadership as a valid measure of professional knowledge. 
Claim 2 Decision Making Skill. 
The SBL program prepares school leaders who can apply their professional knowledge to making decisions that incorporate the NYS content standards. They develop this skill through course work and the internship. This skill is assessed by the score on the decision making subsection of the intern evaluation form and NYS test of school leadership. 

The State of New York leadership content standards require potential administrators to exhibit skill to “lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school (e).” The decision making subsection of the Intern Evaluation Form requires program participants to give evidence of their ability to do so. 
An assessment of decision making skill is also provided by the constructed responses of the NYS school leadership examination. The rationale for using the NYS leadership examination is that it provides a measure of the skill that SBL faculty claim graduates have. The validity and reliability of the test has been established by National Evaluation Systems (NES) and are now maintained by Pearson and the New York State Education Department (NYSED). The appropriate passing score is established by Pearson based on the NYS frameworks. This passing score is reported for each participant. Additional information about validity and the appropriate passing score can be found at http://www.nystce/nesinc.com/NY_faculty-resources.asp. The appropriate passing score is reported by NYS to be 220 out of 300. 
We believe it is reasonable to use the pertinent section of the NYS test as a valid measure of participants’ decision making skill.

Rationale for the use of the intern evaluation form decision making score including validity and appropriate passing score.
New York State requires participants to engage in course related activities that put academic theory into practice. The registered program was approved with 100 hours of practice related to course theory. These may be activities incorporated as course assignments. This practice culminates in 15 weeks of fulltime or 30 weeks of part-time of an internship of approximately 400 hours. The extent (500 hours) of administrative practice in the internship compared with 180 hours of course work (six core courses at 30 hours each) indicates the importance of the internship. The service of the onsite mentor during 400 hours of internship activity exceeds that of an instructor who may be associated with a participant for only one 30-hour course. As a result, the intern evaluation form represents an important component of assessment of the candidate’s professional knowledge practiced in decision making in a way that exhibits the cross-cutting themes as well.
The Intern Evaluation Form (IEF) (Appendix F) is completed by the onsite mentor to assess the intern’s performance. The onsite mentor is a certified school administrator. The confirmation of the mentor’s certification is available at the NYS website that provides that this information to the public (http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CpPersonSearchExternal.jsp?trgAction=INQUIRY). The mentor’s evaluation is an external source of judgment, based on interaction with the intern and confirmation of the intern’s activities on the signed log (Appendix F), a source of evidence of the intern’s decision making skill. 

The mentor assigns a score of 1 (excellent), 2, 3, or 4 (needs improvement) representing the level of achievement that the mentor perceives in the intern’s performance. Because SBL faculty believe these scores need to be more clearly defined, the current rubric for each level was clarified to parallel the new NYS rubric for highly effective with a score of 4, effective with a score of 3, developing with a score of 2, and needs improvement with a score of 1. An appropriate passing score was set at 3.0 (or better) out of 4.0 to be consistent with catalog requirements We believe it is reasonable to use the score on the decision making subsection as a valid measure of participants’ decision making skill.

In preparation for this brief, the faculty revised the arrangement of the content of the Intern Evaluation Form to make our claims more obvious. In addition, so the intern and evaluator alike could see how the activities related to knowledge, skill, caring, and cross-cutting themes, the revised form now includes a description of how these categories are exhibited in practice. Faculty consider the IEF valid because the program experiences are congruent with the NYS content standards for school leaders. To make the congruence with our claims and with the NYS content standards more obvious, the IEF was reorganized to represent the TEAC components of our claims and cross-cutting themes. Prior to that reorganization, content validity was examined for each leadership activity by coding it to represent the NYS content area it matched (Appendix F). 

The original form and the re-organized form of the IEF is in Appendix F. SBL faculty, all of whom have experience as elementary and/or secondary principals, or in district offices, are certified administrators in NYS, which can be verified at http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CpPersonSearchExternal.jsp?trgAction=INQUIRY, reviewed the reorganized document to examine the congruence of our claims with NYS content standards. Based on this congruence, we believe that the IEF has face validity and we are confident it can help us assess participants’ decision making skill. The re-oranized form was presented to current students in the spring 2011 semester. 
Currently, the program relies on mentors’ experience and expertise to assess the adequacy of an intern’s performance. The initial and concluding meetings of the college supervisor and mentor forms the only method of orientation of the mentors. These meetings of the mentor and college supervisor have developed into a pattern of going through the elements of the evaluation form and talking over what these might include for the intern’s experience. The concluding meeting, also a discussion, reviews the performance of the intern and the satisfaction of the mentor with the adequacy and acceptability of the intern’s performance. Based on the discussion nature of these meetings, and the absence of a standardized way of collecting data, a more formal program of orientation is a desirable addition for those administrators who mentor interns. Because the results presented in Section 4 reveal the consistency of mentor ratings over time, faculty believe it is reasonable to use the Intern Evaluation form as a reliable measure of the Intern Evaluation subsection on decision-making.
Evidence to support the claim that SBL participants have decision making skill is gathered from the revised IEF that identifies a decision making subsection of the Intern Evaluation form. The scores from the original form of the Intern Evaluation were arranged in the subsections of the reorganized form. The rationale for doing this and for using the intern evaluation form is derived from the design of the form to include the content components for comprehensive planning required by NYS. Clarifying this congruence with the NYS content standards, the internship evaluation form now makes more obvious the elements related to decision making skill. Each item has listed beside it, the NYS content area that is addressed by that item. The validity of these decision making items is based on its content that is congruent with the NYS content standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized form are found in Appendix F. 
Claim 3 Caring Leadership Skill. 
The SBL program prepares school leaders who address staff and student educational needs. This skill is assessed by the score on the pertinent sections of the Intern Evaluation form and through a caring survey of graduates. 
Caring leadership skill is embedded within the NYS Learning Standards 52.21(c)(2) for the preparation of school leaders. As required by NYS, throughout the core courses, students must give evidence of the ability to assist students to meet State learning standards and collaboratively identify goals and objectives to achieve the educational vision, seeking and valuing diverse perspectives and alternative points of view and building understanding.” This evidence echoes Manhattan College’s Lasallian Catholic tradition of excellence in teaching, respect for individual dignity, and commitment to social justice (Graduate Catalog, 2009 – 2011, p. 7). 
Rationale for the use of the Intern Evaluation caring score including validity and appropriate passing score. 
Evidence of caring leadership skill is provided by the score on the caring subsection of the Intern Evaluation Form and a Caring Survey of Graduates. In preparation for this brief, the Intern Evaluation form was re-organized and coded to identify NYS content standards, the claims and cross-cutting themes. (The original and re-organized forms are in Appendix F.) To support the content validity of the caring items on the Intern Evaluation form, SBL faculty reviewed the form to determine its alignment with the NYS content standards, the claims, and cross-cutting themes. Evidence to support the claim that SBL participants have caring leadership skill is gathered from the caring subsection of the Intern Evaluation form. The rationale for using the intern evaluation form is derived from the design of the form to include the content standards required by NYS. To clarify the congruence of the NYS content standards, the internship evaluation form was reorganized to make more obvious the items related to caring leadership skill. Each item has listed beside it, the NYS content area that is addressed by that item. The content validity of these items is based on face value derived from its design to be congruent with the NYS content standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized form are found in Appendix F. 

The mentor’s evaluation is an external source of judgment, based on interaction with the intern and confirmation of the intern’s activities on the signed log (Appendix F), a source of evidence of the intern’s skill. Each mentor is a NYS certified administrator. This certification is confirmed by checking the NYS website that allows examination of certification status at http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CpPersonSearchExternal.jsp?trgAction=INQUIRY. The mentor assigns a score of 1 (excellent), 2, 3, or 4 (needs improvement) representing the level of the intern’s achievement of the internship objectives reflected in the demonstration of knowledge and/or performance competencies and the type of involvement that indicate the level of knowledge gained and the level of responsibility related to each proposal point that the mentor perceives in the intern’s activities. An appropriate passing score for this subsection is less than 3.0 because of the reverse scoring. We chose a score of 2.0 or less as an appropriate passing score. (Because the evaluation uses a score of 1 as high, the lower the score the better.) Faculty believe that using 1 as a high score is counter-intuitive and have suggested the revision of the scoring to match other rubrics that have 4 as a high score. The re-organized form incorporates this scoring and is in use with interns as of Spring 2011. 
Because the results presented in Section 4 reveal the consistency of mentor ratings over time, faculty believe it is reasonable to use the Intern Evaluation subsection on caring as a reliable measure. Even though we believe it is reasonable to use the score on the caring subsection as a valid and reliable measure of participants’ caring leadership skill, we also believe that improvement in these measures is needed. Faculty are committed to continuing this development.
Rationale for the use of the caring survey score including validity and appropriate passing score.
A second form of assessment of caring is in the form of a self-assessment by the graduate using the Caring survey (http://www.culturesconnecting.com/docs/Teacher%20Survey.pdf), the work of the Cross Cultural Connection (http://www.culturesconnecting.com). The authors, Ilsa Govan and Caprice Hollis, gave permission for its use and modification. Because the authors of the survey “do not have any reliability or validity data on the survey [which they] developed . . . while working in Seattle Public Schools, but did not have the resources to formally test the tools” (personal communication).  
SBL faculty reviewed the instrument and approved its use for this Brief. Even though faculty agree that it is reasonable to use the caring survey to assess participants’ caring, they also believe that a more valid and reliable measure is needed. This may be accomplished in future surveys by looking into a measure of caring with scales of helpfulness, composure, providing service, and the like, that may be found in instruments such as Abraham’s and Morrison’s (2009) Performance Perspectives Inventory. Likewise, based on Nel Noddings’ (2005) caveat that the receivers of this caring must perceive themselves as cared for, we also believe that future surveys ought to include the clients of the intern. Faculty are committed to refining the measure, reliability, and validity in assessing graduates’ caring leadership skills.
Cross-cutting Themes

A further step was taken with the re-organized IEF to indicate which of the internship activities also supported our claim that SBL participants engaged in the cross-cutting themes with internship activities using technology skill, those that indicated a multicultural perspective, and those that pointed to learning beyond the classroom. Faculty agreed that the IEF forms a valid assessment of participants’ multicultural perspective, their technology skill, and their ability to learn beyond the classroom
Rationale for the use of the multicultural efficacy survey score including validity and appropriate passing score.
The multicultural efficacy survey has 27 items that use a Likert type response scale. The internal reliability of the instrument was developed by its authors (Guyton and Wesche, 2005) resulting in an alpha of .89 (p. 5). Their scoring of the MES has been correlated with other factors, year’s experience, e.g. (http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/7/3/4/2/pages273427/p273427-6.php). The authors believe the validity of the instrument needs to be further tested. To develop content validity for the use of this survey for this brief, we sought the expert opinion of Dr. Karen Nicholson. (Dr. Nicholson’s expertise in multiculturalism is documented in her publications, presentations, and international work on multiculturalism through her position as (former) president of Kappa Delta Pi [http://www.mancol.edu/academics/education/ed/faculty/karen.nicholson.shtml; http://kdp.org/internationalinitiatives/news.php)]. For the purposes of this brief, only the overall score on the MES was calculated; the mean and standard deviation were reported. Because of the descriptive nature of the information sought, no appropriate passing score was established. The hope is that higher scores point to effectiveness in program results. These scores are discussed in Section 4. Faculty believe it is reasonable to use the survey of multicultural efficacy as a measure of participants’ multicultural perspectives.

Learning How to Learn

SBL graduates are able to acquire knowledge on their own to apply to educational practice. The cross-cutting theme of Learning to learn is assessed through the score on the personal learning plan assignment and the score on the Intern Evaluation Form items that require this skill.

Learning how to Learn is addressed in the New York Standard 52.21(c)(2)(iv)(ix), that requires all candidates to maintain a personal plan for self-improvement and continuous learning. Learning how to stay current in terms of content and skill is embedded in core courses and is required in completing a personal learning plan. Evidence of learning to learn is assessed by the subsections of the Intern Evaluation Form and the score on the personal learning plan.  

Rationale for the using the learning to learn subsection score of the intern evaluation form including validity and appropriate passing score. 
Faculty consider the IEF valid because the program experiences are congruent with the NYS content standards for school leaders. To make the congruence with our claims and with the NYS content standards more obvious, the IEF was reorganized to represent the TEAC components of our claims and cross-cutting themes. After that step, each program experience in the reorganized IEF was coded to represent the NYS content area it matched. The original form and the re-organized form of the IEF is in Appendix F. SBL faculty, all of whom have experience as elementary and/or secondary principals, or in district offices, and are certified administrators in NYS and PA (NYS certification can be confirmed at http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CpPersonSearchExternal.jsp?trgAction=INQUIRY) reviewed the reorganized document to give their expert opinion of the congruence with our claims and NYS content standards. Based on their review, the reorganized IEF was revised and the congruence with NYS further delineated. As a result, we believe that the IEF has face validity and we are confident it can help us assess our claims about our graduates. 

A further step was taken with the re-organized IEF to indicate which of the internship activities also supported our claim that SBL participants were able to learn beyond course work. The SBL faculty agreed that, based on representation of NYS and TEAC standards, the IEF could form a valid assessment of participants’ their ability to learn beyond the classroom. 
Evidence to support the claim that SBL participants have learned how to learn is gathered from the revised IEF that identifies a learning to learn subsection. The rationale for using the intern evaluation form is derived from the design of the form to include the content standards required by NYS. To clarify the congruence of the NYS content standards, the internship evaluation form was reorganized to make that congruence more obvious. The TEAC description was presented to the intern and evaluator alike so that it was more obvious that the validity of these items was based on content and congruence with the NYS leadership standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized form are found in Appendix F. 

The mentor’s evaluation is an external source of judgment, based on daily interaction and confirmation of the intern’s activities on the signed log (Appendix F). An appropriate passing score for each subsection was set at 3.0 (or better) out of 4.0 to be consistent with catalog requirements (based on the revised intern evaluation form). SBL faculty believe it is reasonable to use the score on the caring subsection as a valid measure of participants’ decision making skill.

Rationale for the use of the personal learning plan score including validity and appropriate passing score. 
The Personal Learning Plan (PLP)(Appendix F) is submitted by participants to indicate the steps they will take to continue learning after the completion of a course. The candidate identifies one or more skills or practices still needed for further learning. Based on their meta-analysis of goal-setting research (Locke and Latham, 2002), the authors conclude that “the effects of goal setting are very reliable” (p. 714). They describe goals as needing “measur[ement of] the person’s personal (self-set) goals, …conveying task knowledge, setting a performance goal when a specific high-learning goal is required, …setting proximal goals” (p. 714). The personal learning plan assignment is based on a SMART format (http://www.smart-goals.org/): that is, the plan for learning is Specific, Measureable, Attainable, Relevant, And Time bound that seems to mirror some of the characteristics of that study. 

The SMART-goal website (http://www.smart-goals.org/) describes these in detail. The PLP assignment provides a sample and a template that participants use to design a learning plan that enhances and extends the learning from a course. The template and sample are in Appendix F. While there is no established or published reliability or validity for using the SMART goal format, based on the use of the strategy by business, education, and other sources, faculty believe it is reasonable to use the PLP based on SMART goals to assess participants’ ability to learn beyond the classroom. The only measure of the content validity of the learning plan is based on whether the submitted PLP includes the components of the SMART goals. As result, faculty believe that, before graduation, a report of learnings acquired should be included in a survey of graduates. This is under consideration and further information is in Section 5.
Cross-cutting Theme: Technology
Technology is contained within the New York State Content Standards in requiring students to use integrate technology into instructional strategies [e(2)] Technology is embedded throughout coursework, mainly in assignments . For this brief, faculty assessed graduates’ technology proficiency in their courses using the rubric for technology devised by the Office of Institutional Assessment at Manhattan College (http://www.manhattan.edu/catalog/administration.shtml).  Evidence of technology skill is provided by scores on the Use of Technology rubric prepared through the Office of Assessment. Future plans include a survey of participants based on the technology standards on the Integrating Technology into the Curriculum site (http://www.quasar.ualberta.ca/techcur/resources/skillssurvey.htm). 
Rationale for the assessment of technology skill by SBL faculty including validity and appropriate passing score. 
Because the use of technology is integrated into course work, faculty informally assess technology skill based on submissions that meet technology requirements of the assignments. However, the Director of Assessment has created a rubric for technology skill that the SBL faculty used in preparation of this brief to assess the skill of graduates that they had in their course work. We believe this rubric is a valid representation of technology skill because it was created by the Director of Assessment with the assistance of the undergraduate faculty. While the purpose of technology education differs at the undergraduate and graduate levels, underlying technology skill is needed for graduates to meet the state requirement of integrating technology into instruction. Also, the internship activities listed as requiring technology skill presuppose that interns possess the basic skills needed to perform them.. Even though we believe it is reasonable to assess basic technology skill of SBL participants with the rubric created by the Director of Assessment as a valid, it needs to be tailored to assess interns’ skills in using technology in administrative practice. The reliability of the faculty’s assessment is derived from the consistency of scores from AY 2007 and AY 2009. Once again, an appropriate passing score will be based on the catalog requirement of a 3.0 out 4.0. A copy of the technology rubric is in Appendix F.

However, we also believe that technology skills needed by the school leader will continue to evolve. This represents the mission of Manhattan College to provide a contemporary education. This contemporary education is not only given to Manhattan College graduates; the graduates themselves must commit to giving a contemporary education to those under their care. As leaders of their schools they need to be versed in the broader changes occurring in advanced technologies of 21st century schools, so too must our methods of assessment evolve. Faculty are committed to pursuing this development in the assessment of technology skill. 
Section 3: Methods of Assessment 
This section describes the design of the methods used to procure supporting evidence about the assessment of our claims. We use the following sources of evidence as links to Quality Principle 1.
Grades
and overall Grade Point Average
New York State School Leader Certification Examination Scores
Intern Evaluation Scores


Faculty Survey of Technology Skill
Surveys of Program Graduates
Personal Learning Plan Score
Procurement of Evidence

Evidence was procured from the 41 program graduates of academic years 2007-2008 to 2009 – 2010. Grades and overall grade point averages were procured from transcripts of the graduates available on the password protected self service site. Copies of transcripts are in the student file folders in the Graduate Education Office along with information about the internship, including the Intern Evaluation Form. NYS test results were procured from the available data reports sent by the State to the Dean of the School of Education. Copies of these test results are available in the Graduate Education Office administration file cabinet. Survey responses were procured from a mailing to all graduates of AY 2007 to AY 2008. Completed surveys are available in the Graduate Education Office administration file cabinet. Copies of the surveys are in the Appendix F. Personal Learning Plan samples are available in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office.
Assessment of Claim1: Professional Knowledge 
Claim 1 Professional Knowledge: The SBL program at Manhattan College prepares school leaders who demonstrate knowledge of NYS content requirements that qualifies them for a leadership position in NYS. They develop this knowledge through course work in leadership, law, management, curriculum, assessment, supervision, internship. Evidence of this knowledge is from grades and overall grade point average, and the appropriate section of the NYS test of school leadership

Grades and Overall GPA
 Grades were translated into grade point averages using the standard provided in the Graduate Catalog 2008 - 2009 (p. 10). We used Excel® to set up a data table and to examine the range of grades in each course, calculated means and standard deviation, and correlations. The findings will be discussed in Section 4 of this Brief. We used as a measure of success or achievement, an average of 3.0 or better out of 4.0 to correspond with the catalog requirement of an overall GPA of 3.0 (2008-2009 Catalog, p. 26). Reliability for the use of grades was established by correlating course grades for Fall 2007 and Spring 2009 and examining the variance of grades for AY 2007-08 and AY 2009-10. The results are presented in Section 4. Because of the inevitable limitations of grades based on differences in scoring and weighting by faculty, a correlation was calculated for grades among faculty in a given semester, and grades given by a faculty member in subsequent offerings of the same course. These results are presented in Section 4. SBL faculty argue that, because SBL participants take courses with a grading system used by all graduate programs at Manhattan College, the validity of using grades to assess knowledge is supported since grades are given by a variety of faculty in more than one graduate program. Grades are monitored by deans and graduate program director.
NYS leadership standards also link to Claim 1. Participants are required to develop the knowledge and skill required to meet the leadership content standards. To ensure the congruence of course work with NYS standards, SBL faculty examined the course descriptions and syllabi to ascertain congruence with NYS content standards for each course, providing an argument for content validity. Content validity for grades was thus established by having faculty check course outlines to see that the pertinent NYS content standards were included. (Templates that include the content standards for each course are found in Appendix F.) SBL faculty have expertise based on their certifications, experience as former and current principals, district office personnel, statewide educational office holders, and consultants. (Sources to confirm were provided in Section 2 of the Brief, in Appendix C).
NYS School Leadership Test Results
The New York State Leadership Certification Exams (NYSTECE) were developed by National Evaluation System, Inc. (currently owned by Pearson Education Group). To be recommended for NYS certification, students must complete the school leader examination. The explicit purpose of these tests is to help identify for certification those candidates who have demonstrated the appropriate level of knowledge and skills that are important for performing the responsibilities of an educator in New York State public schools (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/ NY_20102011_SLA _RegistrationBulletin.pdf).” To be recommended for NYS certification, students must complete an examination and meet the criteria for passing the test.” Test scores for all tests are reported using the same scale. The total test score is reported in a range from 100 to 300 and is based on performance on all sections of the test. An examinee’s multiple-choice score and scores on the written assignments are combined to obtain the total test score. A measure of success or achievement is a score of 220 or better (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NY_20102011_SLA_RegistrationBulletin.pdf).

The test includes two parts, Part I and Part 2, each of which includes two types of questions: multiple choice and constructed response. Multiple choice questions ask test takers to make choices among several responses requiring knowledge of the frameworks on which the tests are constructed. These frameworks are based on the NYS content areas for school leaders. (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_PG_SBL_PartOne_samplequestions.pdf, p. 2-10).

The content validity of the tests was established by National Evaluation Systems (NES) and is now maintained by Pearson and the New York State Education Department (NYSED). Additional information on the published validity and reliability established for the state test can be found at http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NY_AlignedAssessments.pdf. There are two types of question on the NYS test of school leadership, multiple-choice questions, a measure of knowledge, and constructed response questions, a measure of skill (this will be described further in support of Claim 2). The report of the results delineates scores on both types of questions. The scores on the multiple choice questions are used as an external measure of professional knowledge. Results are presented in Section 4. A correlation of grades and multiple choice scores in Part 1 and 2 of the NYS test of school leadership is also presented in Section 4 to show the relation of professional knowledge in course work with that in the state test. The results are limited by the small number (7) of graduates who have taken the test since its inception in Spring 2009. 
Intern Evaluation Form: Mentor Rating of Professional Knowledge
The Intern Evaluation Form asks the mentor to evaluate the knowledge acquired by the intern based on performance of the internship activities. The intern is judged on each internship activity as having acquired substantial knowledge or some knowledge. This knowledge is scored as an A or a B on the evaluation form. There is no qualifying detail other than substantial or some. In fact, the judgment of “some knowledge” may not represent a deficiency. In some cases, it may represent the lack of opportunity to be exposed to a source of knowledge. In addition to noting knowledge acquired for each activity, #34 asks the mentor to provide an overall summary of the intern’s knowledge acquisition on a scale of 1. Excellent, 2. Above average, 3. Adequate, 4. Unsatisfactory. Faculty consider this a reliable measure because of its consistency over the three years of this brief. However, they make no judgment about its validity, believing this measure of knowledge to be questionable. This is an area for consideration in the future revisions of the form. Given that caveat, the means and standard deviations of the mentor’s rating of professional knowledge on the intern evaluation form are presented in Section 4.

Assessment of Claim 2 Decision Making Skill

Claim 2 Decision Making Skill. The SBL program prepares school leaders who can apply their professional knowledge to making decisions that incorporate the NYS content standards. They develop this skill through course assignments and the internship. This skill is assessed by the score on the decision making subsection of the intern evaluation form and NYS test of school leadership. 

Intern Evaluation Scores 
Information about the intern’s decision making skill is provided by the mentor’s assessment on the pertinent section of the Intern Evaluation Form. To determine content validity of the intern evaluation form in preparation for this brief, the existing form was annotated to identify decision making skill and NYS content area represented by the activity. Items were arranged in categories that match the claims of knowledge, skill, caring, multicultural perspective, technology, and learning to learn. Item numbers 1,4,5,6,7,9,17,19,23,24,29,33,35 have been selected as measures of decision-making. A measure of success or achievement was based on the graduation requirement of a 3.0 or better out of 4.0, meaning that the intern needed a score of 3.0 or better on the mentor evaluation. We entered these scores into Excel® and calculated means and standard deviations. The results are presented in Section 4.
To examine the reliability of the data procured from a sample consisting of all participants who completed the internship, the mentor evaluation scores were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet, the scores were divided in half by odd and even numbers, a Pearson’s r was calculated to determine the half-test reliability. We examined internal consistency by correlating the means of subsection scores. To further examine consistency of grading among the scores of different mentors, we looked for correlations of internship grades for each academic year. The findings will be discussed in Section 4 of this Brief. 

Faculty acknowledge the limitation of using scores from only one observer and believe that the use of two observers increases the trust-worthiness of the results. Our plan is to increase reliability by correlating mentor rating scores with faculty scores on assignments related to decision making. These plans are further explained in Section 5.

New York State School Leader Certification Examination Scores  
The New York State School Leader Certification Exam was developed by National Evaluation Systems to identify those to be recommended for NYS School Leader Certification. The exam is a criterion-referenced test designed and scored to allow New York State to make an assessment about a candidate’s qualifications. The content of the NYS test of school leadership is based on the NYS content requirements for the preparation of school leaders. The validity of this content was established through the procedures of the test producers. Based on the cut score for passing, the scores reported to the College provide evidence of success and achievement regarding success in preparing qualified school leaders. Constructed responses simulate an administrative task or ask for an analysis of a case study. Responses are judged on whether the respondent fulfilled the charge of the task, accurately and effectively applied relevant knowledge and skills to the assignment, and support the response with examples and sound reasoning, a form of evaluating decision-making skill
The standardized test scores reported provide an external source of information regarding our students and their professional knowledge relative to other students in the state. Reliability and validity for the tests were established by National Evaluation Systems (NES), are maintained by Pearson and the New York State Education Department (NYSED). Published information on how validity and reliability were established can be found at http://www.nystce/nesinc.com/NY_faculty-resources.asp. Correlation of NYS decision-making scores and mentor ratings of interns’ decision-making was calculated for the seven graduates who took the test to examine the relation of decision making scores on these two measures. Results are presented in Section 4.
Assessment of Claim 3 Caring Leadership Skill. 
Claim 3 Caring Leadership Skill. The SBL program prepares school leaders who address staff and student educational needs. This skill is assessed by the score on the pertinent sections of the Intern Evaluation form and through a caring survey of graduates. 
Intern Evaluation Caring Subscores 

The caring subsection was validated for content in the same manner as the knowledge and decision making subsections. Item numbers 10,11,13,15,18, 21,22,26  have been selected as measures of caring. To support the content validity of the caring items on the Intern Evaluation form, SBL faculty reviewed the form to determine its alignment with the NYS content standards, the claims, and cross-cutting themes. Each item listed the NYS content area that is addressed by that item. The validity of items is based on its face value derived from its design to be congruent with the NYS content standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized forms is found in Appendix F. 
The mentor’s evaluation is an external source of judgment, based on interaction with the intern and confirmation of the intern’s activities on the signed log (Appendix F), a source of evidence of the intern’s caring leadership. Each mentor is a NYS certified administrator. This certification is confirmed by checking the NYS website that allows examination of certification status at http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CpPersonSearchExternal.jsp?trgAction=INQUIRY. The mentor assigns a score of 1 (high),2,3, or 4 (low) representing the level of performance that the mentor perceives in the intern’s activities. The mentors’ scores were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet A measure of success or achievement was set at 2.0 or less out of 4.0 to mirror the graduation requirement of a 3.0 or better out of 4.0, meaning that the intern needed a score of 3.0 or better on the mentor evaluation. To examine the reliability and consistency of the data procured from a sample consisting of all participants who completed the internship, the mentor evaluation scores were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet and correlations calculated to determine internal consistency. The results are presented in Section 4.
Caring Survey Scores
A second form of assessment of caring is in the form of a self-assessment by the graduate using the Caring survey (http://www.culturesconnecting.com/docs/Teacher%20Survey.pdf), the work of the Cross Cultural Connection (http://www.culturesconnecting.com). The authors gave permission for its use and modification by email. Because the authors of the survey “do not have any published reliability or validity data on the survey [which they] developed . . . while working in Seattle Public Schools, but did not have the resources to formally test the tools” (personal communication), face validity of the instrument was established by the expert opinion of four currently practicing administrators from public and private schools. Assessment data was procured from a sample consisting of a small number of graduates who returned the survey. Returned responses were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to calculate frequencies, means, and standard deviations. No measure of success or achievement was established for this descriptive survey. Reliability was calculated using a split-half correlation. However, based on the inherent limitations of self-reported surveys, a more structured approach is desired for future briefs. 
Assessment of Cross-cutting Themes 
Multicultural perspective SBL graduates apply knowledge of student and faculty educational needs related to individual differences, diversity, and ethnicity to educational practice. A Multicultural Perspective is assessed through the score on the multicultural subsection of the internship activities and a survey of graduates’ perceptions of their multicultural efficacy. 
Intern Evaluation Form

The crosscutting theme of Multicultural Perspective is assessed by the score on the multicultural subsection of the intern evaluation form that is completed by the mentor. Item numbers 3,7,8,9,11,13,15,32,33 have been selected as measures of multicultural perspective. Evidence was procured from scores of a sample consisting of all who completed the internship. The mentor’s evaluation is an external source of judgment, based on interaction with the intern and confirmation of the intern’s activities on the signed log (Appendix F), a source of evidence of the intern’s multicultural perspective. Each mentor is a NYS certified administrator. This certification is confirmed by checking the NYS website that allows examination of certification status. (http://eservices.nysed.gov/teach/certhelp/CpPersonSearchExternal.jsp?trgAction=INQUIRY)
The multicultural subsection was validated for content in the same manner as the knowledge and decision making subsections. To support the content validity of the multicultural items on the Intern Evaluation form, SBL faculty reviewed the form to determine its alignment with the NYS content standards, the claims, and cross-cutting themes. Each item has listed beside it, the NYS content area that is addressed by that item. The validity of items is based on its face value derived from its design to be congruent with the NYS content standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized form are found in Appendix F. 
The mentor assigns a score of 1 (high),2,3, or 4 (low) representing the level of performance that the mentor perceives in the intern’s activities. The mentors’ scores were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet A measure of success or achievement was set at 3.0 or better out of 4.0 based on the graduation requirement of a 3.0 or better out of 4.0, meaning that the intern needed a score of 3.0 or better on the mentor evaluation. To examine the reliability of the data procured from a sample consisting of all participants who completed the internship, the mentor evaluation scores were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet and we calculated means and standard deviations. To examine consistency of grading among the scores of different mentors, we looked for correlations of internship grades for each academic year.
The Survey of Multicultural Efficacy

The multicultural efficacy survey has 27 items that use a Likert type response scale. Published information of the reliability and validity of the MES is provided by the authors. The internal reliability of the instrument developed by its authors (Guyton and Wesche, 2005) resulted in an alpha of .89 (p. 5). The authors believe the validity of the instrument needs to be further tested. To ascertain content validity for the use of this survey for this brief, we asked for the expert opinion of Dr. Karen Nicholson whose expertise in multiculturalism is documented in her publications, presentations, and international work on multiculturalism through her position as former president of Kappa Delta Pi ([http://www.mancol.edu/academics/education/ed/faculty/karen.nicholson.shtml; http://kdp.org/internationalinitiatives/news.php)]. 

Evidence of a multicultural perspective was procured through the multicultural efficacy survey that was sent by mail and email to the sample composed of all graduates from AY 2007-08 to AY 2009-10. For the purposes of this brief, only the overall score on the MES was calculated and reported; however, because of the descriptive nature of the information sought, no measure of success or achievement was established. Participants’ responses were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet and calculations were made of means and, standard deviation. These scores are discussed in Section 4. Because faculty recognize the inherent limitations of self-reported surveys, including the small number of responses, they believe that a more structured approach is to be desired for future briefs. These plans are further discussed in Section 5.
Technology skill. SBL graduates have technology skills for administrative and instructional tasks. Technology skill is assessed by faculty rating and the technology subsection scores on the Intern Evaluation Form.

Faculty Rating of Technology Skill

The cross-cutting theme of Technology is built into courses within assignments or through technology-based or enhanced assignments. Faculty rated the technology skill of students they had in their courses using the technology rubric developed by the Director of Assessment for the college with school of education faculty. Evidence of technology skill was procured for this brief using a sample that included all graduates. Faculty assessed technology skill using the rubric developed by the Director of Assessment at the college. Reliability and validity of the technology rubric developed by the college’s Director of Assessment is not available. For the purpose of this brief, reliability based on consistency of scores was established by correlating the assessment of graduates of AY07, AY08, and AY09.
Intern Evaluation Form

The technology subsection of the intern evaluation form was validated for content in the same manner as previous subsections. Item numbers 22, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33 were selected as requiring technology skill. To support the content validity, SBL faculty reviewed the form to determine its alignment with the NYS content standards, the claims, and cross-cutting themes. Each item has listed beside it, the NYS content area that is addressed by that item. The validity of items is based on its face value derived from its design to be congruent with the NYS content standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized form are found in Appendix F. To examine the relation of faculty ratings and mentor ratings, a correlation of the scores was calculated. Results are discussed in Section 4.
Learning to learn. SBL graduates are able to acquire knowledge on their own  to apply to educational practice. The cross-cutting theme of Learning to learn is assessed through the score on the personal learning plan assignment and the score on the Intern Evaluation Form items that require this skill. Item numbers 11, 22, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33 have been selected as measures of technology skill. 
The learning to learn subsection of the intern evaluation form was validated for content in the same manner as previous subsections. Item numbers 10, 12, 15, 29, 31, 32, 33 have been selected as measures of learning to learn. To support the content validity, each item has listed beside it, the NYS content area that is addressed by that item. The validity of items is based on its content validity derived from its design to be congruent with the NYS content standards. The Intern Evaluation Form in its original and reorganized form are found in Appendix F. Reliability based on consistency of scores was established by correlating the assessment scores 9of graduates of AY 07, AY08, and AY09. Results will be discussed in Section 4. 

The Personal Learning Plan (PLP) is a course assignment that requires the candidate to identify one or more skills or practices still needed for further learning. Support for its reliability is based on the meta-analysis of goal-setting research (Locke and Latham, 2002). The authors conclude that “the effects of goal setting are very reliable” (p. 714). They describe goals as needing “measur[ement of] the person’s personal (self-set) goals, …conveying task knowledge, setting a performance goal when a specific high-learning goal is required, …setting proximal goals” (p. 714). The personal learning plan assignment is based on a SMART format: that is, the plan for learning is Specific, Measureable, Attainable, Relevant, And Time bound that seems to mirror some of the characteristics of that study. The SMART-goal website (http://www.smart-goals.org/) describes these in detail. 
The PLP assignment provides a template that participants use to design a learning plan that enhances and extends the learning from a course. The template and an example given to the participants of how to complete a PLP are in Appendix F. There is no established reliability or validity for using the SMART goal format. However, based on the use of the strategy in business and the military, faculty believe the assignment has content validity because the SMART goals guide participants’ to describe their learning beyond the classroom. 
Table 3 -  1  Measures of Evidence with Reliability and Validity 

	Claim
	Measures
	Reliability
	Validity

	Professional Knowledge 
	Grades and GPA

NYS Standardized Tests multiple choice subsection scores
Knowledge subsection of Intern Evaluation Form
	Variance of grades and comparison of AY 07 to AY 09 courses 

Correlation of GPAs with NYS test results.
NES(Pearson)/ NYSED
Variance of grades and comparison of AY 07 to AY 09 courses. 
	Correlate Core GPAs for 07 and 09

Content Validity*

NES (Pearson) / NYSTCE The content for this sub-section of the standardized test is taken from the multiple choice questions of the school leader exam

	Decision Making Skill
	Intern Evaluation Form #s: 1,4,5,6, 7,9, 17,19,23,24, 29, 32, 33,35

NYS Standardized Test Constructed Response subsection scores
	Correlate DM scores from AYs 2007-08, 2008-09, 2009-10
NES(Pearson)/NYSED
Means, variance, sd
	Content Validity**

NES(Pearson)/NYSTCE The content for this sub-section of the standardized test is taken from the constructed response subsection of the questions of  the school leader exam

	Caring Leadership Skills
	Caring Survey of Graduates

Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 10,11,13,15,18, 21 ,22,26
	Split half of pilot study conducted with survey
Correlate caring scores from AYs 2007-08, 2008-09, 2009-10
	Content validity, content of form based on TEAC definitions and NYSED 52.21(c)(2) definitions

Content validity, content of form based on TEAC definitions and NYSED 52.21(c)(2) definitions

	Multicultural Perspective
	Survey of Graduates 

Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 3,7,8,9,11,13,15,32, 33,
	Split half of pilot study conducted with survey

Correlate multicultural scores from AYs 2007-08, 2008-09, 2009-10
	Content (expert) validity

Content validity, content of form based on TEAC definitions and NYSED 52.21(c)(2) definitions

	Technology
	Technology Rubric Score

Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 11,22,26,27,28,30,31, 32,33 
	Correlation of faculty scores 
Correlate technology scores from AYs 2007-08, 2008-09, 2009-10
	Content validity based on Director of Assessment design of rubric

Content validity, content of form based on TEAC definitions and NYSED 52.21(b)(2) definitions

	Learning to Learn
	Personal Learning Plan

Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 10,12,15,29,31,32,33
	Correlation of scores 
Correlation of scores from AY 2007-08 and AY 2009-10
	Content Validity aligned with NYS Regulation 52.21(c)(2)
Content validity




Table 3 -  2 Measures in Support of SBL Program Claims for AY 2007 to AY 2009
	Claim
	Measure 1
	Measure 2

	1

Professional Knowledge
	Grades

· Core Courses with at least a 3.0 GPA (Range 3.34–4) M=3.88; SD=.16
· Leadership  (Range 3.33-4) M=3.91;  SD=.08 to be listed
· Law  (Range 2.67-4) M=3.91; SD=2.78
· Management  (Range 3.67-4) M=3.98; SD=.02
· Curriculum  (Range 3.00-4) M=3.85; SD= .28
· Assessment  (Range 2.33-4) M= 3.83; SD=.38
· Supervision (Range 3.0-4.0) M=3.81; SD=.30
· Graduate GPA (min 3.0)
(Range 0-4) M=3.8; SD=.38
	Standardized Tests

NYSTCE test of school leadership Parts 1and 2 Multiple Choice Scores
(Range 196 -300); M=236.45; SD=19.14 

	2

Decision Making Skill
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score (Items 

(Range 1.0 [high])-4.[(needs improvement]) M=1.42; SD=.67
	Standardized Tests

NYSTCE test of school leadership Parts 1 and 2 Constructed Response Scores
(Range 150-300); M=225.24; SD=35.73 

	3

Caring Leadership Skill
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score 

(Range 1.0 [high])-4.0[(needs improvement]) M=1.39; SD=.41
	Survey

Student self assessment of caring 

(Range 1-4) M=3.97 SD= 1.37

	Cross-cutting themes
	
	

	Technology
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score 

(Range 1.0 [high])-4.0[(needs improvement]) M=1.39; SD=.41
	Faculty assessment of technology skill:

(Range 6 - 14) M=10.48; SD=3.01 

	Multicultural Perspectives
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score 

(Range 1.0 [high])-4.0[(needs improvement]) M=1.44; SD=.48
	Student self assessment of multicultural efficacy

(Range 1-5) M= 3.16 SD=.92


	Learning to Learn
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score  

(Range 1.0 [high])-4.0[(needs improvement]) M=1.5; SD=.57
	Personal Learning Plan score

(Range 2-4) M=3.27; SD=.77


Table 3 - 3  Relationship of Claims, Measures, and Program Requirements 
	Claim
	Measures
	Feature of Program
	Relationship of the assessment and a program feature

	1

Knowledge of Content
	Grades

Standardized Tests Multiple Choice

	Core Course Content

Application of content knowledge to internship activities
	Grades are direct measure of what was taught in the core courses; the license exams are measures of the content in a new context.

Intern evaluation form is based on NYS leadership content standards

	2

Decision Making Skill
	Standardized Test Constructed Response
Internship Evaluation Form sub-section scores


	Coursework engages students in application of theory to the workplace
Application of knowledge during internship 


	Grades measure knowledge; the certification examination is an external measure of application of knowledge.

Mentor responses on the evaluation form indicate application of knowledge learning based on student demonstration of performance in the internship setting.

	3

Caring Leadership Skill
	Self-assessment survey of caring.
Evaluation Sub-section score on Caring


	Course field work and seminar

Demonstration of skills during internship
	Self assessment 
The responses on the evaluation form indicate caring based on student demonstration of attendance to teacher and student needs in the internship setting.

	Cross-cutting themes

	Technology
	Faculty assessment of participant 
Participant self-assessment
	Course work requires students to use technology to complete and submit assignments
 
	Rubric created by Director of Assessment indicates areas of expertise.
The responses on the evaluation form indicate the use of technology in the internship setting


	Multicultural perspective
	Participant self-assessment
Subsection score on intern evaluation
	Course work requires multicultural sensitivity in preparing learning activities to meet diverse learning needs. 
	Self assessment 

The responses on the evaluation form indicate a multicultural perspective based on student demonstration of attendance to teacher and student needs in the internhsip setting.

	Learning to learn
	Personal Learning Plan score
Subsection score on intern evaluation 
	NYS requires participants to maintain a plan for personal  improvement and continuous learning
	The responses on the evaluation form indicate learning to learn in the internship setting.


Section 4 Findings
In this section, faculty describe the results of the assessments based on the analysis of the assessments described in Section 3. Also included are the findings about validity and reliability based on evidence of stability and/or consistency. Findings are presented for grades and overall grade point averages, standardized test scores, intern evaluation subscores, surveys of technology, caring, multicultural efficacy. Data for this brief were procured from SBL participants who graduated in academic years 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010. Data for the caring and multicultural surveys were from the small group of graduates who responded. Personal Learning Plan data was from a sample of convenience that included students for whom the work product was still available.
Claim 1 Professional Knowledge: 
The SBL program at Manhattan College prepares school leaders who demonstrate knowledge of NYS content requirements that qualifies them for a leadership position in NYS. They develop this knowledge through course work in leadership, law, management, curriculum, assessment, supervision, and the internship. Evidence of this knowledge is based on grades and overall grade point average, and the appropriate section of the NYS test of school leadership. 

Grades and Overall Grade Point Average 

The results of our assessment of professional knowledge are presented in in the following the distribution of grades disaggregated by course and academic year and percent of A grades earned. This data was procured from graduates’ transcripts. The transcripts are found in the graduate’s folder in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office.
To further investigate reliability and validity, and the stability and consistency of the assessments, means and standard deviations of grades in leadership, law, management, curriculum, assessment, and supervision are presented. Participants’ grades in the six core courses were procured from their transcripts on self service and converted to quality point averages. The quality point average (QPA) for each grade are those from the Graduate Catalog for 2008-2009, p. 26): 
A 4.0  A- 3.67  B+ 3.33  B  3.0   B-  2.67   C+ 2.33   C  2.0   C- 1.67    D+ 1.33   D   1.0   F  0. 

Grades for the three academic years of this study were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to calculate means and standard deviations. The grades have a range of 0.0 to 4.0. Grades support Claim 1 that students have professional knowledge of NYS content requirements that qualifies them for a leadership position in NYS. As can be seen, mean scores range from a low of 3.43 in management in 2007-2008 to a high of 4.0 in leadership during 2008-2009. The resulting means and standard deviations provide evidence to the faculty that program graduates have professional knowledge of school building leadership.
Table 4 - 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Core Courses by Academic Year Disaggregated by Course
	Academic Year*
	
	Leadership
	School Law
	Management
	Curriculum
	Assessment
	Supervision
	Total

	
	N
	M        SD
	M         SD
	M         SD
	M        SD
	M         SD
	M       SD
	M       SD

	2007-08
	14
	3.57      1.07
	3.63    1.07
	3.43      1.45
	3.79   0.34
	3.74      .51
	3.60     .50
	3.60   .12

	2008-09
	16
	4.00       0.0
	3.62    1.03
	3.48      1.36
	3.63   0.99
	3.88      0.24
	3.88   0.24
	3.75   .18

	2009-10
	11
	3.91       0.22
	4.0        0.0
	3.97      0.99
	3.91   0.30
	3.52      1.18
	3.79   0.25
	3.85   .16

	Total
	41
	3.83       0.23
	3.75    0.22
	3.63      0.30
	3.77   0.14
	3.71      0.18
	3.73   0.13
	3.73   .13


Correlations of grades were also calculated to investigate furtherthe reliability of the scores, that is, their consistency over courses and instructors. Using SPSS®, correlations and significance were calculated. Table 4-2 presents these data.
Table 4 - 2 Correlation of Grades Disaggregated by Course for AY 2007 to AY 2009.
	 
	Leadership
	School Law
	Management
	Curriculum 
	Assessment
	Supervision

	Leadership
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	School Law
	0.55
	1
	
	
	
	

	Management
	0.28
	0.44**
	1
	
	
	

	Curriculum
	0.25
	0.10
	0.48**
	1
	
	

	Assessment
	0.29
	0.36*
	0.30
	0.37
	1
	

	Supervision
	0.23
	0.50**
	0.50**
	0.26
	0.30
	1


**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The results presented in Table 4-2 indicate positive correlations ranging from .30 to .55. As mentioned earlier, each course is taught by a faculty member who makes course assignments that match NYS requirements. Several courses have had more than one instructor, namely leadership, curriculum, assessment, and supervision. Significant correlations exist between five pairs of courses: law and management with the same instructor, law and assessment with different instructors, law and supervision with different instructors, management and curriculum with different instructors, management and supervision with different instructors. One interpretation can be that observing and applying legal requirements as indicated in the NYS standards occurs in course where these seem integral. It may also be interpreted that management strategies apply to developing and applying curriculum and conducting supervisory actions. No other effort was made to interpret these results.
Overall GPA
Table 4-3 presents means and standard deviations of overall GPAs. Overall GPAs differ from totals of grades because overall GPA includes electives and research grades taken by master degree participants. That means exceed the requirement of 3.0 or better provides support for the claim of professional knowledge based on grades.
Table 4 - 3 Means and Standard Deviations of Overall GPA by Academic Year 

	Academic Year*
	
	Overall GPA

	
	N
	           M(SD)

	2007-08
	14
	3.82( 0.22)

	2008-09
	16
	3.92( 0.09)

	2009-10
	11
	3.89(13.00)

	Total
	41
	3.88( 0.16)


Further investigation using SPSS into the relationship of the means of core course GPAs and exit GPAs indicated a correclation of .874, p<.01.  This significant relationship seems logical as the course content provides concepts and skills related to meeting NYS leadership standards The exit GPA includes the six core courses. In addition, PD candidates take two other courses in internship and MS candidates take five other courses, two in internship, two electives, and one in research. 
NYS School Leadership Test Results

The New York State Leadership Certification Exam was developed by National Evaluation Systems to identify participants for certification who possess a level of knowledge and skills for performing the responsibilities of an educator in New York State public schools. Each of the School Leadership Assessments consists of two individually administered tests called “Parts.” Each part consists of both multiple choice questions and written assignments” (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/ NY_20102011_SLA _RegistrationBulletin.pdf, p. iii). To be recommended for NYS certification, students must complete an examination and meet the criteria for passing the test: Part I and Part II of the test each have two types of questions: multiple choice (MC) and constructed response (CR). Multiple choice questions test basic knowledge. 
Part One includes a Multiple-Choice Section and a Written Assignment Section related to Developing, Communicating, and Sustaining an Educational Vision, Managing Change, Making Decisions, and Ensuring Accountability. Part Two includes a Multiple-Choice Section and Written Assignment Section related to Leading the School wide Educational Program, Managing School Resources, Finances, and Compliance. 

The multiple choice questions test participant knowledge by asking them to choose the best of several possible alternative responses. The constructed response is a written assignment resulting in a work product the other is a case study assignment. The test respondent is to fulfill the charge of the written assignments with accurate and effect application of relevant knowledge and skills and must support the responses with appropriate examples and/or sound reasoning that reflects their understanding of that knowledge and skill (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_PG_SBL_complete.pdf, p. 2-9)

Test scores are reported in a range from 100 to 300 and are based on performance on all sections of the test. As mentioned earlier, published reliability and validity data have been established by Pearson Education Group and the New York State Education Department. An examinee’s multiple-choice score and scores on the written assignments are combined to obtain the total test score and must total a minimum score of 220 (http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NY_20102011_SLA_RegistrationBulletin.pdf). Scores are reported for each part of the test. For the purpose of this brief, the scores on the multiple-choice section are used as measures of professional knowledge that faculty believe support our claim. The scores for the seven graduates who took the test were entered into SPSS® to calculate range, mean, and standard deviation. Results are presented in Table 4-4.
Table 4 - 4 Range, Means, Standard Deviations of Multiple Choice Scores on the NYS Assessment of School Leadership
	Multiple Choice
	

	Pt. 1
	 1: Develop, Communicate, Sustain Ed Vision
	

	
	 2: Manage change Make decisions Accountability 
	

	Pt 2
	1: Lead School Wide Ed Change 
	

	
	2: Manage School Resources: Finances, Compliance 
	

	
	Pt. 1
	Pt 2
	

	 
	1 
	2
	1
	2
	MC Total

	Range
	229-264
	211-273
	213-271
	196-254
	196-273

	M
	243 00
	243.00
	243.29
	229.00
	239.57

	SD
	  11.14
	  19.08
	  21.49
	  19.39
	 17.77



Findings indicate that, even though final scores indicate a mean above the cutoff, there are inconsistencies in student scores. To examine the relationship of GPAs with scores earned on the NYS test of leadership for the small number of graduates who have taken the test, GPAs and scores on the multiple choice sections of Parts 1 and 2 of the state test were entered into SPSS® spreadsheet to calculate a correlation. Results indicated a correlation of .34 with no significance. 
Mentor Rating of Professional Knowledge
To calculate a professional knowledge score based on mentor ratings on the intern evaluation form, #34 of the Intern Evaluation form was used. This item asked the mentor to judge the intern’s “Overall assessment of knowledge acquired by the intern of administrative and supervisory procedures, to the extent specified in the intern’s approved program on a scale of 1 (excellent) to 4 (needs improvement): The mean of the mentor rating for #34 was 1.52 with a standard deviation of 0.87. 
Claim 2. Decision making Skill 

The SBL program prepares school leaders who can apply their professional knowledge to making decisions that incorporate the NYS content standards. They develop this skill through course assignments and the internship. This skill is assessed by the score on the decision making subsection of the intern evaluation form and NYS test of school leadership 

Intern Evaluation Decision making Subscore
Evidence to support the claim that our graduates have decision making skill comes from the score on the decision making subsection of the Intern Evaluation Form. The internship is a leadership experience of 15 weeks full time or 30 weeks part time as required by NYS. The internship experience is assessed by the onsite mentor. This assessment by an outside evaluator provides external support for our claim that SBL graduates have decision making skill.
To arrive at the score for decision making, the scores for the internship activities that represent decision making were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. Means and standard deviations were calculated. Table 4-5 presents the hours related to decision making activities, and the means and standard deviation for each internship activity related to decision-making. Scores range from 1 (high) to 4 (low). 
 Table 4 - 5 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Decision Making Subscores 
	Question #s (
	1
	4
	5
	6
	7
	17
	19
	23
	24
	29

	Activity Hours(
	25
	5
	5
	5
	2
	5
	5
	5
	5
	10

	M
SD
	1.30
0.68
	1.59
0.82
	1.37

0.71
	1.29

0.72
	1.72
0.92
	1.62
0.78
	1.58
0.908
	1.518
0.838
	1.62
0.82
	1.56
0.896



Scores on the intern evaluation form range from a high of 1 to a low of 4. This form of scoring means that the lower the score, the higher the rating. The intern evaluation score is given by the mentor. Means and standard deviations of the intern evaluation were calculated by entering each score into an Excel® spreadsheet. The descriptive statistics function of Excel® was used to calculate means and standard deviations. Table 4-6 further examines the decision-making scores reported by the onsite mentor.
 Table 4 - 6 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Decision making by Academic Year
	Academic Year
	N
	M
	SD

	2007-08
	14
	1.61
	.27

	2008-09
	16
	1.51
	.14

	2009-10
	11
	1.54
	.23

	Totals
	41
	1.56
	.05


Because intern ratings are given by different mentors, further investigation into the stability and consistency of the scores was done by correlating scores by academic year using SPSS.  Table 4-7 presents these data. 

 Table 4 - 7 Correlations of Mentor Ratings of Decision making for Academic Years 2007 – 2009
	 
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	2007-08
	1
	
	

	2008-09
	-0.13
	1
	

	2009-10
	-0.13
	1.00**
	1


Scores range from 1 (high) to 4 (low)
The relation of mentor scores for 07-08 and 09-10 are slight and negative. This result does corroborate the judgment that there should be a more formal orientation of mentors so there is more congruence in mentors’ scores. The relation of 08-09 and 09-10 are significantly related. Further study of the data may reveal a number of repeat mentors. The plan is to examine the data to see if a reason for the correlation can be ascertained. It will be informative to find whether these relationships persist when there are larger numbers who have taken the test
NYS School Leadership Test Results

The scores on the constructed response section of the NYS test of leadership were chosen as measures of decision making skill and support our claim. Table 4-8 presents the NYS test results for constructed response (CR) scores. These data are in table 4-11. Results indicate that, even though participants achieved a mean above the cutoff, for several constructed responses, the range reveals scores below the cutoff score of 220. 
Table 4 - 8 Means and Standard Deviations of Parts 1 & 2 Constructed Response Scores on the NYS Leadership Test 

	Constructed Response (CR)
	

	Pt. 1
	3: Develop, Communicate, Sustain Ed Vision

	
	4 Manage change Make decisions Accountability 

	Pt 2
	3: Lead School Wide Change
	

	
	4 Manage School Resources: Finances, Compliance

	
	Pt. 1
	Pt 2
	

	
	3 CR
	4 CR
	3 CR
	4 CR
	CR Total

	Range
	180-270
	240-300
	180-270
	180-270
	180-300

	M
	218.57
	257.14
	214.29
	235.71
	231.43

	SD
	33.38
	23.60
	36.44
	26.99
	30.10


To examine the relation of mentor ratings of decision-making and NYS test scores on decision-making, both sets of data for the seven (7) graduate students who took the test were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to calculate the correlation of the two. Because mentor ratings use 1 as a high score, the strong negative correlation (not significant) indicates a relationship of mentor ratings and NYS constructed response scores. 
Claim 3. Caring Leadership Skill
The SBL program prepares school leaders who address staff and student educational needs. This skill is assessed by the score on the pertinent sections of the Intern Evaluation form and through a caring survey of graduates. 
Evidence to support the claim that our graduates are caring leaders comes from the score on the caring subsection of the Intern Evaluation Form. The internship is a leadership experience of 15 weeks full time or 30 weeks part time as required by NYS. The internship experience is assessed by the onsite mentor. This assessment by an outside evaluator provides external support for our claim. 

Intern Evaluation Caring Subscore

To arrive at the score for caring, the scores for the internship activities that represent caring were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. Means and standard deviations were calculated of scores ranging from 1 (high) to 4 (low). These data are presented below.  
 Table 4 - 9 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Caring Subscores
	Question #s (
	11
	13
	15
	18
	21
	26
	Totals

	Hours(
	5
	10
	15
	5
	15
	2
	52

	M

SD
	1.17

0.70
	1.50

0.79
	1.67

0.83
	1.58

0.86
	1.92

1.03
	2.00

0.81
	1.64

0.85


 Table 4 - 10 Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Caring Subscores by Academic Year
	Academic Year
	N       M         SD

	
	

	2007-08
	11     1.64        0.85

	2008-09
	14     1.53         0.94

	2009-10
	16     1.39         0.41

	Totals
	41     1.53         0.67


Correlations were calculated based on Caring subscores by academic year to examined data procured from a sample consisting of all participants who completed the internship. Caring scores were entered into SPSS® spreadsheet to examine consistency of rating among different mentors for each academic year. All correlations were weak, negative, and insignificant. The results corroborated the need to provice mentors with an orientation to increase congruence in scoring. 
 Table 4 - 11 Correlations of Mentor Ratings of Caring Subscores by Academic Year

	AY
	2007
	2008
	2009

	2007
	1.00
	
	

	2008
	-0.059
	1.00
	

	2009
	-.248
	-.244
	1.00


Caring Survey
A second form of assessment of caring is in the form of a self-assessment by the graduate using the caring survey (http://www.culturesconnecting.com/docs/Teacher%20Survey.pdf), the work of the Cross Cultural Connection (http://www.culturesconnecting.com). As mentioned earlier, there is no published reliability or validity data for the survey. Assessment data was procured from a small sample of graduates who returned the survey. Responses were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to calculate means, and standard deviations. Results were M=3.97 SD= 1.37) Reliability was calculated using a split-half correlation that resulted in a correlation coefficient of .86 that supports our claim.  Because respondents could not be identified by graduation year, no effort was made to correlate caring assessment scores with mentor ratings of caring. 
 Cross-cutting Themes 
The cross-cutting themes of learning to learn, multicultural perspectives, and technology are embedded within courses. They are also rated on the sub-sections on the Intern Evaluation Form. A multicultural perspective is also assessed by means of surveys.

Multicultural Perspective: SBL graduates apply knowledge of student and faculty educational needs to educational practice. A multicultural perspective is assessed by the score on the multicultural subsection of the intern evaluation form related to activities at field sites with diverse student populations and a survey of graduates’ perceptions of their multicultural efficacy.
Intern Evaluation Multicultural Subscore

Evidence to support our claim comes from the score on the subsection of the Intern Evaluation Form. As was done with decision making and caring, to arrive at a multicultural score, the mentors ‘scores for the pertinent internship activities were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. Means and standard deviations were calculated of scores that range from 1 (high) to 4 (low). These data are presented below.
 Table 4 - 12 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Multicultural Subscores
	Question #s (
	3
	8
	9
	11
	13
	15
	32
	33
	Totals

	Activity Hours(
	10
	5
	5
	5
	10
	15
	5
	5
	60

	M

SD
	1.67

0.78
	1.55

0.69
	1.83

0.94
	1.17

0.58
	1.5.0
0.52
	1.67

0.89
	1.67
.65
	1.58
.67
	1.58

0.65


 Table 4 - 13 Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations of Mentor Ratings of Multicultural Subsection Scores by Academic Year

	Academic Year
	N        M            SD

	
	

	2007-08
	14     1.58
0.65

	2008-09
	16     1.52
0.96

	2009-10
	11     1.25
0.46

	Totals
	41     1.44
          0.48


Correlations were calculated based on subscores by academic year to examine the data procured from a sample consisting of all participants who completed the internship. Mentor raatings were entered into SPSS to examine consistency of grading among the scores of different mentors. Results indicate negative and insignificant relationships, indicating a need to improve congruence of mentor ratings.
 Table 4 - 14 Correlations of Mentor Ratings of Multicultural Subscores by Academic Year

	 AY
	07
	08
	09

	07
	1.00
	
	

	08
	-0.13
	1.00
	

	09
	-0.14
	-0.21
	1.00


The multicultural efficacy survey of graduates.
A second assessment of a multicultural perspective is in the form of a self-assessment by the graduate using the Multicultural Efficacy Survey. Reliability and validity information was published by the authors (Guyton and Wesche, 2005) resulted in an alpha of .89 (p. 5). Assessment data was procured from a small number of responses of graduates who returned the survey. Returned responses were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to calculate means and standard deviations.  Since the surveys were anonymous, it was not possible to calculate means and standard deviations based on year of graduation from the program. Scores ranged from a low of 1 (I do not believe I could do this very well) to a high of 4 (I am quite confident that this would be easy for me to do) with a mean of 3.16 and a standard deviation of .24). Reliability was determined with a split-half correlation of .97. We believe these results support our claim that SBL graduates possess a multicultural perspective. 
Technology: SBL graduates are able to apply technology skill to administrative and instructional tasks. The cross-cutting theme of technology is built into courses through technology-based or enhanced assignments. Technology skill was assessed by faculty designation of graduates’ technology skill and by the technology subscore of the intern evaluation form.
Faculty assessment of graduates’ technology skill
Faculty assessed technology skill using the rubric developed by the Director of Assessment at Manhattan College. Because not all faculty members taught all participants, only descriptive data regarding technology skill is reported in Table 4-16. The data were procured by entering the scores each teacher assigned to the seven categories of the rubric. Average points possible were calculated by multiplying the highest score (5) by the number of faculty who scored any of the 41 participants. The total number of possible points was averaged. Participants’ scores were calculated by adding the points given to them by faculty. The means and standard deviation for each element of the mean were calculated to indicate the level of technology skill rated by the faculty. Reliability and validity information for the technology rubric developed by the college’s Director of Assessment is not available. For the purpose of this brief, reliability based on consistency of scores was established by correlating the assessment of graduates of AY07, AY08, and AY09. These data are presented in Table 4-16

 Table 4 - 15 Means and Standard Deviations of Faculty Ratings of Technology Skill

	Technology Skills
	Average Points Possible
	M*
	SD

	Word Processing
	14.00
	12.27
	3.64

	Internet Search
	14.25
	12.07
	3.46

	Email
	14.39
	11.85
	3.39

	Appropriate Database
	05.63
	4.32
	1.44

	Documentation Style
	12.32
	9.90
	2.63

	Evaluate Internet Sources
	13.79
	11.41
	3.10

	Organize & Integrate Information
	13.90
	11.56
	3.38

	Averages
	              12.61
	10.48
	3.01


*based on a score of 5 (high) to 1 (low) multiplied by the number of instructors who rated the graduate 
Results indicate an inconsistency of faculty knowledge of participant technology skill. Because technology is embedded in course assignments, faculty do not believe it is necessary to have a separate technology assessment. However, a possible solution for future consideration might be a pre-test during initial course work and a post-test prior to graduation to determine initial technology skill and post-course technology skill.
Mentor Rating of Technology Skill

To arrive at the score for technology, the scores for the pertinent internship activities were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. Means and standard deviations were calculated of scores ranging from 1 (high) to 4 (low). These data are presented in the tables that follows.
 Table 4 - 16 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Technology Subscores
	Question #s (
	22
	27
	28
	30
	31
	33
	32
	Totals

	Activity Hours(
	5
	1
	15
	5
	5
	5
	5
	41

	M

SD
	1.58

0.79
	2.0

0.95
	1.67

0.78
	1.75

.62
	1.67

0.78
	1.58

0.67
	1.67

0.65
	1.70

0.49


 Table 4 - 17 Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations of Mentor Ratings of Technology Subscores by Academic Year

	Academic Year
	N       M            SD

	
	

	2007-08
	14     1.70
        0.49

	2008-09
	16     1.60
0.90

	2009-10
	11     1.46
0.56

	Totals
	41     1.60
0.52


Correlations using SPSS were calculated based on subscores by academic year to examine the reliability of the data procured from a sample consisting of all participants who completed the internship.  Results of mentor rating correlations indicated negative and insignificant results further supporting the need to improve congruence of mentor scoring. 
 Table 4 - 18 Correlations of Mentor Rating of Technology Subscores by Academic Year
	 
	07
	08
	09

	2007
	1
	
	

	2008
	0.01
	1
	

	2009
	-0.43
	-0.48
	1


Because the rating scales are based on different criteria, no effort was made to examine the relationship of faculty rating of student technology skills and the mentor’s rating of technology on the Intern Evaluation Technology subsection.
Learning to learn: SBL graduates are able to acquire knowledge on their own to apply to educational practice. The cross-cutting theme of Learning to learn is assessed through the scores on the Intern Evaluation Form activities that require this skill and the score on the personal learning plan assignment.

Learning to Learn subsection score of the Intern Evaluation Form
The learning to learn subsection of the intern evaluation form was examined in the same manner as previous themes by correlating the assessment of graduates of AY 07, AY08, and AY09. Means, standard deviations, and correlation correlation coefficients are presented in the following tables. 
 Table 4 - 19 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Learning to Learn Subscores
	Question #s (
	10
	12
	29
	31
	Totals

	Activity Hours(
	3
	5
	10
	5
	23

	M

SD
	1.58

0.79
	1.92

1.0
	1.67

0.78
	1.67

0.78
	1.71

0.56


 Table 4 - 20 Correlation of Mentor Ratings of Learning to Learn Subscores by Academic Year
	
	07 
	08
	09

	2007 -2008
	1
	
	

	2008 - 2009
	-0.53
	1
	

	2009 - 2010
	0.73*
	-0.51
	1


*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Correlations calculated with SPSS reveal one positive, significant result. The other results corroborate the need to find a method to improve the congruence of mentor ratings.

Results of the Learning to Learn assignment: the Personal Learning Plan (PLP)
In the Personal Learning Plan, the candidates identify goals for skills they wish to acquire beyond those learned in the classroom. The personal learning plan assignment is based on a SMART format. That is, the plan for learning is Specific, Measureable, Attainable, Relevant, and Time bound. The assessment of the personal learning plan is based these elements. Scores ranging from 2 to 4 were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to calculate means and standard deviation of PLP scores: M= 3.27; SD=.77) 
 
To further examine the consistency of mentor ratings on the Intern Evaluation form, a correlation was calculated of the means of the subscores. Results indicated 

 Table 4 - 21 Correlation of Mentor Subscore Ratings on the Intern Evaluation Form

	 
	DecMkg
	Caring
	Multic 
	Tech
	Learn

	DecMkg
	1
	
	
	
	

	Caring
	0.27
	1
	
	
	

	Multic 
	0.23
	0.97**
	1
	
	

	Tech
	0.21
	0.92**
	0.90**
	1
	

	Learn 
	0.24
	0.88**
	0.84**
	0.91**
	1


Results indicate strong significant correlations of caring, multicultural, technology, and learning to learn. Decision making correlations are weaker, positive, and not significant. It may be that larger numbers provide greater correlation. The relationships may be based on the performances. It will be another learning to be able to ascertain the reasons for the differences in the correlation of the claims when aggregated and disaggregated by year.
Section 5: Discussion and Plan 

Discussion
In this section, SBL faculty discuss what was learned from the assessment of our claims. We believe our findings support Quality Principle 1 and, at the same time, our findings indicate areas in need of improvement so we can better support our claims. In general, faculty believe that the claims are supported by the evidence we presented. Our graduates meet Quality Principle 1 in that they have the professional knowledge of NYS leadership standards in the area for which they are being certified. This knowledge is developed through their course work and the internship. We believe they have the necessary knowledge to apply decision making to the diverse needs of students and faculty, and that our graduates are prepared to be caring leaders equipped to meet educational needs of students and teachers. Evidence for the three claims and cross-cutting themes is supported through assessments based on grades and overall grade point averages, standardized tests, internship evaluations based on mentor ratings, surveys, and the personal learning plan. 

We elaborate further on our learning from this first Inquiry Brief that identify several areas in need of improvement and the implications for the design of our program.

· The first is to improve and/or refine our data collection methods so that data is accessible when needed. This method would reduce the number of steps and contacts needed to gather data for the brief. 

· The next area in need of program redesign is the internship. We found a need to code field experience assignments made in course work to be congruent with those in the intern evaluation form. Currently, at the end of each semester, each participant in a course with a field component submits the signed log of hours, the location of the field experience along with the grade level. What we have not done is make the connection of these course related experiences to the internship. We determined that 180 hours of course work plus 100 hours of field, compared with 400 hours of internship reflects the importance of the clinically rich activities of the internship and that participants need to understand the relation of course assignments to the internship. The progress we have made on the rearrangement of the internship is something we want to continue to refine and apply. 

· The next area in need of program redesign is related to surveys of graduates. Our learning indicated that the SBL program needs to be redesigned to increase the frequency and consistency of graduate surveys. This will require us to track our graduates by improving and maintaining the data collection mentioned earlier.
· We also need to find better ways of tracking our graduates in their professional careers and achievements. We find that our data sources for this information are limited at best. If we do a better job of tracking graduates, we may also be able to work with them to identify ways to validate their own pupils’ learning. 


· Another area in need of program redesign is to improve the weighting and grading of assignments. At present, each faculty member decides how much weight is carried by an assignment. Particularly for assignments related to field experiences, technology, multiculturalism, and learning to learn, we need to create a common rubric and common weighting to be used by all. The good news is that we have made a start on the field experiences with the revision of the intern evaluation form. 
· We continue to be committed to making the instrument more valid. We are concerned that some of the questions are too generalized, making it difficult to collect usable data. Some questions seem irrelevant, some time allotments need to be adjusted. We want the redesign of the intern evaluation form to provide valid and reliable assessment data.
Plan

Implications for the Program’s Design. 
While preparing the Brief and reviewing our findings, SBL faculty recognized several issues that need attention. Inquiring into and making modifications will lead to program improvement especially in gathering, maintaining, and reviewing data for decision making. Quality Principle 2 asks faculty to give evidence of their learning based on inquiry and review of the data with the goal of improving the quality of teaching and learning in the school building leadership program. QP2 also asks the faculty to take advantage of their learnings to modify the SBL program based on the knowledge they gained from the inquiry and the internal audit. What follows is a summary of faculty learning from the assessments prepared for this Brief and the implications for planning program improvement derived from that learning. 

· Faculty learned that assessment data does not reveal how much of a course relates to knowledge, skill, caring, and the cross-cutting themes, nor how much weight each of these has in grades. Attention to multicultural perspectives has been taken for granted because of the diverse nature of the schools and districts in which many of our students work. SBL faculty have committed to modify the SBL program by making more obvious in course syllabi, areas of caring, a multicultural perspective, use of technology, and the cross-cutting themes, as well as the relation of course assignments to the activities of the internship.
 
· Faculty learned that the internship is also in need of a system for aggregating data.  Currently, all information is kept in the file of the intern, not in a data base where it can be used for performance assessment or analysis. Such data needs to be available in an electronic form to permit analyzing areas of weakness or strength.  
· Preparing this brief has indicated the need to modify the internship program by recording assessment data in a form that permits an overview as well as an individual report of intern’s progress. Hard copies are in the intern’s folder, but not in electronic format. An internship program improvement is to transfer data from word processing to an electronic database to facilitate subsection scoring and improving validity and reliability of the instrument.
· We also plan to provide participants with the re-organized internship evaluation form at the beginning of their program rather than waiting until they enter the internship. Internship assessments reported by the mentor, college supervisor, and intern are also completed in hard copy on forms developed for this purpose. It would be helpful to the program to have these assessments in electronic form. New admits in May June, 2011 will receive the revised intern evaluation form.
· We are aware that there is no formal orientation of the internship mentor. We will consider the possibility of an instructional handbook or webinar to address this.
· While preparing this brief, the issue surfaced that there is little done to survey candidates’ perceptions of their accomplishment of NYS and program requirements or of TEAC Requirements. As a result, we plan for program improvement by initiating a follow up survey of SBL graduates to be sent to all graduates to inquire about post-graduation positions, their perceptions of the effectiveness of the SBL program, and their certification status. 
·  After going through the process of preparing this Inquiry Brief, faculty learned that a more formal, systematic, data-based approach to collecting data is needed  to share results more broadly with current and potential students, internship mentors, current and potential employees, and public stakeholders. The SBL program needs to be more obvious and deliberate about the crosscutting theme of multicultural perspective and the claim of caring. A multicultural perspective is inherent in the urban and diverse settings of participants’ workplaces and internship placements, we are commited to describe and measure these components in a valid and reliable way. 
Summary

While faculty are confident that our claims have been met, we also realize that there are areas in need of improvement. The effort to prepare this brief gave the opportunity to examine aspects of the curriculum and accompanying assessments. From what we have learned, we are committed to and look forward to continuing this process of examination to ensure that our we and our graduates engage in continual improvement of the SBL program.
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Section 7 Appendices 

Appendix A: Manhattan College Internal Audit 

Introduction

The School Building Leadership faculty prepared the Inquiry Brief. Specifically, the audit was conducted by the director of the School Building Leadership program. The program quality control system was reviewed with School Building Leadership faculty in consultation with Dr. Nicholson, former Chair of the Undergraduate Education Program, and principal author of the undergraduate teacher preparation program IB. School Building Leadership faculty met to review the process, ask questions about the identified information for review, comment, and approve the process. The review of the audit served to enlighten and inform the adjunct faculty about the system in place to ensure quality control of the School Building Leadership Program. Because the School Building Leadership faculty are adjuncts with other professional commitments, the Program Director took the lead in preparing the audit report after the School Building Leadership faculty reviewed the sample schematic provided by TEAC for examining the Quality Control System.
The internal audit to evaluate the quality control system was reviewed by faculty: both the process and the information that would be probed. Materials were emailed and responses requested. The faculty was responsive throughout the process.  The final reports were agreed upon and faculty believe the evidence presented was supported by the system in place to ensure Program Quality, Faculty Quality, and Student Learning.
Description of the Quality Control System

Based on the example of a schematic provide by TEAC and shared by the undergraduate chair, Dr. Nicholson, who explained the rationale and representation of the schematic and whose explanation was instrumental to the description of the mechanisms of the QCS that was developed. Facilities, Equipment and Supplies, . and Administrative Capacity, and College Academic Policies surround the other elements of the Quality Control System because they provide the support and regulations for the functioning of the other aspects of the system. These components are monitored at the institutional level. The arrow between these surrounding elements and Admission and Recruitment is two-way because at a private institution, such as Manhattan College, the Facilities, Equipment, Supplies, and Fiscal and Administrative Capacity are directly related to the number of students enrolled in the institution. The Facilities, Equipment and Supplies, and Fiscal and Administrative Capacity are each in place here and administered through the appropriate vice-president. College Academic Policies are a joint responsibility of faculty committees, the academic vice-president, and ultimately the President and Board of Trustees. As indicated by one-way arrows going from these surrounding elements to the Faculty Quality and Program Quality dimensions, these areas and decisions made at this level impact the quality of the faculty, program, and student learning even though academic departments have limited control in these areas. Graduate faculty can make requests through the program director that are related to capital and operational budgets and provide feedback as to the adequacy of the facilities, but these decisions are made at institutional rather than faculty levels. 

Following the Faculty Quality section of the schematic vertically from bottom to top, the first area is the Faculty Recruitment and Search Practices. The Program Director has responsibility for recruiting adjunct faculty and for making a direct recommendation to the Dean for approval and submission of the adjunct application to the Provost. The information in the Council for Faculty Affairs, Faculty Handbook, Version 2011, pages 12-13, describes the minimum standards followed for hiring new part-time faculty. Workload Policies are established at the institutional level. Since 2003-2004, the expectation for full time faculty load has been twenty-one hours for the academic year for all faculty at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. This was a change from 24 hours to twenty-one hours for the fall and spring semesters for undergraduate faculty. Graduate course loads increased from 18 credits to 21 credits that were in place during AY 2007 to 2009. Course load can be further reduced to eighteen hours through demonstrated scholarly productivity and other administrative activity. The workload for part time faculty is to be no more than nine credits per semester (Faculty Handbook, Version 2000, pages 7 – 10). Faculty Development is controlled at the institutional level. For adjunct faculty, the program director encourages faculty to attend workshops and conferences. Support for these activities comes from the office of the Provost and Executive Vice-President. Faculty Teaching, Research, Service Full time and part time faculty are invited and encouraged to attend workshops and conferences and to publish. SBL faculty have been given the opportunity to attend workshops for technology and to research grants and writing them. All School Building Leadership faculty are enrolled in the Collegiate Association for the Development of Educational Administration (CADEA), the Metropolitan Council for Educational Administration Programs (MCEAP). Their membership is paid through the operating budget of the SOE graduate programs, the Office of the Provost/Academic Vice President provided registration fees, lodging, and transportation for the Director and one part time faculty member to attend a computer conference in California. The three adjunct faculty members who teach every fall and spring have generously given their service to the preparation of the inquiry brief. While all have other full time employment, they have made themselves available for faculty meetings after workday hours, on holidays, and during the summer.
Course and Teacher Evaluations are administered every semester in each course.  The results from these evaluations are reviewed by the program director and the Dean of the School. Each faculty member receives copies of the evaluations each semester for personal planning. When submitting materials for Promotion and/or Tenure, the full time faculty member must synthesize evaluations for all courses taught and provide this data with their materials. Part time faculty also receive copies of course and teacher evaluations for their planning. If there is any indication of concern about the quality of instruction, the program director meets with the faculty member. Promotion and Tenure and Annual Review of fulltime faculty are the responsibility of the school and the institution.  Annual Reviews are the responsibility of the department chair.  Promotion and Tenure decisions for full time faculty proceed from the department, to the dean of the school and finally to the Promotion and Tenure Committee which is an institutional level committee.  Procedures related to the Promotion and Tenure Process are contained in the Faculty Handbook (2000), pages 10-31 and are meticulously followed in decisions related to tenure and/or promotion of full time faculty. No such process occurs for part time faculty, not even for those with long standing service. Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.6, p. 4, 2.2.1.2 of the Faculty Handbook, 2000 version mention only appointment and teaching load. Part time faculty do not have tenure and are recommended to the dean for promotion by the program director. This is accomplished with a request to the Dean who approves the request for a promotion and forwards it to the Provost. In terms of review, it has been noted elsewhere that because the schedule of class sessions are arranged to meet the needs of working professionals who are graduate students, classes take place in evenings, are scheduled for longer periods to reduce the number of sessions and travel time. As a result, evaluation forms sometimes are not distributed to adjuncts in time for the last class which often takes place earlier in the semester. Another result is that evaluations of some courses and teachers are unavailable. After the program director completed the individual audits and faculty examined the system in place to maintain Faculty Quality, the SBL faculty is confident that the procedures are in place and work as intend.

The Program Quality dimensions are also linked to the surrounding elements of Facilities, Equipment and Supplies, Fiscal and Administrative Capacity, and College Academic Policies as well as to Faculty Quality and Student Learning. Each program begins with the courses and their structure and sequence, developed by the faculty and approved by the Curriculum Committee for the School. For all courses reviewed in the School Building Leadership program, each course syllabus is submitted each semester and filed in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. The program director is responsible for reviewing the syllabi to ensure that each faculty member teaching the course is meeting the objectives of the course. In school building leadership courses, each syllabus for the core courses must include the course description from the catalog and the NYS leadership content standards related to the course. If new courses are developed, or significant changes are made to existing courses, the program director submits the syllabus to the Curriculum Committee of the School who decides whether the course should be offered. This is to ensure that courses meet the needs of the program, are cohesive with existing courses, and that there is no duplication of content. Another level of assurance of Program Quality is from external agencies. New York State has a program approval process in place to ensure that leadership preparation programs meet state standards for preparing school leaders. The School Building Leadership Program at Manhattan College was re-registered with the State of New York in 2004. National Accreditation through Middle States has provided another opportunity and structure for program review. Surveys completed by Alumni and Current Students form another element of Program Quality. SBL alumni receive the survey sent by the Dean of the School of Education to determine their perceptions of the program and their preparation. Any surveys that SBL alumni return are given to the program director.  
The review of this section of the schematic indicates that that a number of program quality elements are in place at the program, school, institution, and state level. With these elements in place, the faculty are confident in the Program Quality, and the monitoring of this quality.

The surrounding elements leading to Student Learning are Admissions and Recruitment, Student Support Services, and Faculty Support and Advisement, are linked to Admissions and Recruitment because finance is directly related to tuition. These institutional elements are directly related to the recruitment and admission policies because they impact the quality of students applying for admission. Graduate education recruitment and admission are the responsibility of the program directors; in graduate engineering, admission is the responsibility of the academic advisor. The SBL program requires applicants to have pupil personnel experience, which graduate counseling and graduate special ed do not require. Graduate engineering requires rank, grade point index, honors, for example. These requirements are found on the Graduate Application form (http://www.manhattan.edu/admissions/g/gradapp.pdf). Consultation with the Registrar indicated that a retention committee chaired by the Provost has been created to assess undergraduate student retention. However, at present, there are no retention initiatives for the graduate programs. At the graduate level, applications are submitted to the Admission Office.  Once completed, the applications are forwarded to the SBL program director.  Each application is reviewed by the SBL program director who prepares a recommendation regarding acceptance for admission.  The application can be accepted, or if there are deficiencies, the director identifies the steps the applicant must take for matriculation. These recommendations are forwarded to the Dean of Education for review and signature, who then sends them to the Dean of Admissions.  Candidates are notified of their status by the Admissions Office. 

Student Support Services are not controlled by the faculty. Services are available at the institutional level. Faculty can refer students for help in writing, content tutoring, or counseling, but what occurs in these service programs is the responsibility of the individual program. Graduate students are welcome to participate in these services as their schedules allow. 
Faculty Support and Advising responsibilities relate directly to the quality of Student Learning and, at the graduate level, are the responsibility of the program director. The program director is responsible for monitoring individual adjunct faculty in terms of teaching and advising responsibilities. For adjuncts, advising is generally limited to course work. One adjunct faculty member has assisted with advising Title IIA grant recipients. The program director assigns courses to faculty to teach in their area of expertise and provides new faculty with the syllabi for each course they are expected to teach. At the graduate level, grades are reviewed by the director of the SBL program. As discussed in another part of this brief, the program director is the advisor for each SBL student and meets with him or her each semester to help prepare schedules, and to monitor progress in meeting requirements for graduation and certification, and to generally review the student’s progress. The faculty are confident that Teaching and Advisement contribute to Student Learning and that a system is in place and functions in a way that will make this happen.
After reviewing the elements of the Quality Control System for the school leadership program, faculty believe the system works to ensure Faculty Quality and Program Quality lead to Student Learning.

Schematic of the Quality Control System

Figure A-1 is the schematic for the Manhattan College Quality Control System. It graphically represents the information presented in the section above.
Figure A - 1  Manhattan College Quality Control System




Schematic of the Audit Trail for Internal Audit

The forty one graduates from fall 2007 through fall 2010 were audited to test the Quality Control System.  Each student was followed through each step in the diagram to test the Manhattan College Quality Control System. Each step of the audit is described in the following pages.

Figure A - 2  SBL Audit Trail









General Procedures for the Individual Audits
Because numbers are manageable, the audit trail includes all program graduates from Academic Years 2007 to 2009. Each student’s file folder available in the graduate education office was probed by the program director. Each graduates file consists of a program folder and an internship folder. Both folders have a checklist of required documentation affixed to them that track student progress through the program and maintain the completeness of the file. The courses audited included the six core courses and internship. For these audits, an Excel® spreadsheet was used to record courses the student completed as part of his or her program. A copy of the student’s unofficial transcript was taken from the institutional system to do this. The transcript was needed to determine when the student completed each course. Each professor for each of the audited courses was then identified along with the room and enrollment data for the course; this was done by the program director using the Lookup Classes function of self-service. 
Each individual audit of the 41 graduates of AY 2007 to AY 2009 followed the steps listed on the audit trail schematic. Each student’s file folder was probed through admission, program progress, internship, and program completion. It was then necessary to go to the institutional records system, which provided the name of the instructor, the room where the class was offered, enrollment, and the grades for the course. Once we had the name of the instructor, we were able to review the instructor’s credentials to determine preparation for teaching the particular course. This allowed us to trace the hiring process and determine the faculty member with whom each student took courses. We could also review the faculty member’s student evaluations. Knowing the course and faculty member, we could then review the course syllabus and compare the syllabus with the catalog description. We were aware that the SBL program was approved by NYSED. Finally, to bring the process back to the student, we checked for program completion through the graduation screen. These steps were followed to conduct the audit.
Procedures for the Individual Audits . 

1. Student: screen for admission, program progress, internship, program completion. The audit began with a probe of individual student files folders found in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office for the content needed to conduct the audit. The screen for admission used the copy of the Application for Admission and the letter of acceptance into the college issued by the VP of Admissions. The screen for program progress used the transcripts available on self-service to access participants’ grades. Student transcripts from self-service were reviewed and grades entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. If grades were missing or listed as incomplete on the unofficial transcript, a request was made to the registrar for those grades. The six core courses taken before registering for the internship were audited -- leadership, law, managing the school, curriculum, assessment, and supervision. The screen for program progress was conducted by confirming 18 credits in core courses with an overall GPA of 3.0 or greater. Internship documentation was probed for required signatures, internship proposal, logs, journals, intern evaluation.
2. Courses: outlines, evaluations, faculty qualifications. The next step of the audit was to probe for courses. This step required probing course folders for course outlines and evaluations. Each core course folder contained a copy of the syllabus and any ancillary materials for the course, and the evaluation forms for the course. Student evaluations for the six core courses were reviewed to examine feedback to the instructor. Course syllabi were matched with the catalog description. The Lookup classes function of self-service used to access courses, semester, and instructor that led to determining instructor qualifications. The Lookup Classes function of Self Service® provided the name of the instructor of each course, the room where the class was offered. The instructor credentials were reviewed to determine preparation for teaching the particular course and backtrack to their hiring. This material was found in the faculty file folder in the Administration file cabinet in the graduate education office. To examine preparation of instructor to teach courses, faculty folders were probed for preparation of instructors to teach courses. Resumes were reviewed to determine preparation for teaching. Faculty were asked to teach courses based on educational background and / or experience. Resumes are in the faculty member’s folder in the Graduate Education Office and are available for review.
Course outlines were probed for inclusion of catalog course descriptions. Course content, syllabus, and catalog descriptions are congruent. After the New York State re-registration process was completed, templates were created for the core courses to assist adjunct faculty by listing the standards for each course based on the New York State content standards.  Course outlines and course templates were developed by the faculty to assure that all New York State content requirements were included.  Course outlines are available in the Graduate Education office. Templates are in Appendix F.
Course evaluations. Course and Teacher evaluation forms are prepared for each instructor’s course by the graduate education office staff. Instructions, evaluation forms, and pencils sufficient for the class participants are given in an envelope to the instructor at the end of the 15-week semester. However, some graduate courses meet 10 times, rather than fifteen, to accommodate the schedule of the working professional. As a result, some evaluations are not received by the instructor before the course ends. In some cases, instructors have used the survey function of Blackboard to gather anonymous course and teacher evaluations from course participants. Course and teacher evaluations to be filled out anonymously by course participants are distributed to the class and a student delivers the envelope containing the completed evaluation forms to the proper office as per the included instructions. The forms are sent by the Graduate Education Office staff to the Engineering building where they are processed through the Scantron equipment. A summary of the evaluation is returned to the graduate education office with the original evaluations. The originals are filed with the course folder in the Graduate Education Office. Course and Teacher Evaluations for the six core courses are examined by the Program Director and a copy given to the instructor of the course. Course evaluations are available in the Graduate Education Office and are available for review. 

3. Faculty: hiring, periodic review, promotion. The probe of faculty files found in the faculty member’s folder in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office to ascertain instructors’ degrees, qualifications, year of hire, length of time at Manhattan College, rank, and promotion. Another step was to ascertain periodic review of faculty using course and teacher evaluation forms of individual faculty members. Course and teacher evaluations of School Building Leadership faculty are available for review in the file folder of each course.

Part-time faculty are screened for the appropriate credentials and experience in relation to the specific courses they are being hired to teach. As verified through individual audits of resumes, course and teacher evaluations, faculty are prepared for the courses they teach. At the end of each semester, students complete a Course and Teacher Evaluation for each course they are taking. Those results are compiled for review by the faculty member and program director..
Instructors

During Academic Years 2007 to 2009, the following were instructors of core courses in the SBL program:

Table A - 1 Instructors of Core Courses during AY 2007 to 2009 

	Name
	FT/PT
	Rank
	Degree
	Preparation
	Core Courses Taught

	001 Sr. Carol Cimino
	PT
	Adj. Asst. Professor 
	Ed. D.
	Leadership
	848 

	002Bernadette Dunne
	PT
	Adj. Lecturer
	M.S.
	Administration & Supervision
	748, 889

	003 Sr. Mary Ann Jacobs
	PT
	Adj. Asst.. Professor
	Ed. D.
	Leadership
	745, 747 

	004 Ruth Mazzarella
	PT
	Adj. Lecturer
	M.S.
	Administration & Supervision

	745 one semester

747 one semester

	005 Sr. Remigia Kushner
	FT
	Professor
	Ph. D.
	Leadership
	735, 744 738 

	006 Dr. Peter Mutarelli
	PT
	Adj Asst. Professor
	Ed. D.
	Leadership
	744, 740

	007 Virginia Savarese
	PT
	Adj. Asst. Professor
	Ed.D.
	Leadership
	738 one semester


Hiring process.  Procedures for ensuring faculty quality are detailed in the Faculty Handbook. The Faculty Handbook is available in the Office of the Provost. Full-time Faculty are hired according to the guidelines in the handbook. Hiring of part time faculty begins with their submission of the Application for Employment available from the Office of Human Resources. The application is received by the Program Director who reviews and approves it. The program directors send a recommendation to the Dean who sends it to the Provost. Completed applications for employment are filed in the Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost and copies kept in the adjunct faculty member’s file folder in the Graduate Education Office. The Provost then approves and sends the application to the Office of Human Resources to have the adjunct faculty member entered into the system. New faculty are registered with the Provost’s office using the form found at http://www.manhattan.edu/provost/docs/index.shtml. 
Periodic reviews.  Periodic reviews of full time faculty take place during pre-tenure and tenure reviews. These reviews are in the form of visits to classes made by department faculty and the dean. Periodic reviews of adjunct faculty are done by the Program Director in the form of review of Course and Teacher Evaluations at the end of each semester. Course and teacher evaluations are probed by the program director to determine any findings that may lead modifications. Evaluations are located in the Graduate Education Office and are available for review.
Classrooms: facilities and equipment.  were examined for facilities and equipment. The use of classrooms is governed by the Registrar’s Office. Faculty may make room requests to the scheduling officer who may or may not honor the request. Often, the primary consideration when requesting rooms is proximity to computers. Requests for specific rooms are usually for computer access for students and for rooms with pc-projectors for use by the instructor. In response to the request and when possible, the registrar assigns a computer room for the courses requested. Room assignments made available by the Registrar are verified on Look up Classes on self-service® and on course syllabi. Classrooms are well equipped.  Equipment is available through provisions made for the general student use. Most classrooms contain a combination TV/VCR/DVD player for use in instruction, with portable units available for use in the rooms that do not contain an installed unit. Many classrooms have LCD projectors that are ceiling mounted; there is wiring and hookup for Internet access.  There are portable units available through the Jasper Educational Technology office for use in classrooms that do not have a mounted unit. The Graduate Education Department has available several LCD projectors for use by adjunct faculty when their classes are scheduled in rooms without that equipment. Full-time faculty have access to laptops suitable for use with the LCD projectors in classrooms. Adjunct faculty may also borrow laptops from the Graduate Education Department. Specialized equipment, such as cameras for video-taping in-class presentations can be requested through the capital budget prepared by the Graduate Education Program Directors. The chair then reviews the requests and puts together a budget for capital expenses, which is submitted to the dean who compiles a budget for the School of Education that is submitted to the Provost and Executive Vice-President. In conducting individual audits, classes taken by school building leadership participants are held in classrooms with appropriate size and adequate equipment.  
Classrooms assigned for courses were appropriate settings for instruction. Room size was adequate for the classes. (See Capacity Study in Appendix B).  Faculty can request courses to be scheduled in computer labs that are set up for instruction with LCD projectors and an instructor’s station.  Participants have access to rooms with curriculum materials, computer access, internet access, an installed LCD projector, and an installed TV/VCR. There is a small computer lab with 12 stations convenient to adjacent classrooms that can be used by students taking courses in those classrooms.
Program: course approval, State approval, catalog. The final step of the audit will examine the program for course approvals, NY State approval, and catalog content for the program including course descriptions. The process of re-registration with the State of New York contributed to the Quality Control System and guided the individual audit process to meet NYS requirements: meeting leadership standards, completing a program of 21 to 30 credits with a grade point average of at least a 3.0, completing all required courses, completing an internship of two semesters part time or one semester full time to qualify for program completion and certification. Course descriptions were given NYS approval and the graduate catalog included those course descriptions.
Program approval by New York State Education Department.  The SBL Program was re-registered with the State of New York with course descriptions and other criteria to meet leadership standards of the State of New York.  These criteria include meeting all core requirements, completing an academic concentration of 24 to 33 credits for the advanced certificate and master degree respectively; with an overall grade point average of 3.0, and a leadership experience of 15 weeks full time or 30 weeks part time. The School Building Leadership program was successfully reregistered with the State of New York in 2004. The students who are graduated from Manhattan College School Building Leadership Program met the requirements registered with the New York State. A copy of the re-registration document and letter of State Approval are available in the Office of the Provost. 
Courses.  Courses for the master degree and professional diploma certificate in School Building Leadership have been approved by New York State as meeting state content standards. Courses that were approved had been in previous catalogs. Course descriptions were modified slightly to include any language needed to represent state content standards. No new courses were added that needed Curriculum Committee approval. Course outlines are available in the Graduate Education office. Course descriptions from the catalog are required components of the syllabus. Syllabi available in the graduate education office include the state content standards to be addressed by the course. Course syllabi are available in the Graduate Education Office in the course folders and are available for review. Course templates are in Appendix F.
Catalog.  The School Building Leadership Program that met the NYS content requirements is listed in the Graduate Catalog with a description of the program and descriptions of courses that participants must take to meet those content requirements.  Currently, there are six core courses required for the Master Degree and Professional Diploma, and two internship courses required. In addition to these eight courses, the Master Degree also requires students to take two electives and one research course. Graduate catalogs are available in the offices of the Dean of Education, the Registrar, and on the college website.
6. Fiscal and Administrative
Policies and Procedures for Establishing and Administering the SBL program. 
Program budgets . Each graduate program has an operating budget and a capital budget.  The chair of the grad ed council begins the process by discussing with the other directors, the budget requests for the coming academic year.  Instructional and office supplies are submitted for the operating budget, while larger items such as furniture or instructional equipment costing over $1000 are submitted as part of the capital request.  The grad ed directors prepare the two budgets to submit to the dean.  The dean reviews and compiles the budget for the School, which is submitted to the Provost and Academic Vice-President.  These requests then go through the institutional budgeting process. Once the budgeting process is complete the chair, director and dean receive written notification of their budgets for the following year.  Directors make requests based on Faculty Requests for supplies and Instructional materials through graduate education secretary who uses the college Banner system to make the request. (The only denial that was made during the period of this brief has been in the matter of high definition video cameras that the Procurator refused). When considering capital requests, the provost examines the total institutional needs. We found no instances during the audits when requests were denied. The institution supports the School of Education at the level required to achieve the mission of the Program.  
Faculty development procedures are defined for full time faculty in the Faculty Handbook (2000), pp 34-37.  The procedures are carefully followed providing equal opportunity and access for all full-time faculty. The full time faculty member in the SBL program has received support in the past for Research and attending national meetings. Part time faculty have also been given consideration for technology and grant writing. 
Travel requests take two forms: travel to conferences and local travel for internship visits by college supervisors. Travel requests for conferences are made by completing the travel request form found at http://www.manhattan.edu/provost/docs/index.shtml. Reimbursement of internship travel expenses are made through the Program Director. Administrative Capacity is presented in Appendix B.
Findings from the Individual Audits
Criteria were already established and are followed for student admission into the college and the SBL program. Students complete required courses with faculty who were hired following established procedures. The checklist used to record admission requirements was completed by examining each folder and placing a checkmark to indicate that the requirement was met. The checklist is reproduced here. The results were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. Student folders located in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office are available for review. 
Individual Audit Checklist
	Student:
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Master of Science in Education  
	 

	College ID
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Professional Diploma
	
	 

	Audit Questions

	Admission
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	NA

	
	1. Undergraduate GPA of 3.0 or higher?
	 
	 
	 

	
	2. Reference letter
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	3. Personal Statement
	 
	 
	 

	
	4. Provisional Certification
	 
	 
	 

	
	5. Interview with Director
	 
	 
	 

	
	6. Transfer Credits
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Course Work
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	STRAND
	Course #
	Sem/Yr.
	Grade
	Credits
	Professor
	Day/Time
	Rm. #

	Core Courses (effective '04F)
	Leadership
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Management 1
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Management  2
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Curriculum
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Supervision 1
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Supervision 2
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Core Total
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	

	Required for MSED
	Research 1
	713
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Research 2
	888
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 

	
	Elective 1
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Elective 2
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Int/Sem I
	748
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Int/Sem II
	889
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Total
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	

	Internship
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Pre-Requisites
	
	
	
	Yes
	No
	
	

	
	
	6 Core Courses (effective '04F)
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	GPA at least 3.0
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	100 hrs.  (effective '04F)
	 
	 
	
	

	
	Internship Documentation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Seminar Sessions
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	3 Visits
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	Logs and journals
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	Internship Summary Sheet
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	Portfolio completed
	 
	 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post-course Work
	
	Date
	
	
	
	
	

	
	NYSED Assessment
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(effective Feb. '09)
	
	Part 1
	Part 2
	
	
	

	
	Results of Assessment
	
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	Degree Date
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Certification
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Employment
	
	Place
	Current Position
	
	

	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	


Faculty are prepared by their experience and education for the courses they are asked to teach. To determine faculty preparation, each faculty member was asked to submit a current resume and verifying documentation. A checklist used to record faculty preparation was completed by examining each faculty member’s folder and placing a checkmark to indicate that the requirement was met.. The results were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. The result is that faculty members are prepared by their experience and education for the courses they teach. Faculty folders are available for review in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. 
Advisement is the responsibility of the Program Director. The Program Director advised students in several ways: by phone, by email, by appointment. Occasionally by verbal arrangement with the instructor, the program director would visit a class to answer questions so participants would know what courses to register for on Self Service®. Review of current student folders revealed that one student registered for a course that was not needed for the advanced certificate program. Overall, however, the results of advisement reveal that students take courses as needed and complete program requirements within the window given them in their letters of acceptance sent by the Dean of Admissions. The letters of acceptance with that date are available in each student’s file folder in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. Copies of the form used to advise current program participants are also available for review in the folders of current students available in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office.
Program. At the graduate level, students complete between 24 and 33 credits as prescribed by the advanced certificate (Professional Diploma) or master degree respectively.  All audited students completed the requirements for graduation and were eligible for certification in the State of New York. Certification was verified by the search function of the TEACH website of NYS. Copies of the search results were placed in the student’s folder. Verification was accomplished by examining each student’s transcript and recording the results on a checklist created for that purpose (reproduced above). The checklist results were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to examine the degree of compliance with program requirements. Results indicated that graduates met the program requirements. Folders are available for review in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. Findings also indicated some of those who graduated under the 2009 state requirement of a certification examination have not applied for state certification. This finding points to the need to help program participants complete this step. 
Syllabi. The syllabi for the core courses were reviewed.  There is a standard format used for the syllabus that includes the NYS standards relevant to the course. In reviewing the syllabi, it was found that course descriptions are consistent with the catalog description for the course.  All syllabi have student learning outcomes and assessments that are clearly presented This was verified by examining the course outlines available in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. A checklist (see above) was used to record this review and entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. Checklists and folders are available for review in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. 
Alumni Surveys. There was no systematic survey of graduates during academic years 07-08 to 08-09. To ameliorate this lack of information from those program graduates, surveys were developed for the preparation of this Brief. The responses will be used as a pilot for future surveys that will be developed to be sent annually. The surveys developed for this Brief were sent by letter and by email. Copies of these three surveys are available in Appendix F. Results were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet and means and standard deviations calculated. The small number of responses indicates that a more deliberate method is needed to incorporate caring and multicultural components along with a systematic effort to maintain contact with graduates over time. 

New York State Program Approval.  The audit showed that students were in compliance with NYS program approval requirements regarding admission, program progress, internship, graduation and were eligible for certification. Participants entered the program according to the requirements, completed 18 credits of core courses and 6 credits of internship. These requirements were gathered by examining individuals’ folders and using a checklist to record the information and entered into an Excel® spreadsheet to record accomplishment of requirements for admission, program progress, internship, and graduation. Findings indicate that graduates are in compliance with NYS and Manhattan College requirements for graduation. However, the labor intensive process of gathering this data points to the need for a more systematic and electronic method of recording this data so that future reports can be more easily and more quickly prepared.
Among the findings: average GPA upon admission ranged from 2.48 to 4.0 with M=3.57, SD=.37) Two admittees whose entrance GPAs were less than 3.0 presented other considerations that were acceptable. For AY 07 to AY 2009, years experience ranged from 0 to 30 with M=9.9 and SD=2.3). The student with less than 3 years experience was a second career person who had three years experience at the time of applying for certification as per NYS requirements.
The overall grade point average in the core courses ranged from 3.83 to 3.92 with a M = 3.89, SD = .06. For AY 07 to AY 09, leadership ranged from 3.83 to 3.99 with M = 3.91, SD = .08; law ranged from 3.86 to 4.9 with a M = 3.92, SD = .07, management ranged from 3.97 to 4.0 with M=3.98, SD = .02, curriculum ranged from 3.79 to 3.91 with M = 3.86; SD = .06; supervision ranged from 3.72 to 3.88 with M = 3.82; SD = ..09; and assessment ranged from 3.74 to 3.88 with M = 3.83; SD = ..08.  Internship evaluation scores for AY07 – AY 08 ranged from 1.51 to 1.56 (1 high) with M=1.56 and SD = .05. The overall GPA for graduation clearance ranged from 3.51 to 4.0 with M = 3.85 and SD = .13. 

Faculty Quality:  Fulltime faculty hiring is governed by the Faculty Handbook (2000), pp. 7-9.  The audit indicated that procedures were followed for the hiring of full time faculty. The tenure and promotion procedures are closely followed as described in the Faculty Handbook, pp 10-12. This process is the responsibility of the Provost and Executive Vice-President, Deans and Department Chairs at various points in the process. Evidence of this process is found in the fulltime faculty member file folder with the forms for applying for promotion and tenure. Letters from the Provost granting tenure and promotion are available for review in the fulltime faculty member’s folder. Part-time faculty hiring is initiated by the program director who screens the application for the appropriate credentials and experience related to the specific courses they are being hired to teach. Evidence for this Brief was gathered by examining each faculty member’s folder for an application for employment (application for employment forms are available in print only from Human Resources). An application completed by the applicant is reviewed by the program director. The reviewed form and request for consideration are sent to the Dean who also reviews and approves and then forwards the application to the Provost. If approved faculty receive a Manhattan College email address and access to the college self service website (http://www.manhattan.edu/hrs/forms/index.shtml). Email addresses and self service accounts are available for each faculty member. Faculty received a letter of contract when they were approved to teach a course. Contracts are available in the Office of the Provost / Executive Vice President. Each part time faculty member presented in this Brief has the required documentation is her/his folder. These folders are available in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. Findings indicate that not all folders include the required documents; that is, requests from the program director and responses from the Dean are not available for adjuncts with long term service (1994 – 2001). Current part time faculty have the documentation (2001 to the present). In preparation for this Brief, checklist was used to record degrees and experience and were entered into an Excel® spreadsheet. All are available for review in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. 
For periodic review of part-time faculty, the program director examines the Course and Teacher Evaluations that are completed anonymously by course participants at the end of each semester. In preparation for this Brief, the program director reviewed the file folders of each core course. Included in that file folder are the course syllabi and the course evaluations. File folders are available for review in the Administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. To determine that evaluations were available for each course, a checklist was used and recorded in an Excel® spreadsheet. Findings indicated that, for several core courses were not accompanied by a Course and Teacher evaluation. This finding indicates that clerical staff need to prepare course and teacher evaluation packets in a timely manner. This can be easily accomplished using the calendar function in the college email program to set the ending date of each course.
Facilities and Equipment:  The use of classroom facilities is governed by the Registrar’s Office.  Faculty may make specific room requests to the program director, who reviews the requests for conflicts and passes the request to the dean who submits it to the scheduling staff in the registrar’s office.  The primary request for rooms is from faculty who want students at computers. When reviewing the space assigned for the core courses, all were scheduled in appropriate rooms.  Equipment is available through provisions made for the general population such as most classrooms contain a combination TV/VCR/DVD player for use in instruction, with portable units available for use in the rooms that do not contain an installed unit.  In addition, many classrooms now have LCD projectors that are ceiling mounted and wiring and hookup for Internet access. Specialized equipment, such as cameras for video-taping, can be requested through the capital budget. The chair of the graduate education program puts together a budget for capital expenses, which is submitted to the dean who compiles a budget for the School of Education that is submitted to the Provost and Executive Vice-President.  Supplies come from the operating budget for each department. In conducting individual audits, we have confirmed that classes are held in classrooms with appropriate size and adequate seating for the size of the class. The classrooms had appropriate equipment and the department provided requested supplies. 
Fiscal and Administrative Capacity:  Each graduate program has an operating budget and a capital budget. The chair of the graduate education council (GEC) begins the process by asking the program directors for budget requests for the next academic year. Instructional and office supplies are submitted for the operating budget, while larger items such as furniture or instructional equipment costing over $1000 are submitted as part of the capital request. These are submitted by the chair of the GEC to the dean. The dean then reviews all requests and compiles the budget for the school of education and the graduate programs in the school of education, and then submits to the Provost and Academic Vice-President.  These requests then go through the institutional budgeting process. Once the budgeting process is complete, program directors and dean receive written notification of their budgets for the following year. In preparation for this Brief, the SBL director met with the controller for fiscal data related to graduate programs. The controller provided printouts of selected pages of the Cost Accounting FYE 6/30/09. The controller explained verbally that disaggregation of graduate education accounting did not take place during the time reported in this brief, so that little specific fiscal data is available for graduate programs. Instead, data are provided by school that combines graduate and undergraduate. Fiscal information that is available for graduate programs is presented in Appendix B.  

Student Support Services:  Student support is available in the form of advisement through the program director who tracks students’ progress in the program. In November and April, students register for the following semester. They receive group advisement during regularly scheduled courses. (No records of this advisement is available as arrangements are usually made verbally with the instructor of the course. If necessary, forms are signed and students register online during the fall and spring semesters. To provide individual advisement, the director examines each current student’s transcript available on self service, records and reports the courses already taken by the individual and indicates those needed to be taken. The form used to advise current students (none are available for the participants of this study) is reproduced here and available in each current student’s folder. 

Figure A - 1 Advisement Form 

	Name
	MS
	PD
	

	Entrance Yr
	
	
	

	Exit Yr
	Completed
	Need
	Next Offering

	· Leadership
	
	
	

	· Law
	
	
	

	· Management
	
	
	

	· Curriculum
	
	
	

	· Assessment
	
	
	

	· Supervision
	
	
	

	· Internship I
	
	
	

	· Internship II
	
	
	

	Needed for the master degree
	

	Research
	
	
	

	Mentored Research
	
	
	

	Major Paper completed
	
	
	

	Elective I
	
	
	

	Elective II
	
	
	


Recruiting and Admissions Practices, Academic Calendars, Catalogs, Publications, Grading, and Advertising:  This dimension was demonstrated through individual audits.  Information for the school building leadership program is available in the graduate catalog and on the college web site. All students who were audited met the admission requirements to the college and the school building leadership program. Students met the program progress requirements to begin the internship. The academic calendar is available in the catalog and on the college web site. No effort has been made to determine how students learn about the program. This finding indicates this information might be helpful to obtain to maximize the type of recruiting and publications that seem most used.
Student Feedback:  Students have the opportunity to provide feedback on each course and instructor at the end of each semester through course-and-teacher evaluations, which are completed for each course each semester. Faculty use these evaluations to make decisions regarding the course, and by the program director for faculty review of adjuncts. They are used and as part of the tenure and promotion process for full time faculty. All faculty who are preparing for a tenure or promotion review must provide summary data from the course-and-teacher evaluations for all courses they have taught. The actual forms have to be available for the Promotion and Tenure Committee to review during the meeting, if they so desire.  
The program director reviews course-and-teacher evaluations for student feedback. Several student complaints were made during the period of the audit. These are available for review in the Graduate Education file cabinet. Students have the option to make complaints on the course and teacher evaluation form, in person, in writing, or by appointment with the dean. There are procedures in place within the individual schools and the formal policy is described in the Manhattan College catalog. Findings from the review of the course evaluations indicate overall student satisfaction with courses and teaching.. Course evaluation forms are available in the course file folders in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education office. One student emailed a complaint directly to the President who forwarded it to the Dean who forwarded it to the program director. Emails are available in the student’s file folder. Another student attempted to speak with the President and was sent to the Dean as per the procedure in the catalog. The Dean followed up with the program director. Any email of any written communication on the matter is available in the students’ file folder.
Summary 

Upon review of the individual audits, it was found that the process in place was followed.  There were established criteria for student admission into the college and program. Students completed core courses with faculty who were hired based on procedures that have been established. Faculty are prepared by their education and experience for the courses they are asked to teach. As mentioned earlier, not all faculty evaluations were available, but all faculty had evaluations. Faculty believe that the quality control system in place works to promote student learning. 

 Students are taught by faculty who are qualified through their training and or experience or a combination of the two to teach the courses they are assigned to teach. At the graduate level, there are many part-time faculty but they have practical experience related to the courses they teach. The results of the audit provided support that classes are taught in appropriate spaces with an acceptable level of resources. Students have the support services needed to help them complete their courses of study.

Conclusions

In general, the quality control system works. However, while it was possible to gather data for the audits that revealed procedures that are in place, there are two areas that require consistent monitoring and having data in a more accessible form.  The first is the collection and retrieval of data on individual students and faculty. At the graduate level, where the program director has responsibility for each student’s progress from admission to graduation, data are kept on paper and in student files.  Usually the paper content of the file folder is printed from some other source – Self Service® for example. Continued use of paper work that requires signatures from the director, instructor, and dean is complicated by the inability to determine whether the paperwork was actually sent, and whether it was received.  A method of acquiring students’ data electronically is needed for the SBL program. 

The second area uncovered was in the determination that individual file folders for each participant were an inconvenient and time consuming approach to use to find out if students met all the requirements on the checklist. A database of information that seems to be available through Banner® for undergraduates needs to be made available for graduate students and kept updated by personnel with the training and expertise to use this software. Discussion with the registrar has taken place about possibilities for a tracking process for Graduate Education School Building Leadership students to match that available on Banner® for undergraduates. Where data were missing, plans will be developed to insure that future students will have complete files. This includes an exit interview that will take place during the internship, an exit survey, and a post graduation survey.

Discussion

Needed modifications in QCS or future audit procedures have been identified at four checkpoints in the student’s SBL program – admission, program progress, internship, and program completion.  In general, these modifications center on improved oversight for these checkpoints and data availability and use.  In the case of admission, the oversight needed is related to following up after admission to help program participants remain enrolled and complete their programs within the time allotted that is listed on the letter of acceptance sent by the Dean of Admissions. In terms of data availability and use, future audit procedures need to include immediate data input at the time of admission and the use of the tracking feature of Banner® to maintain this data.  Preparing the brief indicated that data collection is repetitious and not available in a form that allows immediate or ongoing analysis of participant strengths and weaknesses.

In terms of program progress, the same two areas in need of improvement have been revealed: better oversight of participant GPA needs to take place consistently each semester. Program progress data needs to be maintained so that data can be correlated and compared at the end of each semester, rather than simply at the time of a report or future inquiry. This need will be discussed with the registrar to use the features of Banner® more effectively and in a more timely manner.

The internship will benefit from consistency in methods of gathering data; that is, using a more intuitive coding for the evaluation form using 1 as low and 4 as high (this has been put into place for the current semester).  Faculty would like internship activities to be matched to leadership activities assigned in core courses -- leadership, management, law, curriculum assessment, supervision.  The instructions for evaluating interns would also match the core content with a rubric that is more descriptive (also put in place for the current semester). In addition, it was discussed that learning outcomes within each syllabus should be coded with the appropriate claim(s) and/or cross-cutting themes.
Program completion included suggestions for following up with graduates of the program.  A survey needed to be designed specifically for SBL participants or survey questions added to the one the Dean of the School of Education sends to each year’s graduates. Several surveys were initiated for graduates (and current students) in preparation for this brief that will serve as a pilot for future use. Informal surveys conducted by the internship coordinator at a reunion of graduates might be revised to include questions that will contribute to the evaluation of the program for future briefs.
Appendix B: Standards of Parity and Capacity for Program Quality

Quality Principle 3 looks for program parity with the institution, evidence that the SBL program has adequate and appropriate facilities, equipment, and supplies. It also looks for whether these and the program’s financial and administrative resources are proportionate to the overall institutional resources. QP3 seeks evidence of parity and capacity in curriculum, faculty, facilities, fiscal and administrative, candidate support, candidate complaints, and student support services. Appendix B speaks to these components of program quality.
Capacity Components for Program Quality: Curriculum

To probe parity in curriculum, the program director used the graduate catalog for 2008-09 and examined the two graduate programs of the college: education and engineering. The five graduate programs in the School of Engineering leading to the master’s degree each require completion of 30 credits. The School of Education has three graduate program options in special education, counseling, and school building leadership. Each of these programs has degree options. The graduate program options and required number of credits are summarized in Table B – 1. To compare programs and number of credits, Table B-1 presents data for graduate programs in Special Education, Counseling, School Leadership and Engineering. This information is available in the Graduate Catalog for 2008 - 2009

Table B - 1 Graduate Program Options and Required Number of Credits.

	Special Ed
	#credits
	Counseling
	#credits
	SBL
	#credits
	Engineering
	#credits

	MS in Spec. Ed
	37
	MA:School Counseling
	36
	MS Ed
	33
	Chemical
	30

	MS Dual Childhood/SpecEd
	49
	MS Mental Health
	60
	Advanced Certificate: PD
	24
	Civil
	30

	5 year MS in Special Ed
	34
	PD Counseling & Personnel
	24
	
	
	Environmental 
	30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Electrical & Computing 
	30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Mechanical 
	30


The school building leadership program follows the academic standards and procedures listed in the College's graduate catalog (graduation requirements, grading, academic warning/probation/suspension/dismissal, attendance policy, course requirements, course withdrawal, honors, transfer of credits, honors) and does not deviate from the overall standards and requirements of the institution for granting academic degrees. The leadership program of the School of Education must meet the academic standards and procedures for formal admission and registration required of graduate programs in graduate education and graduate engineering. The 2008-2009 Graduate Catalog describes the requirements for admission to an Engineering, Special Education, Counseling, or School Building Leadership graduate program at Manhattan College. These catalogs are available for review in the Registrar's Office, the Graduate Education Office and on the college website at http://www.manhattan.edu/academics/catalogs/graduate/index.shtml

The SBL program that leads to NY State initial/professional certification are registered with and approved by the NY State Education Department. The SBL program meets the NY State Education Department’s program and coursework requirements related to obtaining initial/professional certification school building leadership. All leadership preparation programs were registered and approved by the NY State Education Department in 2004 and the College received a letter of re-registration and program approval. The re-registration document and state approval are available in the Office of the Provost.
The school building leadership program options follow the College’s academic standards and procedures listed in the Graduate catalog for graduation requirements, grading, academic warning/probation/suspension/dismissal, attendance policy, course requirements, course withdrawal, honors, transfer of credits) (http://www.manhattan.edu/academics/graduate/Manhattan_College_Graduate_08-09.pdf). General information begins on p. 23. In describing the graduate program in SBL, the 2008 – 2009 Graduate Catalog indicates that aapplicants for admission must have earned a baccalaureate degree, 3 years of pupil personnel service at the time of certification. Consideration is given for other applicable experience. A narrative statement of interest, a résumé, and an interview with the Program Director are required prior to admission. This information is available on p. 33 of the 2008-2009 catalog. 
Capacity Components for Program Quality: Faculty 
The School Building Leadership faculty involved in the preparation of candidates for School Building Leadership certification are aware of the requirements of the program.  The faculty understand these requirements and contribute to participant accomplishment based on their education, professional experience, positions held, their teaching, and supervisory experiences. Based on faculty experience in their courses and using their input, an Orientation to Leadership course was developed to help students meet requirements that extend over all courses, no matter the instructor or course. In its design, all faculty members were asked to contribute and to agree with the topics. The syllabus for EDUG 600 Orientation is available in the Graduate Education Office. 

Five of seven adjunct faculty who taught courses to the graduates of AY 2007 to 2009 leading to New York State certification in School Building Leadership have doctoral degrees; all have had positions and experience that enhance participant learning. The School Building Leadership faculty hold memberships in professional organizations and have made presentations at local, state, and national conferences. All SBL faculty members possess NYS certification and several possess certification from other states.  All have K-12 teaching and administrative experience directly related to the courses they teach. These qualifications are presented in Appendix C. A review of the credentials of the seven faculty members in the school leadership program indicates that all have state (NY, NJ, and PA) certification. Five of the seven during this time have held central office positions, two have held state level positions. Professional memberships include local, state, national organizations (Metropolitan Council of Educational Administration Programs, Collegiate Association for the Development of Educational Administration (state level), National Catholic Education Association (national). To compare rank and degree, Table B-2 presents data for graduate programs at the college level, for the School of Education, and for the SBL program. Faculty folders are available in the administration file folder in the graduate education office.
Table B - 2  Rank and Degree of Fulltime and Part-time Graduate Faculty in 2008-09 for the College, the School of Education, and School Building Leadership Programs
	Graduate Programs
	  Professor
	   Associate
	   Assistant
	   Instructor
	With Doctorate

	
	
	
	
	
	FT  (%)          PT (%)

	College
	21
	21
	9
	45
	51 (100)           24 (53)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School of Education
	2
	1
	3
	27
	 6  (100)           13 (48)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School Leadership
	1
	3
	1
	2
	 1   (100)            4 (57)

	
	
	
	
	
	


Manhattan College full time faculty teach 21 credits (7 courses) per academic year. The normal course load of 21 credits can be reduced by three credits (one course) by submitting documentation of certain forms of professional productivity. This course reduction program for scholarly productivity began with the 2004 - 2005 academic year. Other course load reductions are given for administrative duties and for sponsored research. The School Building Leadership Program Director received a one course load reduction per academic year for administrative duties. The number of course load reductions for publications and administrative duty compares favorably to the number received in the Graduate Programs in Counseling, Special Education, and Engineering. To compare student teacher ratio, Table B-3 presents number of courses, number of students, and student teacher ratios for graduate programs at the college level, for the School of Education, and for the SBL program. These data were gathered by probing the look up classes function of self service, the numbers of students per course were totaled and divided by the number of courses to average calculate student teacher ratio per course.
Table B - 3: Graduate courses, students, and student Teacher Ration for Academic Year 2008-9
	Graduate Programs
	2008 Fall
	2009 Spring
	  Ratio

	
	# courses
	# students
	ratio
	# courses
	# students
	ratio
	2008F & 2009S

	College
	69
	493
	  7.1
	75
	818
	10.90
	  9.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School of Education
	38
	552
	14.5
	43
	542
	12.60
	13.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School Leadership
	  5
	  42
	  8.4
	  6
	  52
	   8.67
	  8.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Faculty Promotion and Tenure standards for fulltime faculty are described in the Manhattan College Faculty Handbook. Promotion and tenure standards are the same for all full time faculty regardless of the School in which the faculty member teaches.

Capacity Components for Program Quality: Facilities and Equipment
Courses taught in the School of Education program in school building leadership have appropriate and adequate facilities and equipment in terms of classroom space and instructional equipment. Course are primarily assigned classrooms in Miguel and DeLaSalle Halls. One instructor teaches in the Research and Learning Center. In addition, there is a small computer lab (Room 110 Miguel Hall) with 14 PCs adjacent to Miguel 109 where Saturday classes in school leadership are taught. This computer lab is used to demonstrate ancillary materials on DVDs or CDs and to access educational websites or for independent and group work for classes held in Miguel 109 or 111. This computer lab is not meant to replace any of the other computer labs on campus that are open to all students. DeLaSalle Hall has two computer rooms that are used regularly for Grad Ed courses in School Building Leadership.  Each of these two labs can accommodate 20 students. They are equipped with PC projectors and instructor computers. 

Administrative space. The Education Department has an office (435 Memorial Hall) for a secretary shared by the three Graduate Education Directors beginning in Fall 2007. Prior to that, this secretary also worked for the undergraduate Radiological Director and the Director of the Five Year Special Education program advisor. This office is shared with undergraduate education, which also has a secretary and student workers. The Dean of the School of Education has an office suite for the Dean, Office Manager, and Academic Advisor for the School. There is no Academic Advisor for Graduate Education students as academic advising for graduate education programs is done by the program directors.  The Dean of Engineering has an office suite for the dean, office manager, secretaries, student workers, and academic adviser. The faculty of the graduate programs in the school of engineering have offices in Leo Hall, on the lower campus. There are separate offices for the secretaries of the five engineering programs. The graduate education program directors have private offices in Miguel Hall. All faculty offices have PCs and private telephone lines. All faculty have access to JasperNET and have individual e-mail addresses. Faculty in the graduate engineering program have similar office space and equipment. All School Building Leadership faculty, including adjuncts, have access to JasperNet, some features of Self-Service, Blackboard accounts, and have Manhattan College e-mail addresses. Adjunct faculty may request space in the Adjunct Suite, a complex in Memorial Hall. 
Manhattan College school leadership program has appropriate and adequate space to support the work of the faculty and promote success in student learning. Comparison of Education faculty facilities with that of other units shows that the SBL program, like other units, have individual office space. Adjuncts have access to space in the Adjunct Faculty Suite. All SBL faculty members have or have access to personal computers. 
The school leadership program leading to certification has appropriate budgetary allocations to support the work of the faculty and promote success in student learning. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009, the total operating expenses of the graduate programs in the School of Education was $67,406 exclusive of salaries. 
Budgetary allocations are described in the “Manhattan College Cost Accounting for the Year Ending June 30, 2009” (the most recent version), prepared by the Office of the Controller of Manhattan College. This document gives information about the allocation of and accounting for facility usage. Space allocations are accounted for the School of Education as a whole. Cost Accounting for the Year Ending June 30, 2009 does not disaggregate data for graduate programs. Plans are underway to do so for the next fiscal year accounting. The School of Education programs are allocated space in three buildings: Miguel Hall (20% of the total space), Alumni Hall (20%), Draddy Gymnasium (10%). Communication with the controller revealed that future plans for Cost Accounting include disaggregation for graduate programs. 
Program directors monitor the suitability and appropriateness of facilities and equipment. Graduate education program directors consult with each other to prepare proposed operational and capital budgets in the early spring for the following academic year. These budgets are reviewed for approval and modification by the Dean of the School and then by the Provost and Vice President for Finance. The College budget is reviewed by the Board of Trustees and receives final approval in the late Spring. Operating funds permit improvement of existing equipment. Similarly, capital funds are have made it possible to update offices and provide more costly equipment, e.g., furniture, computers, and audio-visual equipment. Each director has a computer—laptop or desktop. These computers are updated on a three-to-four year cycle. This schedule for upgrading faculty computers is the same across the College.
Capacity Components for Program Quality: Fiscal and Administrative
In general, Manhattan College has had a balanced budget. This success is largely dependent on the achievement of enrollment goals, for the College’s income is primarily dependent on tuition and room and board fees. For the past ten years the College has met or exceeded enrollment goals resulting in a healthy financial picture. Furthermore, over the past ten years, the College’s endowment has increased. However, enrollment decreased during the current economic downturn. (The goal of 720 incoming freshman was not met for academic year 2010-2011). 

To probe fiscal and administrative parity, discussions were held with the controller who provided cost accounting data for the fiscal year ending June 30th, 2009. One of the findings was that little disaggregation of graduate programs has been available. Most reporting is done for schools as a whole. Plans are underway to add graduate amounts for future fiscal years. The aforementioned “Cost Accounting—FYE ending 6/30/09” lists “Total Direct Department Expenses.” This figure is a total school figure. However, the department expenses for education, $125,072 compares favorably with the department expenses for engineering, $118,275. 
The “Cost Accounting FYE 6/30/09” also lists “Salary Expense” by school. Once again, there is no disaggregation for graduate programs. The data report total faculty salary expenses for education to be $228,038 and for engineering as $305,742. These figures do not include salaries for adjuncts. Consultation with the Dean of Engineering provided these averages reported to ASEE for MC engineering salaries for FY2011:  Asst. Prof. $75,150; Assoc. Prof. $92,859; Full Prof. $106,588. Comparable data from the Dean of Education produced these data: Asst. Prof. $75,150; Assoc. Prof. $92,859; Full Prof. $106,588. These amounts are summarized in Table B-4.
Table B - 4 Average Salaries for the Schools of Education and Engineering (does not include Dean or Adjunct Salaries)

	Graduate Programs
	Prof
	Assoc Prof
	Asst Prof

	School of Education
	$  96,725
	$73,900
	$ 64,575

	School Engineering
	$ 106,588
	$ 92,859
	$ 75,150


Each Department and program in the School of Education submits an annual fiscal year budget request (operational and capital) to the Dean of the School of Education. The Dean reviews these requests and meets with the Provost and Vice President for Finance to modify and finalize these budgets. The College’s budget is presented to the College’s Board of Trustees for approval in the late Spring before the beginning of the next fiscal year (July to June). The Provost’s Office informs departments and programs of the approved amounts for operational and capital budgets after the Board approves the College’s budget. The 6/30/09 operating budget for all three graduate education programs was $67,405. For the Dean of graduate engineering program, it was $1,462. However, allocations to the five engineering program options were not disaggregated by graduate and undergraduate, so discovering parity in allocations is at best approximate and is only loosely based on the totals for the schools.
Funds in the amount of $97,740 were allocated and used for College-wide faculty development activities in the 2008-2009 academic year. These funds were used to support faculty travel to professional conferences and workshops. The funds were dispersed to faculty on a “first-come, first-served” basis as long as the faculty member presented at the conference for which funds were requested. In general, faculty members were funded for one or two conferences each. The College also has a Center for Teaching, which offers faculty assistance in developing teaching skills and techniques. The Center offers individual consultation and usually offers two-day “Faculty Development Days” workshops each semester. Faculty receive assistance in grantsmanship from the Office of Assistant Provost for Faculty Research and Computer Systems, Policy and Planning. Faculty support and development in technology comes from the Jasper Educational Technology Office, fully funded by the College. 
To probe administrative parity, the 2008-2009 catalog lists Deans, Chairs, and/or Directors of Graduate Programs. Page 4 lists these for Engineering and Education. Programs in both schools have a Dean and each program director is listed: Education has graduate directors for each of the three programs: counseling, special education, school leadership. Engineering has program directors for each of five graduate options: mechanical, civil, environmental, electrical and computer, civil and environmental. This points to administrative parity in that each program within the two graduate divisions has a dean and a director for each program option.
Capacity Components for Program Quality: Student Support Services
The School of Education graduate programs provide student support services in the form of academic advising through the program directors. Financial aid services are provided through the Office of Student Financial Services. Governmental grants and loans to graduate students and Manhattan College financial aid (need-based and merit-based) are also handled by this Office. Financial aid services are provided through the Office of Student Financial Services. Governmental grants (including the Title IIA grant), loans to students, and Manhattan College financial aid (need-based and merit-based) are handled by this office. For FY 2008-2009, the Cost Accounting FYE 6/30/09 lists graduate financial to be $554, 423. Table lists the amount allocated as Graduate Scholarship Expense for education and engineering. The three education programs are not reported separately on the Cost Accounting form, nor is the number of student credit hours. Graduate engineering is reported separately including student credit hours. 

Table B - 5 Comparison of Student Credit Hours and Scholarship Expenditures for Education and Engineering
	Department
	Student Credit Hours
	Scholarship Expenses
	Per Student

	Education
	None reported for FYE09
	203,348
	

	
	
	
	

	Chemical
	213
	168,013
	788.79

	Civil/Env
	1,020
	92,235
	90.43

	Elec/Cmp
	474
	47,905
	101.07

	Mechanical
	266
	42,900
	161.28

	
	
	
	

	Ed subtotal
	None reported for FYE09
	203,348
	

	Engr subtotal
	1,973
	351, 053
	177.93


Health services are provided by the Health Services Center, which is staffed by a full-time nurse-practitioner and part-time physicians. The staff of the Center provides consultations and diagnoses as well as referral services. These services are used primarily by undergraduate students. Graduate students may take advantage of these services during the hours offered. 

Technology support is provided to students through the O'Malley Library staff, the staff at nine computer laboratories, and the staff of the Computer Center Help Desk (from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). The Library catalog and other information services are available to students via the JasperNet, the College's campus-wide network. Ten microcomputer laboratories are located on the MC campus with 350 computers. The Library has another 100 computer work stations. The Research & Learning Center Computer Lab is open until 10:30 p.m. on weeknights and from 10:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. on weekends. The De La Salle Computer Lab is open until 10:00 p.m. on weeknights and from 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekends. The computer work stations in the Library are available on a 24-hour basis. 

The Thomas and Mary Alice O'Malley Library provides support for the instructional and research needs of the students, faculty, and staff of the College and contains approximately 200,000 volumes and 1,500 journal, magazine and news-paper subscriptions as well as additional materials in other formats such as micro-films, audiovisuals and computer software. The Education Collection of the Library includes: books -- 9,940 volumes (7,100 titles) journal subscriptions (paper) - 86 titles, on-line full-text journals - 360 titles, curriculum materials and children's literature - 1360 titles, ERIC, and microfiche - 648,000 titles. The Library also includes 100 computer work stations, an instructional smart classroom, and group study rooms. The library provides 24- hour service. 

The Office of the Vice President for Student Services monitors the quality of student support services to ensure that they contribute to student success in learning. A survey sent by the Dean of the School of Education is administered yearly. Currently, the Graduate Program Directors are modifying the general survey for the graduates of the three Graduate Education Programs. 

According to the Manhattan College mission statement: “Manhattan College . . . embraces qualified men and women of all faiths, races and ethnic backgrounds.” The College is committed to achieving a demographically diverse student body. Women are over one-half of the student population. Thirty-four percent of the students are not Catholic. Ethnic and racial minority students represent 24 % of the student population. One fourth of the students do not speak English in their homes. Students come from a variety of cultures and speak more than 40 different languages.
The School Building Leadership Program at Manhattan College deviates only slightly from academic calendar for the institution as a whole: the Fall semester for the college begins the week before Labor Day, while the SBL program begins the Tuesday after Labor Day. The purpose is to allow for participants’ vacations and other summer plans that are often in place a year in advance. (As of Fall 2010, SBL begins course work according to the college calendar.) Students receive the academic calendar from program directors, the faculty member who teaches the course, usually one week in advance of the start of class.  This serves as a reminder of the information given during group advisement the previous semester and reaches those who were not enrolled when the information was given in the previous semester. Before each fall and spring semester, returning graduate students may pre-register for the following semester. New students are registered on paper by the program directors.

.
The school building leadership program at Manhattan College is described in the graduate catalog. The description of the program reflects registration and approval of the program by the New York State Education Department. The claims made in the Inquiry Brief regarding the program are consistent with, and inclusive of, the claims made about the program that appears in the College's catalogs and on the college website. The school building leadership program at the College follows the College's grading policy, published in the Manhattan College Graduate Catalog, available in print from the office of admissions, the Registrar, Graduate Education, and Program Directors. It is also available on the college website (www.manhattan.edu). 

Capacity Components for Program Quality: Student Feedback and Complaints

The procedures for student complaints about grades are described in the 2008 – 09 catalog. Individual student complaints are generally made to the program directors. These complaints are reviewed and acted upon by the directors in consultation with the Dean of the School of Education. Students can also state their complaints anonymously on “Course and Teacher Evaluation Forms” distributed at the end of each course. The faculty review these forms as do the director and, on occasion, the Dean. If there is a serious complaint about a final grade in a course, there is a formal policy to contest a grade as described in the catalog. Students may also lodge complaints/concerns with the Office of the Dean of Students regarding general concerns about program quality or instructors. Formal records are not kept of student complaints about the quality of the SBL program. However, students have the opportunity to state their complaints on “Course and Teacher Evaluation Forms” distributed at the end of each course. The faculty gets to see the results for their classes, and the results are given to the Dean by the Program Director. Student complaints are taken seriously by the faculty and discussed at School Building Leadership faculty meetings. Students may take their complaints directly to the Dean who inquires about the situation of the program director. There has been no formal method of recording student complaints or how they are handled. Complaints sent by email are placed in the student file folder.
Issues sent to Administrative Personnel are generally referred to appropriate level by the receiver of the information. Students may call or email of complaints or difficult situations. Generally, these are handled at the level of the instructor or the program director. Where there is a complaint that cannot be handled at these levels, they are referred to the Dean whose decision is final. Email complaints and responses are available for review.  During the 2009-2010 academic year, two students took their complaints directly to the President, one in person and one by email.  The person who arrived in person was sent to the Dean; the email complaint was referred by the President to the Dean of the School of Education.  In both cases, the Dean conferred with the Director.  The Dean met in person with the individual who went in person to the President.  The person who sent the email complaining that she did not receive sufficient help to pass the state test actually passed the test.  That information was sent to the President by the Dean.  No further action was taken by the Dean.  Coincidentally, the person did not send an email correcting her belief that she was not prepared by the program to pass the test. 

Future plans based on the preparation of this brief include developing a formal procedure for recording and dealing with student complaints. Available complaints from email and phone messages will be retrieved to the extent possible and their resolution reported.  Preparation of Appendix B points to the need to include some systematic recording and disposition of student complaints. 

Capacity Components for Program Quality: Policies and Practices 

Policies and practices were probed through individual audits of graduate folders.  Information for the SBL program is available in the college catalog and on the web-site for all entering students. The audited graduates met the admission requirements. Those admitted provided the required documentation noted in the catalog, including several with less than a 3.0 and one with less than three years experience at the time they started their coursework. Each was admitted based on other considerations noted in the catalog. All audited graduates met the requirements for graduation with overall GPAs ranging from 3.0 to 4.0  M = 3.9; SD=84.
Recruiting practices, according to the Manhattan College mission statement, “Manhattan College embraces qualified men and women of all faiths, races and ethnic backgrounds” (p. 6), are based on achieving a demographically diverse student body. Manhattan college admissions and mentoring policies and activities encourage the recruitment and retention of diverse students with demonstrated potential as professional educators. The SBL program at Manhattan College has the same academic calendar as the institution’s academic calendar, with adjustments made to accommodate the working professional. That means that courses are scheduled in 10 3-hour blocks instead of 15 2-hour blocks to reduce the number of days they have to travel to classes. Students receive the academic calendar in several ways. The College catalogs, in print and on-line, include the college calendar. The College’s website (www.manhattan.edu) includes the academic calendar. The College’s “Web for Students” site also includes an academic calendar. The program is published in the College’s graduate catalogs (in-print and on-line); in the Title IIA catalog published by the Department of Education to nonpublic school educators in the five boroughs of NYC. The catalogs published by the Department of Education (2011) are available on the ProTraxx website (https://www.protraxx.com/Uploads/117/Summmer%202011%20SBLCatalog%20Final.pdf). The descriptions of the program are accurate as presented and reflect registration and approval of the program by the New York State Education Department. The grading policy followed by the SBL program is that in the catalog and is given to students on course outlines.The leadership preparation program follows the College’s grading policy, which is published in the College’s catalogs. 
Capacity Components for Program Quality: Collaboration with Schools

Collaboration with schools is evident in that the internship site benefits from the administrative intern’s service in high need schools. The list of collaborating schools includes public and private, elementary and secondary schools. The list is available in the administration file cabinet in the Graduate Education Office. During the years of this brief, there is no formal method of collecting data about improvement in pupil test scores. The intern does provide documentation in the form of logs and journal reflections that indicate leadership activities that were accomplished. Further evidence of collaboration is from the Intern Evaluation Form prepared by the onsite mentor to summarize the intern’s experience. 
Evidence of formal partnerships between the program and the clinical sites is in the form of an on-going relationship with the school districts.  For example, a partnership with the Yonkers Public Schools has been in the form of a summer program in technology and the Academy of Learning Leaders, a partnership of Manhattan College, Manhattanville College, and the Yonkers Public School System. Presentations have been designed and made by collaborative meetings of all parties. The graduate program in the School of Education has grants with the New York City Department of Education including the College Readiness grant in Counseling, TLQP and TOC in the Special Education Program, and the Title IIA component of NCLB in the School Building Leadership Program. The Title IIA grant provides coursework and workshops to help participants gain credits toward school leadership certification.  One of the adjuncts has been the Chairperson of the Yonkers Board of Education and Chairperson of the Big Five School District Consortium of New York State. Faculty serve on the Archdiocese of NY Schools Strategic Planning Committee and serve on Diocese of Brooklyn Catholic Schools Governance Board, conduct professional development programs to improve student learning in math for the Diocese of Paterson and the Archdiocese of New York.

The program’s quality control system (QP 3.2) must have a procedure for monitoring the success of its graduates in the field.  To do so, each year graduates are from the undergraduate program are asked to complete a survey sent by the Dean of Education to provide evidence of their accomplishments during the previous year.  While this survey is not specifically designed for graduate students, the Dean shares with the SBL program director responses that come (infrequently) from graduate students. In preparation for this brief, a survey was sent to the graduates asking for such information. Results from usable surveys are found in Section 4. In 2008, the internship coordinator initiated a year-end gathering of graduates in administrative positions to discuss their suggestions and observations for program improvement, and to provide an opportunity for networking and updating. 
Appendix C: Faculty Qualifications

Table C - 1 Faculty Data
	Name
	Academic Rank 
	Terminal Degree

Institution

Field / Date
	Year Hired
	Certification
	Assigned Courses

AY 2007 - 2009 
	Experience
	Awards, Boards, Publications, Other Teaching

	Cimino, Carol, ssj
	P/T 

Adj Asst Prof 
	Ed.D. St. Mary’s University of MN Leadership

2004
	1990
	SAS

SDA
	Supervision 848
 
	· 2003-present: National Consultant, William H. Sadlier Publishers, NYC

· 2003-present: Adjunct Consultant: Catholic School Management, Inc.

· 1990-present: Adjunct professor: Manhattan College

· 1987-present: Executive Director, Catholic School Administrators Association of New York 
· Director, Manhattan College annual Catholic School Leadership Institute, 1996-present
	· NCEA: SPICE  Co-Director, 1996-present

· Member, CACE Executive and Schools Division Committees, 1991-2000

· SPC Advisory Committee Chair, 1997-2000

· Secondary Schools Department Award, 1991

· NCEA Convention Speaker, 1988-

· Empire State Society of Association Executives

· Board, 1990-1995

· Board President, 1994-1995

· Outstanding Member of the Year, 1996

· NYS Commissioner’s Nonpublic School Advisory Council, 1998-2003

· NYS Catholic Conference Coordinating Committee, 1987-2003

· NYS ESEA Chapter 1 Practitioners’  Committee, 1998-2000

· Permanent NYS Certification in Administration and Supervision 


· Permanent NYS Certification in District Administration


· Permanent NYS Teacher Certification K-12

· New York City Common Branches Teaching Licenses

· Asbestos Certification

· Child Abuse Certification

· SAVE Certification

· HIV-Blood Pathogens Certification

	Dunne, 

Bernadette
	PT/Adj Lecturer
	My MS at Hunter in Education 1960 

MS

Fordham University

Administration

1958


	2001
	Permanent NYS Certification in Administration and Supervision  (SAS)


Permanent NYS Certification in School District Administration


(SDA)

Permanent NYS Teacher Certification K-12

New York City Common Branches Teaching Licenses


	Internship and Seminar

Field 

748, 889
	· Principal, Sacred Heart High School, 1996- 2000

· Principal, Christ the King School, 1983 – 1996

· Teacher, Sacred Heart High School, Junior, Senior  English + AP English for Honor Students, 1981 - 1983

· Teacher, Sacred Heart Grade School, 7th  + 8th Grade Mathematics and Accelerated Grade 9 Math to Honors Students, 1975 – 1981

· Teacher, NYC BOE, PS 152, IGC 4th + 5th Grades; Special Teacher in Art + Sciences + Library,  1961 - 1975

Teacher NYC BOE,  PS 105, Intellectually Gifted, 4th + 5th Grades   1956 – 1961
	· Appointed to Consultors Group Manhattan College, 2004 – Present

Vice Chair of Yonkers Teachers Resource Center Policy Board, 1995 – 2010

· Trustee of Yonkers Teachers Welfare Fund Policy Board, 1995 – 2010

· Chair of Yonkers Board of Education Personnel and Community Affairs Committee, 1995 – 2010

· President of Yonkers Board of Education, 2004 – 2007, 2009-2010

· Magna Award received by National School Boards Assoc. to the Yonkers City School District BOE Trustees for the Project A+ Access, Aspirations, Achievement and Admission to college for All children  2010

· Statewide chair of Big Five Boards of Education in NYS 2009 - 10



	Jacobs, Mary Ann, scc
	Adj Asst Prof School Building leadership


	Ed.D. 

St. Mary’s University of MN Leadership

2004
	1993
	NJ Permanent Teaching Certificate

NY School Administratior/Supervisor

NY School District Administrator

NJ School Supervisor
NJ School Principal/ Administrator 


	Curriculum 

Supervision 
745, 747
	· 2008 – 2010   St. Therese School, NJ Principal

· 2003 - 2008   Our Lady of Fatima, NJ Principal
· 1996- 2003  Diocese of Metuchen, NJ Associate Superintendent

· 1993- 2009 Manhattan College Graduate School of Education Adjunct Asst. Professor

· 2010 - present Manhattan College Graduate School of Education Adjunct Assoc. Professor

· 2010 - present Manhattan College School of Education Asst. Professor


	· NJ Professional Development Provider - 1998 - Present

· NCEA - Supervision, Personnel, and Curriculum - 1996 - Present

· Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development - 1989 - Present

·  “The Integration of Technology in the Self-Contained Classroom” Using Technology in 21st Century Schools , 2009

· “Achieving the state of the art in Catholic school teaching” Momentum, Nov/Dec 2000

· “Is your learning environment brain compatible?” Today’s Catholic Teacher, Jan/Feb 1998

· Reading remediation through the use of brain compatible instruction - publication with ERIC/CS, Summer, 1997 ED410525

· Environmental Awareness Grant $1,000.00 – Middlesex County Freeholders - -  Fall, 2007

· Our Lady of Fatima Tuition Scholarship Fund - $10,845.00 - 2005-2007

	Kushner, Remigia, csj
	Prof F/T
	Ph.D Fordham Leadership198.
	1984 Adj.

1990
	NYS SAS

NYS SDA

PA  SAS PA Elementary Teacher

PA Secondary Math and Education
	Leadership

Curriculum

Assessment
735, 745, 738

	Adj. Asst Professor  1984-1990

Assoc. Prof  1990 to 1997

Professor  1997 – present

     1992,  1993

Archdiocese of NY Assoc. Supt. 1986 - 1990

Fordham University Adj. Asst. Prof. 1981 – 1990 

Archdiocese of N  District. Superintendent 1980 - 1986


	NYC BOE for Courses leading to Certification in SBL 2005 – 2010; renewed 2010-2015

Degree of satisfaction of Distance Learning Faculty with the online experience. Proposal submitted to Manhattan College Sabbatical Committee, November 2004. Funded

National Catholic Educational Association (NCEA)


1980-present


Speaker for national and regional conventions


-Researcher for Department of Elementary Schools


-Nominated for executive committee




1987

Educational Excellence Network





1982 - present

Association of Catholic Leadership Programs (ACLP) 

1996 - present

National Catholic Graduate Educational Leadership Programs
1991-1996

(NCGELP)  became ACLP

Planning committee for first annual and subsequent national convention presentations; presenter and program coordinator

Commissioner's Advisory Council for Nonpublic Schools in NYS 
1982-present

Steering committee for Technology in Education

Planning committee for 10th Anniversary Conference for

Non-public Schools administrators in New York State

Conference speaker

National Catholic Educational Association Division of Chief


Administrators of Catholic Education (CACE) 

AACTE









1990-present

MECAP - Metropolitan Council of Educational Administration
1993-present

CADEA - Collegiate Association for the Development of

Educational Administration in New York State Programs

1993-present

Vice President








2002 - 2004

President








2004 - 2006

Legal Issues for Catholic School Teachers. Presentation for Staff Development Conference, NYC October 5, 2001

Peer Reviewer for submissions to Catholic Education:  A Journal of Inquiry and Practice.    1998 – present
Archdiocese of New York Catechetical Leadership Instructor  1990 - present

Iona College Lecturer 1992 - 1993

Boston College Adjunct Associate Professor 1991, 1992 

lona College Lecturer in Admin Communication

2008. Teachers as learning leaders in Understanding and teaching today's students by Merriman, William; Nicoletti, Augustine, Washington, DC: NCEA
2009. with Peter Mutarelli. How administrators infuse technology into their schools in Merriman and Nicoletti, Using technology in 21st century schools. Washington, DC: NCEA


	Mazzarella, Ruth 
	Adj Lecturer
	MS Ed

Manhattan College

2000
	2007
	SAS
	745 one semester

747one semester
	• 2000--- present:

Principal of St. Joseph School, Keyport, NJ

• 1998--- 2000


	• Member of Kappa Delta Pi—National Honors Society

• Co-Founder of TIPS-TEACHERS Instituting Peaceful Solutions-sponsored by New Jersey Pax Christi

• Regina Nostra Medal- Diocese of Metuchen

• Educator of the Year Award – St. Joseph School, Carteret – Metuchen Diocese 

• Johnson & Johnson Award for Excellence in Marketing

	Mutarelli, Peter
	PT 

Adj Asst Prof
	Ed.D. Fordham Urban Ed. 

1993
	1994
	1980 – Permanent NYS teacher Certification, Music K – 12

1988 – 
Permanent NYS S.A.S. Certification
1988 – Permanent NYS S.D.A Certification 
	Law

Management

740, 744
	2009 –- Present        Associate Head of School, Riverside Church Weekday School, NYC, NY

2007 – 2009…    Staff Development provider for Yonkers Public School Administrators

2005 — 2007  

1996 — Present  Music Director, St. Lucy's Church, Bronx, NY

1995 — 1996      Interim Principal, St. Catharine Academy, (HS) Bronx, NY

1990 — 1995    .Principal, Holy Rosary School, Bronx, NY

1994 — Present…  . Adjunct Professor, Graduate School of Education, Manhattan College, Riverdale, NY

1986 --- 1990              Principal, Christ the King School, Bronx, NY

1979 -- 1986     Music Director, Holy Rosary Church and School, Bronx, NY

1974  - 979                  Music Teacher, St. Lucy's School, Bronx, NY
	1995 — 1998     Adjunct Professor, Graduate Education, Fordham University, NY

2009. with Peter Mutarelli. How administrators infuse technology into their schools in Merriman and Nicoletti, Using technology in 21st century schools. Washington, DC: NCEA


	Savarese, Viriginia 
	Adj. Asst.Professor
2008
	Ed.D. 

St. Mary’s University of MN Leadership

2005
	2008
	SAS

SDA
	Assessment

738 (08F)
	• Present

Adjunct:

St. John’s University

• 1989---present:

Principal

St. Mary’s School

• 1989:

Teacher Grade 4

Our Lady Help of Christians

• 1985---1989: 

Partner & Co-Owner

Janya Associates

• 1977---1979:

Teacher Grade 7

Holy Name School

• 1972---1977:

Teacher Grades 5-8

Our Lady of Consolation
	• Kappa Delta Pi member since 1999

• CASSANYS 1990 to the present
• NCEA member 1989 to the present
• NYTALKS Microsoft Technology member 2003 to the present
• Association of Administrators and Supervisors member 2003 to the present
• International Forum of Educational Technology & Society member 2003 to the present
• Speaker’s Bureau on Technology-Archdiocese of New York 1999-Present

• Archdiocese of New York Education Technology Committee 2005-Present

• Mentoring students Teachers assigned to St. Mary’s from College of Staten Island 2000-Present

• Staten Island Catholic Schools Science Committee 2003-Present

• Women in History Borough Coordinator of Catholic Schools

• Staten Island Principal’s Council Member  1989-Present

• Values Committee Member –Archdiocese of New York 1999-Present  


Appendix D: Program Requirements

Admission Requirements 

Applicants for admission into a graduate program in the School of Education must hold a baccalaureate degree with an undergraduate grade point average of 3.00 on a 4.00 scale, and submit an application form, application fee, official transcript, one page handwritten Statement of Interest, letter of reference preferably from a professional colleague or professor.  (Graduate Catalog 2009-2011, p. 11) 

The Application for Admission is received and reviewed by the Office of Admissions, then sent to the Program Director for an acceptance decision then to the Dean of the School of Education for final approval. From the Dean’s Office, it is returned to the Office of Admission for to send the formal letter of acceptance and for entering the applicant into the computer system.

Beginning with the Fall 2005 Semester, the SBL Program received a No Child Left Behind (NCLB) grant that provided nonpublic school educators in the five boroughs of New York City with tuition free graduate courses in school leadership.  To make it possible for these educators to participate in the grant, consultation was held with the Dean of the School of Education, the Dean of Admissions staff, and the Registrar so that grant recipients could enroll in course work for one semester even though they did not complete the application process. Grant recipients were required to complete the application process within the first semester of classes. NCLB grant recipients who did not meet course and program requirements, including completion of the application process, during the one semester grace period were not permitted to enroll in any further course work.

Course Requirements and Standards

The SBL program offers two options toward certification: the Master of Science in Education (MSEd) degree in School Building Leadership (Hegis 0828) and the Professional Diploma (PD) in SBL. The PD is an advanced diploma program registered with the NYSED (Hegis 0828). Both degrees lead to certification in School Building Leadership and both are alike in core courses and internship.  They differ in that PD applicants must possess a master degree to be eligible for the PD program in SBL while the master degree applicants must possess at least a bachelor degree to be eligible for the MSEd. The master degree candidate must complete a major paper and two electives that PD candidates do not have to do. 
The six core courses are leadership, management, law, curriculum, assessment, and supervision. Each course requires 15-20 hours of course related leadership activities for a total of 100 hours of course related leadership activities. Embedded in the management course and the internship/seminar are the two-hour workshops in Child Abuse Recognition/Reporting, and in Violence Prevention legislation required by NYSED for certification. Participants must maintain an average of 3.0 or better and complete the six core courses before registering for the internship.

Internship eligibility.  The capstone course of the SBL Program is an internship of 400 hours of leadership activities, scheduled in 15 weeks of full-time or 30 weeks of part-time administrative experience under the direction of certified on site mentor. Requirements include, but need not be limited to, an internship portfolio, an internship project, video tape, logs, journals, and others as required. 

Prior to beginning the internship, participants attend two mandatory information seminars that introduce the requirements of the leadership experience: the internship activities and the documentation of the activities collated in the internship portfolio. When program participants have completed the 18 credits in the core courses and the accompanying 100 hours of course related leadership activities, and earned passing grades in all courses with a cumulative index of 3.0, they are permitted to register for the internship. 

Course Titles and Descriptions

Course titles and descriptions are available in the 2008 – 2009 Manhattan College Graduate Catalog available online at http://www.manhattan.edu/academics/graduate/Manhattan_College_Graduate_08-09.pdf. Printed copies are available in the Offices of the Director, the Registrar, Admissions, Graduate Education, and the Dean. Course syllabi for all courses are available for review. Each syllabus provides the course requirements, the course description from the catalog, student learning outcomes, and assessment of those outcomes along with assignments and grading procedures.  There is a common format for syllabi that includes NYS State content standards for the course. The template for core courses that include the NYS content standards are presented in Appendix F.
Core Course Descriptions: Graduate Catalog 2008-2009.

735. Educational Leadership, Decision-Making, and Change.
Leadership styles and decision-making models and their implications for the role of school leaders and supervisors as change agents and visionary leaders; exploration of what it means and what it takes to be a school leader; organizational patterns (line and staff) and group dynamics (formal and informal);

the school as a social (power) system; use of case studies, simulation and role play. Course related leadership activities required. Three credits

740. School Law for Administrators.

Legal issues concerned with the rights of students, parents, and professional personnel; negligence, equal opportunity, public and private schools court cases analyzed. Exploration of ethical behavior; application of statutes and regulations as required by law and implementation of school policies. Satisfies the requirement for Child Abuse Recognition and Reporting and S.A.V.E. legislation.

understanding and using standardized test results for continuously improving student learning. Course related leadership activities required. Three credits 

744. Contemporary Management Functions

in the School.

Management techniques providing administrative leadership in schools in planning, programming, budgeting; utilizing facilities management and materials; scheduling; financial management; legal issues related to contract, negligence, state law, commissioner’s regulations, and safe environment. Satisfies the requirement for S.A.V.E. legislation. Course related leadership activities required. Three credits

738. Evaluating School Effectiveness.

Models, current practices, strategies, and a variety of data sources for determining school, personnel and program effectiveness. Involving constituencies and staff in assessing school effectiveness and accountability for helping students meet state standards; examination of self-study and accrediting agency school evaluation processes; authentic, integrated assessment including portfolio assessment, 

745. Curriculum Development and Adaptation.

Principles, trends, and techniques of curriculum planning for early childhood through secondary schools; adaptation of curriculum to differentiate instruction and meet special needs including those of English language learners; the role of the teacher, supervisor and principal in meeting state curriculum standards and adapting curriculum for effective instructional delivery; study of curriculum issues related to instructional delivery and instructional leadership including technological enhancements. Emphasis on standards based teaching and learning that assists students to meet state standards, including those with special needs, and English language learners. Course related leadership activities required. Three credits

747. Supervision for the Improvement of Instruction.

Role of principal, supervisor, unit head, department chair in enhancing the learning process; review, analysis and critique of existing models of instruction and supervision; techniques for providing instructional leadership through laboratory process, simulation. Planning with college personnel to provide experiences for new teachers to enhance student learning. Course related leadership experience required. Three credits

748. Internship/Seminar I in School Building Leadership.

This seminar integrates all previous learning experiences of the school leader, uses a problem solving approach to consider issues affecting administrators in elementary and secondary schools in urban or suburban areas, focuses on the content areas required for NYS certification. Participants complete 15 hours of seminar and at least 200 hours of supervised field experience. Prerequisites: 18 credits plus 100 hours of course related field experiences in required strands taken at Manhattan College; permission of Program Director. Three credits.

889. Internship/Seminar II in School

Building Leadership. 

This course is a continuation of EDUG 748 Internship/Seminar I in School Building Leadership.  Participants complete 15 hours of seminar and at least 200 hours of supervised field experience so that the total Internship experience comprises a minimum of 400 hours of supervised field experience. Prerequisite: Internship/Seminar I in School Building Leadership; permission of the Program

Director. Three credits

Required for the Master Degree: 

713. Methods of Educational and

Psychological Research.

Critical evaluation of educational and psychological research. Design and implementation of a research project utilizing the scientific method and statistical interference. Examination of techniques and format of research writing. Students complete three sections of the required major paper. Topic must be related to the student’s specific program and approved by the course professor. If all five sections of the major paper are not completed in 713, Special Ed and School Leadership participants will enroll in the one credit course, EDUG 888 until course requirements are completed. EDUG 888 does not count toward graduation. Three credits

Electives:

760. Mentoring.

Theories, principles, concepts and practice related to direction and supervision of student teachers, new and experienced professionals for mentors and principals; principles of adult learning; collaboration and team planning for a productive educational environment; use of technology for monitoring and assessing student progress; application of diverse instructional strategies; interdisciplinary teaching; succession planning. Collaboration of elementary, middle/secondary school and college faculty for effective teaching and learning. Use of technology for meeting learning standards. Course related leadership experience required. Three credits

749. Computer Applications for School Administrators.

The application of basic computer functions to administrative tasks of planning, budgeting and communication; issues in computer managed and computer assisted instruction; computer hardware and software for school administration and management. Three credits

849. Advanced Computer Applications for School Administrators.

Computerizing school offices; the selection and evaluation of interactive computer software for professional development, supervision, and improvement of instruction; use of technology for data based decision making. Selection of software and hardware for networking, internal and external communication. Prerequisite: EDUG 749 or permission of Program Director. Three credits

845. Computer and Technology Utilization for Instructional Delivery.

Role of the supervising teacher, consultant, and/or school administrator in improving teaching/learning by survey of computer programs for curriculum enhancement. Strategies for staff development/collaboration to assess effectiveness of such programs. Use of state standards for curriculum planning and instruction. Field experience will include exploration of existing programs utilizing computers to improve instruction. Opportunity for hands-on experiences (lab) to investigate software and hardware. Course related leadership activities required. Prerequisites: EDUG 749, 745 or permission of Program Director. Three Credits

875. Foundations in Learning and Teaching with Technology.

The foundation course provides participants with background for integrating technology into education (societal issues, learning theories, planning and implementation); principles and strategies for using software, media tutors and tools (instructional and productivity software, multimedia and hypermedia); and integrating technology into specific teaching/learning discipline (language arts, science, math, social studies, art, music, physical ed, health, special education etc.) Designed for educational administrators, staff developers, counselors, general and special education teachers and professionals from other fields. Participants will learn to infuse the appropriate technologies into their own learning environment. Field experience required. Three credits

Program Standards and Requirements

Based on periodic reviews of transcripts, consultation with instructors, and in-person or online advisement, participants continue in the program if they complete each course and the accompanying course related field work with a grade point average of 3.0 or better.  It is possible that a participant may not meet the objectives of a course objective and receive a grade less than 3.0.  However, the participant may still earn a cumulative GPA of 3.0 or better.  Course assignments provide students with opportunities to give evidence of having acquired professional knowledge and skill. 

Graduation Requirements

As stated in the 2008-2009 catalog, to obtain a degree in School Building Leadership, participants must:

· Submit internship documentation and major paper requirements 
· File the Intent to Graduate form with the Program Director by the due date during the semester before graduation.

· File the Application to Graduate form with the Registrar in the final semester of course work.

· Give evidence of having met program standards through periodic performance reviews. 

· Earn the required number of credits for the program, successfully complete each course and demonstrate mastery of the professional knowledge, dispositions and skills for the specific degree and/or certification with a cumulative index of 3.0 or better.

· Complete the internship, including the seminars and assignments related to them, to integrate the theory, research, and practice developed throughout the program.

· Pay and clear all outstanding financial accounts including library and graduation fees owed the College.

New York State Certification Requirements

The Graduate Education Program in SBL has been approved by the New York State Department of Education to offer course work leading to Certification as a School Building Leader. To be eligible for certification, (2009-11 catalog, p.30) the candidate must:

· Complete the New York State approved program in the certification area with a cumulative index of 3.0.

· Complete the required internships and submit required documentation. 

· Complete the training in Child Abuse Recognition and Reporting and Safe Schools legislation 

· Successfully complete the appropriate sections of the New York State SBL Examination 

· Complete the application for certification on line through the State Web site, TEACH

· Be recommended by the Dean of the School of Education, the state certifying officer.

Prior to February 2009, certification was granted by transcript evaluation done by transcript auditors in the state education department.  Beginning in February 2009, those seeking certification as school building leaders are required to pass the NYS school leadership exam. 

Table D - 1 Alignment with State and National Standards

	TEAC Quality Principle I components

And SBL Claim
	NYS Standards for Programs Leading to Certification in School Building Leadership
	Program requirements that address Quality Principle I and NYS Leadership Standards

	
	
	Admission requirements
	Program Requirements
	NYSED Exams
	Field and Internship Requirements
	Exit Requirements

	Professional Knowledge

The SBL program at Manhattan College prepares school leaders who demonstrate knowledge of NYS content requirements that qualifies them for a leadership position in NYS 


	NYS Leadership Regulation 52.21 (c)(2) (iv)(d) 

http://www.highered.nysed.gov/tcert/part52-21.html
NYS Content Requirements: Programs shall require candidates to complete studies sufficient to demonstrate, upon program completion, the knowledge and skills necessary to perform the following:

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(1) curriculum development; 

(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology;

(3) classroom organization and practices;

(4) assessment;

(9) facilities development; 

(e) Effect any needed educational change through ethical decision-making based upon factual analysis, even in the face of opposition; 

(h) Develop staff capability for addressing student learning needs by effective supervision and evaluation of teachers, by effective staff assignments, support, and mentoring, and by providing staff with opportunities for continuous professional development;

(i) Create the conditions necessary to provide a safe, healthy, and supportive learning environment for all students and staff;

(j) Establish a school budget and manage school finances and facilities to support achievement of educational goals and objectives;

(k) Apply statutes and regulations as required by law, and implement school policies in accordance with law


	NYS: 52.21 (c)(2) (iv)(d) Programs shall require candidates to possess a permanent or professional certificate in the classroom teaching service or pupil personnel service, or to demonstrate the potential for instructional leadership based on prior experiences that are evaluated using criteria established by the program and uniformly applied. Programs shall inform applicants in writing prior to admission that the State Education Department requires for the initial certificate as a school building leader that the candidate shall have successfully completed three years of classroom teaching service and/or pupil personnel service experience in public or non-public schools N-12. 

In addition to the general admission requirements

for a Graduate Program in Education,

applicants for admission to the School Leadership Program must possess an initial or provisional or permanent or professional certificate

and three years experience in classroom teaching service or pupil personnel service, or

give appropriate and acceptable evidence of

potential for nstructional leadership based on prior experiences, have a recommendation from

an appropriate source, and demonstrate the

potential to become education leaders possessing the nine essential characteristics of effective leaders. Prior experiences, including experiences as a teacher, administrator, or pupil personnel services provider may include, but need not be limited to: recommendations of current supervisor(s), colleagues(s), parents and students; evidence of leadership, results of leadership efforts undertaken in the position held. A handwritten Statement of interest in the program and an interview with the Program Director is recommended prior to admission. 
Should New York State mandate a change in these requirements, New York State regulations will take precedence over this catalog. 
For the Master Degree Option:  baccalaureate degree with an undergraduate grade point average of 3.00 on a 4.00 scale; 

submit application form, application fee, official transcript, 

one page handwritten Statement of Interest, 

letter of reference preferably from a professional colleague or professor.  (Graduate Catalog 2009-2011, p. 11) 

For the advanced certificate option (Professional Diploma) master degree with a graduate grade point average of 3.00 on a 4.00 scale; 

submit application form, application fee, official transcript, 

one page handwritten Statement of Interest, 

letter of reference preferably from a professional colleague or professor.  (Graduate Catalog 2009-2011, p. 11) 


	Ordinarily, participants register for no more than

6 credits (2 three-credit courses) in the Fall or Spring semesters and no more than 9 credits (3 three-credit courses) for the May to August Summer sessions.
Leadership Strand: (1 course required)

EDUG 735, 760, 835, 837, 838

Management Strand: (2 courses required)

EDUG 740, 743, 744, 839, 841, 842, 846, 847, 870, 890

Curriculum Strand: (1 course required)

EDUG 745, 746, 757, 845, 868, 869, 875, 877

Supervision Strand: (2 courses required)

EDUG 737, 738, 747, 838, 848 

A co-requirement of these six courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities.

Required:

EDUG 748, 889

Course requirements can be found in the Graduate Catalog 2008-2009, pages 33-34.  
Participants must meet New York State requirements for a two hour workshop in Child Abuse 
Recognition and Reporting, and in School Violence Prevention and Intervention legislation from an approved provider or through graduate course work.
Course descriptions are found in the 2008-2009 catalog on pages 35-49 and elsewhere in this Brief


	All candidates for Certification as a School Building Leader (SBL,) School District Leader (SDL,) or School District Business Leader (SDBL) graduating from New York State approved preparation programs after February 1, 2009 are required to pass the appropriate New York State School Leadership Examination. All graduates of non New York State leadership programs, regardless of the date of application, are required to take and pass the appropriate school leadership examination. http://www.highered.nysed.gov/tcert/certificate/certexamsl.html
The New York State Teacher Certification Examinations™ (NYSTCE®) address New York Education Law and Commissioner’s Regulations, which require prospective New York State educators to pass designated tests as a requirement for receiving state certification.

The NYSTCE are criterion-referenced, objective-based tests designed to measure a candidate’s

knowledge and skills in relation to an established standard rather than in relation to the performance

of other candidates. The explicit purpose of these tests is to help identify for certification

those candidates who have demonstrated the appropriate level of knowledge and skills that are important for performing the responsibilities of an educator in New York State public schools.
Each of the School Leadership Assessments consists of two individually

administered tests called “Parts.” Each part consists of both multiple choice questions and written assignments.
http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NY_20102011_SLA_RegistrationBulletin.pdf
Multiple choice items measure specific content.

http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_PG_SBL_complete.pdf

	Course related leadership activites: A co-requirement of the six core courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities. This averages to 17 hours per course for:

Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)
The Leadership Experience

(Internship)

A prerequisite for the Leadership Experience is

acceptance by a school or district for an administrative

internship experience and sponsorship

by a certified administrator. The internship consists

of sustained administrative experience in

diverse settings planned collaboratively with

university and school or district personnel in

substantive, appropriate and approved administrative

and supervisory tasks. Requirements

include, but need not be limited to, an internship

portfolio, an internship project, video tape,

logs, journals, and others as required.

Ordinarily, the Leadership Experience is a 15

week full-time program or a 30 week part-time

program

Required courses:

EDUG 748, 889


	Complete all program requirements as listed in the catalog for the academic year of acceptance.

Complete course work with a n average GPA of at least 3.0 out of 4. 

Complete 400 hours of internship during one semester of full time or two semesters of part time leadership experience. 

 Pass required NY State Exams.

To be recommended for certification must have an overall GPA of 3.0 or better out of 4.0. 

	Decision Making Skill
	52.21 (c)(1) (ii)(a) 

http://www.highered.nysed.gov/tcert/part52-21.html
preparing candidates to be education leaders who understand child and adolescent development and learning and who focus on student achievement, including meeting State learning standards. Programs shall require candidates to complete studies sufficient to demonstrate, upon program completion, the knowledge and skills necessary to perform the following: 
(a) develop and implement an educational vision, or build and sustain an existing one, for assisting all students to meet State learning standards; 
(b) collaboratively identify goals and objectives for achieving the educational vision, seeking and valuing diverse perspectives and alternative points of view, and building understanding through direct and precise questioning; 
(c) communicate and work effectively with parents, staff, students, community leaders, and other community members from diverse backgrounds, providing clear, accurate written and spoken information that publicizes the school's goals, expectations, and performance results, and builds support for improving student achievement; 

	See admission requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above.
	Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	Written assignments include work products, case studies, managerial problem solving issues, educational program analysis issues. Responses account for 50% of each part of the test.

http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_PG_SBL_PartTwo_samplequestions.pdf
	A co-requirement of the six core courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities. This averages to 17 hours per course for:

Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	See program completion requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above.

	Caring Leadership
	(5) student support services, including the provision of services to students with disabilities; 
(6) professional support and development; 
(7) succession planning; 
(8) student, family, and community relations
	See admission requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above
	Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_TestDesign_Frameworks_100-101.pdf
understanding the significance of student diversity (e.g., cultural diversity,

language diversity, exceptionalities) for instruction and assessment and

strategies for providing instruction and assessment that are responsive to

students' diverse characteristics and needs

• utilizing methods for communicating to the school community, both directly and

indirectly, high standards and expectations for oneself, school staff, and students

• demonstrating knowledge of the role of standards and expectations for students

and teachers in promoting achievement of shared goals and fulfilling the

educational vision

• understanding strategies for clearly defining staff roles and responsibilities and

for encouraging a school culture that promotes excellence and supports informed

risk taking to achieve goals

	A co-requirement of the six core courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities. This averages to 17 hours per course for:

Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	See program completion requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above.

	Multicultural Perspective
	(c) communicate and work effectively with parents, staff, students, community leaders, and other community members from diverse backgrounds, providing clear, accurate written and spoken information that publicizes the school's goals, expectations, and performance results, and builds support for improving student achievement; (h) develop staff capability for addressing student learning needs by effective supervision and evaluation of teachers, by effective staff assignments, support, and mentoring, and by providing staff with opportunities for continuous professional development; 
(i) create the conditions necessary to provide a safe, healthy, and supportive learning environment for all students and staff; 
5) student support services, including the provision of services to students with disabilities;
	See admission requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above
	Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_TestDesign_Frameworks_100-101.pdf
understanding the educational implications of student differences (e.g., cultural

background, home language, disabilities, family characteristics, learning style)

• demonstrating knowledge of how to plan, organize, and supervise curriculum and

instruction to meet New York State learning standards, fulfill the educational

vision, facilitate interdisciplinary learning, and prepare students for life in a

multicultural society

• demonstrating knowledge of practices that support a positive school culture of

authentic learning and growth, sustain a culture of equity and diversity, and

provide a safe, caring environment for students

• demonstrating knowledge of classroom structures, schedules, and grouping

approaches that support teaching and learning goals
	A co-requirement of the six core courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities. This averages to 17 hours per course for:

Leadership (735)

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	See program completion requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above.

	Technology Skill
	(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology; 
(4) assessment; 
(j) establish a school budget and manage school finances and facilities to support achievement of educational goals and objectives
	See admission requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above
	Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_TestDesign_Frameworks_100-101.pdf
demonstrating knowledge of the uses of technology and other resources to support  learning and professional development throughout the organization
• demonstrating an understanding of effective time management procedures and

strategies, including the use of technology to enhance efficiency
	A co-requirement of the six core courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities. This averages to 17 hours per course for:

Law (740)

Management (744)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	See program completion requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above.

	Learning to Learn
	(l) maintain a personal plan for self-improvement and continuous learning. 


	See admission requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above
	Leadership (735)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_TestDesign_Frameworks_100-101.pdf identifying techniques for developing, maintaining, and modeling a personal plan

for self-improvement, accountability, and continuous learning and for using

listening, peer interactions, and reflection to foster ongoing learning
	A co-requirement of the six core courses is 100 hours of course related leadership activities. This averages to 17 hours per course for:

Leadership (735)

Curriculum (745)

Assessment (738)

Supervision (747)

	See program completion requirements detailed with Professional  Knowledge above.


	Appendix E Evidence

	Type of Evidence
	Available
	Not Available

	
	In the Brief

Reasons for including results in the Brief

Location in Brief: 
	Not in the Brief

Reasons for not including
	For future use

Reasons for including in future Briefs
	Not for future use

Reasons for not including 

	a. Grades

	1. Student grades and grade point averages
	Means, standard deviations, correlations, and differences of GPAS for all SBL graduates from AY 2007 to AY 2009 are in the brief. Grades can indicate students’ professional knowledge, skill, and application of that knowledge. A minimal grade point average is required for progress in course. 

Found in Tables 3-2, 4-1 4-2 4-3,3
	
	
	

	b. Standardized tests (entrance, exit, license – graduates; students of graduates)

	2. Student scores on standardized license or board examinations
	As of Spring 2009, students are required to complete a School Building Leadership Exam. Standardized test scores provide an external measure of program effectiveness.

Location in the Brief: Table 4-4, 4-8
	
	.
	

	Student scores on admission tests of subject matter knowledge for graduate study
	
	Not required for admission
	
	These tests are not required of applicants for admission to graduate study at Manhattan College. Not used for evidence.

	Standardized scores and gains of the program graduates’ own pupils
	
	These scores are not requested
	
	These scores are not required of program participants in graduate study at Manhattan College. Not used for evidence.

	c. Surveys of students

	3. A survey of graduates (professional)
	
	A survey is sent through the Dean of Education Office after graduations. This survey is also sent to graduate students on the list. Responses are voluntary and there is no follow-up to acquire missing forms. 
	A survey was prepared for this Brief. The survey will be done through the SBL program. Follow-up will take place by the SBL faculty in the hope of increasing response and

making the survey results useful for program improvement


	

	Caring Survey
	Sent to graduates in preparation of this Brief. 

Location in the Brief: 

Fig. F-4
	
	
	

	Multiculatural Survey
	Sent to graduates in preparation of this Brief Location in the Brief:

Fig. F-6
	
	
	

	d. Ratings

	Ratings of internship activities: 

4. Decision Making

5. Caring

6. Multicultural perspective

7. Technology

8. Learning to learn 
	Onsite mentor evaluation of intern activities

The onsite mentor evaluates intern performance and knowledge using the intern evaluation form.  The report of an external observer contributes to the understanding of participant progress.

Found in Tables  4-5, 4-6, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 4-13, 4-16, 4-17, 4-19, 4-20 and Figures F-2, F-3, F-5, F-9, F-10
	
	
	

	Third party rating of program’s students
	In the form of mentor assessment of intern’s performance during the  internship (See above)
	
	
	

	Ratings, by supervising mentor and college/university supervisors, of interns’ work samples
	
	
	Plans are to seek a method to  derive interrater reliability of internship ratings 
	

	e. Basis for rates 

	Rates of completion of courses and programs
	
	This data is not collected.
	This data is not systematically collected. Information will be requested from Registrar.
	

	Graduates’ career retention rates
	
	This data is not collected.
	This information will be requested on future surveys of graduates.
	

	Graduates’ job placement rates
	
	No systematic effort has been made to do this.
	Efforts will be made to gather this important but missing component.
	

	Rates of graduates’ professional advanced study
	
	Not requested
	
	Not used

	9. Rates of graduates’ leadership roles
	
	Not requested
	Efforts will be made to gather this missing component..
	

	Rates of graduates’ professional service activities.
	
	Not requested.
	
	Not used

	e. Basis for rates: hiring/promotion, certification, graduate study, professional awards, publications, etc.

	Evaluations of graduates by their own pupils.
	
	This information has not been requested of graduates. 
	
	It is not used for evidence.

	10. Alumni self-assessment of their accomplishments
	
	Not requested
	Efforts will be made to gather this information through an alumni event or survey
	

	Third-party professional recognition of graduates (e.g., NBPTS)
	
	Has not been requested.
	
	Not used as evidence.

	Employers’ evaluations of the program’s graduates
	
	Via intern evaluation form. Not formally requested of graduates or their employers. 
	
	Not used for assessment.

	Graduates’ authoring of textbooks, curriculum materials, etc.
	
	Not requested
	
	Not used as evidence

	Case studies of graduates’ learning and accomplishments
	
	Not requested
	
	Not used as evidence.
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Claim 1 Professional Knowledge
Grades, Overall GPA, NYS Leadership Test
Table F - 1   Means for grades, overall GPA, NYS leadership test
	Course

N = 41
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Program Standard

	1. Leadership
	3.33
	4.0
	3.83
	0.23
	3.0

	2. Law
	3.33
	4.0
	3.75
	0.22
	3.0

	3. Management
	3.67
	4.0
	3.63
	0.30
	3.0

	4. Curriculum
	3.0
	4.0
	3.77
	0.14
	3.0

	5. Assessment
	2.33
	4.0
	3.71
	0.18
	3.0

	6. Supervision
	3.33
	4.0
	3.79
	0.08
	3.0

	7. Internship
	4.0
	4.0
	4.00
	0
	3.0

	8. Overall GPA
	3.0
	4.0
	3.73
	0.13
	3.0

	9. NYS standardized test Professional Knowledge
	196
	273
	236.45
	19.14
	220

	10. NYS standardized test: Decision Making
	150
	300
	225.24
	35.73
	


Claim 2 Decision-Making
Original Intern Evaluation Form 
Figure F - 1  Original Intern Evaluation Form
MANHATTAN COLLEGE
RIVERDALE, N.Y. 10471

INTERN NAME:                                                             Date of 3 Way Conference 




Day Ph:  (
)




 Eve Ph (
)





Proposed semesters of Internship: 










INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARING THE INTERN EVALUATION

Before the third visit:
1. Make copies of this document for yourself and your sponsor

2. Discuss this document with your sponsor to decide how the internship activities will be evaluated

3. Provide the required information in the spaces provided

4. Make the appointment with the College Supervisor for third visit

At the third visit, you will 

Present this document (with your sponsor) to the College Supervisor.

Submit the signed completed document to the College Supervisor

Be sure you have copies for yourself; this document will not be returned to you.

Completing the Program Proposal Form

The applicant should insert the actual time spent and designate the specific college semester(s) for each of the experiences during the program. Attach a separate sheet for any activities completed not in this list and done elsewhere as discussed at the first three-way conference.

Instructions to the Evaluator. Indicate your perception of the level of the intern’s achievement of the internship objectives as reflected in the demonstration of knowledge and/or performance competencies while participating in the experiences itemized in the program.

Competence levels of achievement by the intern are to be recorded by circling the

appropriate number for each experience. The numbers (1 to 4) are defined as follows:

1. Excellent

2. Above average

3. Adequate

4. Unsatisfactory

Type of involvement is to be recorded by circling one or more of the following letters (A to E) to best characterize the intern’s involvement with each experience. Be sure the type of involvement matches the type of experience proposed on the pink form.

A. An acquisition of substantial knowledge
B. An acquisition of some knowledge
C. An assumption of a considerable independent, administrative, or supervisory responsibility

D. An assumption of limited independent, administrative, or supervisory responsibility

E. Primarily an observation experience, without active participation
MANHATTAN COLLEGE

RIVERDALE, N.Y. 10471

INTERN EVALUATION FORM

IMPORTANT: Refer to the Instructions on page 1 before completing this form.

PART I  - EXPERIENCES PROPOSED FOR A SCHOOL BASED INTERNSHIP
Upon completion of the proposed internship, the intern shall be able to demonstrate an appropriate level of knowledge, and /or performance-competencies from his participation in a variety of administrative and/or supervisory experiences, as indicated herein. (The level of these competencies shall be that which is judged appropriate for the type and duration of the intern’s involvement with the experiences.)

	Program Experiences
	Knowledge
	Responsibility
	Hours Completed (submitted by the intern)
	Competence Level

	01. Curriculum development and evaluation on the school or district level
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	02. Supervision of classroom instruction
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	03.Supervision of special programs, relating to pupils with learning disabilities
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	04.Scheduling of teachers’ classroom assignments
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	05.Scheduling of teachers’ non-teaching duties
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	06.Supervision of teachers’ non-teaching assignments: 
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	06a. Cafeteria
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	06b. Outside play areas
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	06c. Corridor and other security duties
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	06d. Study halls and student lounge areas
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	07. Participation in the process of selecting among candidates for staff positions
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	08. Participation in the development and implementation of an in-service training program for professional & supportive staff
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	09. Orientation of new staff members
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	10. Preparation and presentation of a report at a faculty meeting on a pertinent topic and leading a discussion on it
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	11. Presentation of reports or leading discussions at departmental or cluster-group meetings
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	12.Familiarization with the details of employee contracts of teachers, administrators and non-professional employees, and of all of the current year’s grievances and their dispositions.
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	13. Scheduling of student programs
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. Supervision of student attendance and other records
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. Handling of student discipline cases, including follow-up with parents and involved teachers 
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. Administration of state-wide or district-wide testing programs
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17. Coordination of the school’s overall extracurricular program and other student after school activities
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	18. Student transportation program supervision (school-to-home and special trips)
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	19. Planning and supervising student assembly programs
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	20. Preparation of budget data and controlling budgetary expenditures
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	21. Processing of requisitions for materials and services
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	22. Checking in, storing, inventorying and distributing of books and supplies
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	23. Planning and supervising beginning-of-year, opening of school routines
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	24. Planning and supervising end-of-year, closing of school routines, including graduation exercises
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	25. Participation in building inspections for safety, security cleanliness and maintenance
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	26. Scheduling and follow-up of after-school use of facilities
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	27. Processing of staff attendance and payroll data
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	28. Supervision of office clerical routines and procedures (duplicating, mail, telephone, filing system, etc
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	29. Participating in principal’s or superintendent’s cabinet and other planning meetings
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	30. Preparation of reports for the State or the district’s central office
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	31. Preparation of an analysis of the proceedings of district board meetings in terms of their implications to the administrator of a school in the district
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	32. Presentation of a report and/or leading a discussion at a Parents’ Assoc. or other meeting of community people
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	33. Preparation of material on a pertinent topic to be sent to parents or community groups
	1    2
	3   4   5
	
	1
	2
	3
	4


Total Logged Hours _______
FORM FOR THE [mentor] EVALUATION OF THE INTERN’S ACHIEVEMENTS (CONT’D.)

	Competence Level

	Of Achievement

	(Circle one)


EVALUATION SUMMARY

34. Overall assessment of knowledge acquired by the intern of

administrative and supervisory procedures, to the extent

specified in the intern’s approved program

4    3    2    1
35. Overall assessment of demonstrated performance by the

intern of administrative and supervisory tasks, to the

extent specified in his approved program

4    3    2    1
Narrative Explanation of Evaluation Summary:

Intern’s signature                                                                                     Date                                      

Principal’s signature                                                                                Date                                      

Other Administrator’s signature                                                              Date                                      
(title)

Figure F - 2  Revised Intern Evaluation Form: Decision-making Subsection

The Intern Evaluation form was revised to include rubrics to match those of NYS and NYC. All the evaluative requirements of the original were maintained. Changes were made in how the information is presented, and, to be more intuitive for the evaluator, the ratings were changed to a high of 4 and a low of 1. Scores on the original evaluation form used to assess graduates were entered into the new form to derive subscores. The revised form is in use during the current semester (Spring 2011).
	Strategic Decision Makers

1.  make decisions fairly and collaboratively

2. are informed by the relevant research and evidence 

3. formulate strategy to achieve the school’s goals 

4. articulate and communicate an educational vision consistent with the school’s mission

For each internship activity

4

Highly Effective
3

Effective
2

Developing
1

Needs Improvement
Possessed or acquired substantial knowledge; applied knowledge to competent performance with considerable independent administrative or supervisory responsibility needing little or no external direction

Possessed or acquired substantial knowledge; applied knowledge to performance with some independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or with limited external direction

Possessed or acquired general  knowledge; applied knowledge to perform with limited independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or needed external direction

Possessed or acquired little or no knowledge; participated as an observer without active participation or had no opportunity to participate 



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TEAC
	NYS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	01. Curriculum development and evaluation on the school or district level
	3
	(d)(1)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	04.Scheduling of teachers’ classroom assignments
	1
	(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	05.Scheduling of teachers’ non-teaching duties
	1
	(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	06.Supervision of teachers’ non-teaching assignments: 
	1
	(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	07. Participation in the process of selecting among candidates for staff positions
	3
	(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	09. Orientation of new staff members
	4
	(d)(6)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Coordination of the school’s overall extracurricular program and other student after school activities
	3
	(i)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	19. Planning and supervising student assembly programs
	3
	(i)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23. Planning and supervising beginning-of-year, opening of school routines
	3
	(i)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. Planning and supervising end-of-year, closing of school routines, including graduation exercises
	3
	(i)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. Participating in principal’s or superintendent’s cabinet and other planning meetings
	3
	( c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	32. Presentation of a report and/or leading a discussion at a Parents’ Assoc. or other meeting of community people
	4
	( c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	33. Preparation of material on a pertinent topic to be sent to parents or community groups
	4
	( c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	35. Mentor’s Overall assessment of demonstrated performance by the intern of administrative and supervisory tasks
	
	
	
	
	4          
	3
	2
	1


NYS School Leader Standardized Test

A description of the test, samples, and scoring rubrics are presented in detail at the NYSTCE website: 

· http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/NY_SLA_Registration.asp
· http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NY_20102011_SLA_RegistrationBulletin.pdf
· http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/PDFs/NYELA_TestDesign_Frameworks_100-101.pdf
· http://www.nystce.nesinc.com/NY_flds100-101_PG_opener.asp
Claim 3 Caring Leadership
Figure F - 3  Revised Intern Evaluation Form: Caring Subsection
	Caring leadership skills

Caring leaders address the staff’s and student’s professional and educational needs competently and in a caring manner

For each internship activity

4

Highly Effective
3

Effective 
2

Developing
1

Needs Improvement
Possessed or acquired substantial knowledge; applied knowledge to address educational needs competently with considerable independent administrative or supervisory responsibility requiring little or no external.

Possessed or acquired knowledge; applied knowledge to address educational needs with some independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or with limited external direction 

Possessed or acquired general knowledge; applied knowledge to address educational needs with limited independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or required external  direction 
Acquired little or no knowledge; participated as an observer without active participation; or had no opportunity to participate 



	 
	TEAC
	NYS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Preparation and presentation of a report at a faculty meeting on a pertinent topic and leading a discussion on it
	1
	( c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	11. Presentation of reports or leading discussions at departmental or cluster-group meetings
	1
	( c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	13. Scheduling of student programs
	1
	(i)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	15. Handling of student discipline cases, including follow-up with parents and involved teachers 
	1
	( c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	18. Student transportation program supervision (school-to-home and special trips)
	1
	(k)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. Processing of requisitions for materials and services
	1
	(j)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	22. Checking in, storing, inventorying and distributing of books and supplies
	2
	(j)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	26. Scheduling and follow-up of after-school use of facilities
	2
	(i)(f)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1


Caring Survey

Figure F - 4  Caring Survey

I show genuine care for each student. 
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I reach as many diverse students as possible. 
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I call my students by name. 
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I welcome and value student input. 

[image: image17.wmf]Rarely

[image: image18.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image19.wmf]Frequently

[image: image20.wmf]Always

[image: image21.wmf]N/A

I express high expectations for each student. 

[image: image22.wmf]Rarely

[image: image23.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image24.wmf]Frequently

[image: image25.wmf]Always

[image: image26.wmf]N/A

I am empowering and supportive. 

[image: image27.wmf]Rarely

[image: image28.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image29.wmf]Frequently

[image: image30.wmf]Always

[image: image31.wmf]N/A

I encourage students to support one another. 

[image: image32.wmf]Rarely

[image: image33.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image34.wmf]Frequently

[image: image35.wmf]Always

[image: image36.wmf]N/A

I take time to help students individually. 

[image: image37.wmf]Rarely

[image: image38.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image39.wmf]Frequently

[image: image40.wmf]Always

[image: image41.wmf]N/A

I encourage students to make mistakes and learn from them. 

[image: image42.wmf]Rarely

[image: image43.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image44.wmf]Frequently

[image: image45.wmf]Always

[image: image46.wmf]N/A

I do not allow students to tease each other for wrong answers. 

[image: image47.wmf]Rarely

[image: image48.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image49.wmf]Frequently

[image: image50.wmf]Always

[image: image51.wmf]N/A

I create an environment where students can openly and safely talk about experiences of stereotypes, bias, and institutional racism. 

[image: image52.wmf]Rarely

[image: image53.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image54.wmf]Frequently

[image: image55.wmf]Always

[image: image56.wmf]N/A

I make students feel their opinions are valued. 

[image: image57.wmf]Rarely

[image: image58.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image59.wmf]Frequently

[image: image60.wmf]Always

[image: image61.wmf]N/A

I openly commend students' genuine efforts and excellent work. 

[image: image62.wmf]Rarely

[image: image63.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image64.wmf]Frequently

[image: image65.wmf]Always

[image: image66.wmf]N/A

I make positive comments to students, encouraging their efforts. 

[image: image67.wmf]Rarely

[image: image68.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image69.wmf]Frequently

[image: image70.wmf]Always

[image: image71.wmf]N/A

I encourage and listen to student feedback, even when I disagree. 

[image: image72.wmf]Rarely

[image: image73.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image74.wmf]Frequently

[image: image75.wmf]Always

[image: image76.wmf]N/A

I have clear, consistent and equal consequences or treatment for behaviors. 

[image: image77.wmf]Rarely

[image: image78.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image79.wmf]Frequently

[image: image80.wmf]Always

[image: image81.wmf]N/A

Students are respectful to each other and me. 

[image: image82.wmf]Rarely

[image: image83.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image84.wmf]Frequently

[image: image85.wmf]Always

[image: image86.wmf]N/A

I use culturally appropriate language and encourage students to do so as well. 

[image: image87.wmf]Rarely

[image: image88.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image89.wmf]Frequently

[image: image90.wmf]Always

[image: image91.wmf]N/A

Students pursue their own learning and understanding of the topic because I make it relevant to them. 

[image: image92.wmf]Rarely

[image: image93.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image94.wmf]Frequently

[image: image95.wmf]Always

[image: image96.wmf]N/A

I encourage students to ask meaningful questions. 

[image: image97.wmf]Rarely

[image: image98.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image99.wmf]Frequently

[image: image100.wmf]Always

[image: image101.wmf]N/A

Students seem to enjoy learning. 

[image: image102.wmf]Rarely

[image: image103.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image104.wmf]Frequently

[image: image105.wmf]Always

[image: image106.wmf]N/A

I make activities for learning motivating and intellectually engaging. 

[image: image107.wmf]Rarely

[image: image108.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image109.wmf]Frequently

[image: image110.wmf]Always

[image: image111.wmf]N/A

I make sure students can relate their own experience or ideas to the lesson. 

[image: image112.wmf]Rarely

[image: image113.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image114.wmf]Frequently

[image: image115.wmf]Always

[image: image116.wmf]N/A

I provide choices for students in learning topics and styles. 

[image: image117.wmf]Rarely

[image: image118.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image119.wmf]Frequently

[image: image120.wmf]Always

[image: image121.wmf]N/A

I display diverse cultural materials, photos, words, art (etc) that represent cultural diversity. 

[image: image122.wmf]Rarely

[image: image123.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image124.wmf]Frequently

[image: image125.wmf]Always

[image: image126.wmf]N/A

I use culturally relevant resources and strategies to make learning relevant to diverse students. 

[image: image127.wmf]Rarely

[image: image128.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image129.wmf]Frequently

[image: image130.wmf]Always

[image: image131.wmf]N/A

I encourage students to give input on my instruction. 

[image: image132.wmf]Rarely

[image: image133.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image134.wmf]Frequently

[image: image135.wmf]Always

[image: image136.wmf]N/A

I plan activities that are thinking centered and engaging. 

[image: image137.wmf]Rarely

[image: image138.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image139.wmf]Frequently

[image: image140.wmf]Always

[image: image141.wmf]N/A

I make sure that students understand what they are doing and what they are learning. 

[image: image142.wmf]Rarely

[image: image143.wmf]Sometimes

[image: image144.wmf]Frequently

[image: image145.wmf]Always

[image: image146.wmf]N/A

Cross cutting Themes
Multicultural Perspectives and Understanding
Figure F - 5  Intern Evaluation form: Multicultural Subsection

Multicultural perspectives and understanding
candidates for the degree (or certificate program) understand the implications of gender, race, individual differences, social class, and ethnic and cultural perspectives for educational practice.

	Internship activity
	4

Highly Effective
	3

Effective
	2

Developing
	1

Needs Improvement

	
	Possessed or acquired substantial knowledge of diverse needs; applied knowledge appropriately, sensitively, and competently with considerable independent administrative or supervisory responsibility or with little or no external supervision
	Possessed or acquired substantial knowledge of diverse needs; applied knowledge appropriately, sensitivity, and competently with some independent administrative or supervisory responsibility or with some external supervision
	Acquired general  knowledge; applied knowledge with sensitivity and competence  independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or required direction
	Acquired little or no   knowledge; participated as an observer without active participation or had no opportunity to participate

	
	TEAC
	NYS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	03.Supervision of special programs, relating to pupils with learning disabilities
	1
	(iv)(d5)(k)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07. Participation in the process of selecting among candidates for staff positions
	1
	
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	08. Participation in the development and implementation of an in-service training program for professional & supportive staff
	1
	(iv)(d6)(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	09. Orientation of new staff members
	1
	(iv)(d6)(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	11. Presentation of reports or leading discussions at departmental or cluster-group meetings
	1
	(iv)(b)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	13. Scheduling of student programs
	2
	(iv)(d6)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	33. Preparation of material on a pertinent topic to be sent to parents or community groups
	1
	(iv)(c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	15. Handling of student discipline cases, including follow-up with parents and involved teachers 
	2
	(iv)(b)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	32. Presentation of a report and/or leading a discussion at a Parents’ Assoc. or other meeting of community people
	2
	(iv)(c)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1


Multicultural Survey

Figure F - 6  Multicultural Survey

Multicultural Efficacy Scale

Respond to each statement by choosing one answer that best describes your reaction to it. Since we are simply trying to get an accurate sense of your opinions on these matters, there are no right or wrong answers. 

Teachers should adapt lesson plans to reflect the different cultures represented in the classroom. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image147.wmf]
	[image: image148.wmf]
	[image: image149.wmf]
	[image: image150.wmf]
	[image: image151.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


Teachers should provide opportunities for children to share cultural differences in foods, dress, family life, and beliefs. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image152.wmf]
	[image: image153.wmf]
	[image: image154.wmf]
	[image: image155.wmf]
	[image: image156.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


Discussing ethnic traditions and beliefs in school leads to disunity and arguments between students from different cultures. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image157.wmf]
	[image: image158.wmf]
	[image: image159.wmf]
	[image: image160.wmf]
	[image: image161.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


Children should be taught mostly by teachers of their own ethnic and cultural background. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image162.wmf]
	[image: image163.wmf]
	[image: image164.wmf]
	[image: image165.wmf]
	[image: image166.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


It is essential to include the perspectives of diverse groups while teaching things about American history that are common to all Americans. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image167.wmf]
	[image: image168.wmf]
	[image: image169.wmf]
	[image: image170.wmf]
	[image: image171.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


Curricula and textbooks should include the contributions of most, if not all, cultural groups in our Society. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image172.wmf]
	[image: image173.wmf]
	[image: image174.wmf]
	[image: image175.wmf]
	[image: image176.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


The classroom library should reflect the racial and cultural differences in the class. 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Strongly Agree
	[image: image177.wmf]
	[image: image178.wmf]
	[image: image179.wmf]
	[image: image180.wmf]
	[image: image181.wmf]
	Strongly Disagree


Part 2

To the best of your knowledge, self-asses your own ability to do the various items listed below. Many of the items refer to you as a teacher. Please consider the teaching you will be undertaking now or in the future as a Leader in Early Childhood Education. Your audience then might be college students, practicing teachers, etc. Please indicate this reference point below. 1- I do not believe I could do this very well 2- I could possibly do this if I had to, but it would be difficult for me. 3- I believe that I could do this reasonably well, if I had time to prepare. 4- I am quite confident that this would be easy for me to do.

I can provide instructional activities to help students to develop strategies for dealing with racial confrontations. 

· [image: image182.wmf]1 

· [image: image183.wmf]2

· [image: image184.wmf]3

· [image: image185.wmf]4

I can adapt instructional methods to meet the needs of learners from diverse groups. 

· [image: image186.wmf]1

· [image: image187.wmf]2

· [image: image188.wmf]3

· [image: image189.wmf]4

I can develop materials appropriate for the multicultural classroom. 

· [image: image190.wmf]1

· [image: image191.wmf]2

· [image: image192.wmf]3

· [image: image193.wmf]4

I can develop instructional methods that dispel myths about diverse groups. 

· [image: image194.wmf]1

· [image: image195.wmf]2

· [image: image196.wmf]3

· [image: image197.wmf]4

I can analyze instructional materials for potential stereotypical and/or prejudicial content. 

· [image: image198.wmf]1

· [image: image199.wmf]2

· [image: image200.wmf]3

· [image: image201.wmf]4

I can help students to examine their own prejudices. 

· [image: image202.wmf]1

· [image: image203.wmf]2

· [image: image204.wmf]3

· [image: image205.wmf]4

I can present diverse groups in our society in a manner that will build mutual respect. 

· [image: image206.wmf]1

· [image: image207.wmf]2

· [image: image208.wmf]3

· [image: image209.wmf]4

I can develop activities that increase the self-confidence of diverse students. 

· [image: image210.wmf]1

· [image: image211.wmf]2

· [image: image212.wmf]3

· [image: image213.wmf]4

I can provide instruction showing how prejudice affects individuals. 

· [image: image214.wmf]1

· [image: image215.wmf]2

· [image: image216.wmf]3

· [image: image217.wmf]4

I can plan instructional activities to reduce prejudice toward diverse groups. 

· [image: image218.wmf]1

· [image: image219.wmf]2

· [image: image220.wmf]3

· [image: image221.wmf]4

I can identify cultural biases in commercial materials used in teaching. 

· [image: image222.wmf]1

· [image: image223.wmf]2

· [image: image224.wmf]3

· [image: image225.wmf]4

I can help students work through problem situations caused by stereotypical and/or prejudicial attitudes. 

· [image: image226.wmf]1

· [image: image227.wmf]2

· [image: image228.wmf]3

· [image: image229.wmf]4

I can get students from diverse groups to work together. 

· [image: image230.wmf]1

· [image: image231.wmf]2

· [image: image232.wmf]3

· [image: image233.wmf]4

I can identify school practices that may harm diverse students. 

· [image: image234.wmf]1

· [image: image235.wmf]2

· [image: image236.wmf]3

· [image: image237.wmf]4

I can identify solutions to problems that may arise as a result of diversity. 

· [image: image238.wmf]1

· [image: image239.wmf]2

· [image: image240.wmf]3

· [image: image241.wmf]4

I can identify the societal forces that influence opportunities for diverse people. 

· [image: image242.wmf]1

· [image: image243.wmf]2

· [image: image244.wmf]3

· [image: image245.wmf]4

I can identify ways in which various groups contribute to our pluralistic society. 

· [image: image246.wmf]1

· [image: image247.wmf]2

· [image: image248.wmf]3

· [image: image249.wmf]4

I can help students take on the perspective of ethnic and cultural groups different from their own. 

· [image: image250.wmf]1

· [image: image251.wmf]2

· [image: image252.wmf]3

· [image: image253.wmf]4

I can help students view history and current events from diverse perspectives. 

· [image: image254.wmf]1

· [image: image255.wmf]2

· [image: image256.wmf]3

· [image: image257.wmf]4

I can involve students in making decisions and clarifying their values regarding multicultural issues. 

· [image: image258.wmf]1

· [image: image259.wmf]2

· [image: image260.wmf]3

· [image: image261.wmf]4

Assessment of Technology Skill
Figure F - 7  Original Assessment of Technology Skill: 

DIRECT ASSESSMENT OF COMPETENCY IN TECHNOLOGY TO CONDUCT RESEARCH, ENHANCE INSTRUCTION, AND IMPROVE STUDENT LEARNING (created by college Assessment Coordinator)
COURSE_______________SECTION______INSTRUCTOR________________ STUDENT__________________DATE________

Based on our assessment plan, your course(s) includes a research or technology component or both. At the end of the semester, please complete this rubric for EACH student in the course specified on the assessment plan. In doing so, you are assessing to what degree each student shows mastery of basic software applications, use of discipline-specific databases, incorporating research into their written reports, and use of instructional technology.

Please use a scale of 1-5 (1=Exemplary; 2=Accomplished; 3=Satisfactory; 4=Needs Improvement; 5=Unsatisfactory; NA =Not applicable to the course requirements).Submit your completed rubrics to Judith Slisz by December 11, 2009. 

	THE STUDENT IS ABLE TO:
	Assessment (1-5) or N/A if not required in your course.

	Use word processing (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology)
	

	Use PowerPoint (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology)
	

	Use Internet search to retrieve information (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology and Learning to Learn)
	

	Use discipline-specific electronic databases  (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology and Learning to Learn)
	

	Evaluate above sources for accuracy, authority, point of view or bias  (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology and Learning to Learn)
	

	Organize and integrate information from above sources  (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology and Learning to Learn)
	

	Use an appropriate style of documentation consistently (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology)
	

	Use of instructional technology in lesson plans (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology)
	

	Identify websites useful for students and websites useful for teachers  (TEAC cross cutting theme: Technology)
	


Note: Original created by Director of Assessment (emailed 4-29-08). This form was redesigned into the Excel® form below for faculty assessment

Figure F - 8  Faculty survey of graduates’ technology skill (adapted from original)
	technology use survey                                                          If you have had any of the students below in your courses, would you please rate their use of technology in the 7 categories listed to the right?
	5 Outstanding  4 Very Good          3 Satisfactory         2  Needs Improvement         1 Unsatisfactory  NA never had in class or had no occasion to use
	Use word processing
	Use Internet search to retrieve information
	Use email
	Use discipline specific electronic databases
	Use an appropriate style of documentation consistently
	Evaluate internet sources for accuracy, authority, point of view or bias
	Organize and integrate information from those source
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 Figure F - 9  Revised Intern Evaluation form: Technology Subsection
Technology
Interns with technology skill

1. understand the technological dimensions of administrative activities 

2. use computer programs appropriately in implementing school-wide assessments

	internship activity
	4

Highly Effective
	3

Effective
	2

Developing
	1

Needs Improvement

	
	Possessed or acquired substantial technology knowledge; used appropriate computer software to perform competently with considerable independent administrative or supervisory responsibility
	Possessed or acquired substantial technology knowledge; used appropriate computer software to perform with some independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or with limited external direction
	Possessed or acquired general technology knowledge; used computer software but performed with  limited independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or required direction
	Acquired little or no technical knowledge; participated as an observer without active participation or had no opportunity to participate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TEAC
	NYS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	27. Processing of staff attendance and payroll data
	1
	(iv)(j)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	28. Supervision of office clerical routines and procedures (duplicating, mail, telephone, filing system, etc
	1
	(iv)(h)(i)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	30. Preparation of reports for the State or the district’s central office
	2
	(iv)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	31. Preparation of an analysis of the proceedings of district board meetings in terms of their implications to the administrator of a school in the district
	1
	(iv)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	11. Presentation of reports or leading discussions at departmental or cluster-group meetings
	1
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	22. Checking in, storing, inventorying and distributing of books and supplies
	1
	(iv)(h)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	26. Scheduling and follow-up of after-school use of facilities
	1
	(iv)(d5)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	33. Preparation of material on a pertinent topic to be sent to parents or community groups
	2
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	32. Presentation of a report and/or leading a discussion at a Parents’ Assoc. or other meeting of community people
	2
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1


Learning to Learn 
 Figure F - 10 Revised Intern Evaluation form: Learning to Learn Subsection

Learning how to learn
Interns learn how to learn

1. important information on their own 

2. to transfer what they have learned to new contexts 

3. the dispositions and skills needed for lifelong learning 

	internship activity
	4

Highly Effective
	3

Effective
	2

Developing
	1

Needs Improvement

	
	Possessed or acquired substantial technology knowledge; used appropriate computer software to perform competently with considerable independent administrative or supervisory responsibility
	Possessed or acquired substantial technology knowledge; used appropriate computer software to perform with some independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or with limited external direction
	Possessed or acquired general technology knowledge; used computer software but performed with  limited independent, administrative or supervisory responsibility or required direction
	Acquired little or no technical knowledge; participated as an observer without active participation or had no opportunity to participate


	
	TEAC
	NYS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Preparation and presentation of a report at a faculty meeting on a pertinent topic and leading a discussion on it
	2
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	12.Familiarization with the details of employee contracts of teachers, administrators and non-professional employees, and of all of the current year’s grievances and their dispositions.
	1
	(iv)(k)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	29. Participating in principal’s or superintendent’s cabinet and other planning meetings
	1
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	31. Preparation of an analysis of the proceedings of district board meetings in terms of their implications to the administrator of a school in the district
	
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	32. Presentation of a report and/or leading a discussion at a Parents’ Assoc. or other meeting of community people
	2
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	33. Preparation of material on a pertinent topic to be sent to parents or community groups
	1
	(iv)(c)(d)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1

	15. Handling of student discipline cases, including follow-up with parents and involved teachers 
	1
	(iv)(8)
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1


Learning to Learn: Personal Learning Plan
Figure F - 11 Personal Learning Plan and Rubric
	4

Highly Effective
	3

Effective
	2

Developing
	1

Needs Improvement

	Plans to acquire substantial knowledge; suggests appropriate self-improvement activities to perform with considerable independent and consistent responsibility; relates and extends learning to specific course content, principles, theories; provides realistic plans to acquire knowledge
	Plan to acquire some knowledge; suggests some self-improvement activities to perform with independent and consistent responsibility; relates to some degree to specific course content; most plans to acquire knowledge are realistic 
	Plans indicate acquisition of little knowledge; suggests few or little self-improvement activities to perform; does not relate to any specific course content; plans are not clearly delineated in terms of time, place, and the like
	Plans indicate acquisition of slight or no knowledge; self-improvement activities are not practical or missing; plans are not related to course content 


	PLP Component
	Student Response
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Long-term Career Goal:
	
	
	
	
	

	Short-term Career Goal:
	
	
	
	
	

	Current Assessment of Performance: 
	
	
	
	
	

	SMART GOAL:
	
	
	
	
	

	Specific:
	
	
	
	
	

	Measurable:
	
	
	
	
	

	Attainable:
	
	
	
	
	

	Relevant:
	
	
	
	
	

	Trackable:
	
	
	
	
	

	Action Steps:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weekly:
	
	
	
	
	

	Quarter Plan:
	
	
	
	
	

	Semester Plan:
	
	
	
	
	

	How will I get coaching?
	
	
	
	
	


Manhattan College School of Education
Course Templates
Figure F - 12 Course Templates that include NYS Content Requirement
Suggested Course Template for helping Grad Ed participants in the School Building Leadership Program meet the new State Requirements: Leadership Strand

Course # Title of Course




Semester

Meeting Day/Dates





Time / Room

Instructor:



Office:


(Virtual) Office Hours:

Instructor Ph: 






Instructor Email:

Course Description: (1 course required from ): 735, 835, 837, 838

Course Texts:

Professional Requirements include, but need not be limited to, 

· cell phones silenced or turned off (emergency number 718-862-7333; identify room where class takes place), 

· punctual attendance, 

· enjoy refreshments before class or during the break

NYS Content areas treated in this strand:

participants in ALL courses in the School Building Leadership Program at Manhattan College will give evidence of having acquired, developed or enhanced the knowledge and skills to:

(a) Develop and implement an educational vision, or build and sustain an existing one, for assisting all students to meet State learning standards

(b) Collaboratively identify goals and objectives for achieving the educational vision, seeking and valuing diverse perspectives and alternative points of view and building understanding through direct and precise questioning

(c) Communicate and work effectively with parents, staff, students, community leaders, and other community members from diverse backgrounds,
providing clear, accurate written and spoken information that publicizes the school’s goals, expectations, and performance results, and builds support for improving student achievement; 

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology 

(5) student support services, including the provision of services to students with disabilities (and students who are English language learners)

(8) student, family, and community relations;

 (e) Effect any needed educational change through ethical decision-making based upon factual analysis, even in the face of opposition;

 (g) Set a standard for ethical behavior by example, encouraging initiative, innovation, collaboration, mutual respect, and a strong work ethic;

 (k) Apply statutes and regulations as required by law, and implement school policies in accordance with law;

 (l) Maintain a personal plan for self-improvement and continuous learning

In addition, participants in any course in the Leadership strand will also give evidence of having developed, acquired, or enhanced the knowledge and skill to:

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(6) professional support and development; 

(7) succession planning

	Student Learning Outcomes
	Assessment

	Students will be able to:
	As evidenced by:

	
	

	
	


Course Requirements

Course Calendar

Course Topics

Course Assignments (APA format required for written submissions)

Course Related Internship Activities

· Log of Course Related Internship Activities

· Evidence of Course Related learnings and results of Internship Activities

Case Studies


Intensive Study Project

Personal Learning Plan

Course Portfolio

Bibliography

Suggested Course Template for helping Grad Ed participants in the School Building Leadership Program meet the new State Requirements: Curriculum Strand

Course # Title of Course




Semester

Meeting Day/Dates





Time / Room

Instructor:



Office:


(Virtual) Office Hours:

Instructor Ph: 






Instructor Email:

Curriculum Strand (1 course required) 745 757 845

Course Description:

Course Texts:

Professional Requirements include, but need not be limited to, 

· cell phones silenced or turned off (emergency number 718-862-7333; identify room where class takes place), 

· punctual attendance, 

· enjoy refreshments before class or during the break

NYS Content areas treated in this strand:

participants in ALL courses in the School Building Leadership Program at Manhattan College will give evidence of having acquired, developed or enhanced the knowledge and skills to:

(d) Develop and implement an educational vision, or build and sustain an existing one, for assisting all students to meet State learning standards

(e) Collaboratively identify goals and objectives for achieving the educational vision, seeking and valuing diverse perspectives and alternative points of view and building understanding through direct and precise questioning

(f) Communicate and work effectively with parents, staff, students, community leaders, and other community members from diverse backgrounds,
providing clear, accurate written and spoken information that publicizes the school’s goals, expectations, and performance results, and builds support for improving student achievement; 

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to: (d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology 

(5) student support services, including the provision of services to students with disabilities (and students who are English language learners)

(8) student, family, and community relations;

(e) Effect any needed educational change through ethical decision-making based upon factual analysis, even in the face of opposition;

(g) Set a standard for ethical behavior by example, encouraging initiative, innovation, collaboration, mutual respect, and a strong work ethic;

(k) Apply statutes and regulations as required by law, and implement school policies in accordance with law;

(l) Maintain a personal plan for self-improvement and continuous learning

In addition, participants in any course in the Curriculum strand will also give evidence of having developed, acquired, or enhanced the knowledge and skill to:

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

 (1) curriculum development;

(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology;

(10) planning with colleges for providing curricula and experiences for college students preparing to become educators that will enhance their learning and the learning of the school’s students

(h) Develop staff capability for addressing student learning needs by effective supervision and evaluation of teachers, by effective staff assignments, support, and mentoring, and by providing staff with opportunities for continuous professional development

	Student Learning Outcomes
	Assessment

	Students will be able to:
	As evidenced by:

	
	

	
	


Course Requirements:

Course Calendar:

Course Topics:

Course Assignments:

· APA format required for written submissions

Course Related Internship Activities

· Log of Course Related Internship Activities

· Evidence of Course Related learnings and results of Internship Activities

Case Studies


Intensive Study Project

Personal Learning Plan

Course Portfolio

Bibliography

Suggested Course Template for helping Grad Ed participants in the School Building Leadership Program meet the new State Requirements: Supervision Strand
Course # Title of Course




Semester

Meeting Day/Dates





Time / Room

Instructor:



Office:


(Virtual) Office Hours:

Instructor Ph: 






Instructor Email:

Supervision Strand: (2 courses required) 737  738  747  848 

Course Description:

Course Texts:

Professional Requirements include, but need not be limited to, 

· cell phones silenced or turned off (emergency number 718-862-7333; identify room where class takes place), 

· punctual attendance, 

· enjoy refreshments before class or during the break

NYS Content areas treated in this strand:

participants in ALL courses in the School Building Leadership Program at Manhattan College will give evidence of having acquired, developed or enhanced the knowledge and skills to:

(g) Develop and implement an educational vision, or build and sustain an existing one, for assisting all students to meet State learning standards

 (b) Collaboratively identify goals and objectives for achieving the educational vision, seeking and valuing diverse perspectives and alternative points of view and building understanding through direct and precise questioning

(c) communicate and work effectively with parents, staff, students, community leaders, and other community members from diverse backgrounds, providing clear, accurate written and spoken information that publicizes the school’s goals, expectations, and performance results, and builds support for improving student achievement
(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology 

(5) student support services, including the provision of services to students with disabilities (and students who are English language learners)

(8) student, family, and community relations;

(e) Effect any needed educational change through ethical decision-making based upon factual analysis, even in the face of opposition;

(g) Set a standard for ethical behavior by example, encouraging initiative, innovation, collaboration, mutual respect, and a strong work ethic;

(k) Apply statutes and regulations as required by law, and implement school policies in accordance with law;

(l) Maintain a personal plan for self-improvement and continuous learning
In addition, participants in any course in the Supervision strand will also give evidence of having developed, acquired, or enhanced the knowledge and skill to:

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

     (3) classroom organization and practices;

     (4) assessment;

 (10)planning with colleges for providing curricula and experiences for college students preparing to become educators that will enhance their learning and the learning of the school’s students;

 (f) Establish accountability systems for achieving educational goals and objectives;

(h) Develop staff capability for addressing student learning needs by effective supervision and evaluation of teachers, by effective staff assignments, support, and mentoring, and by providing staff with opportunities for continuous professional development

	Student Learning Outcomes
	Assessment

	Students will be able to:
	As evidenced by:

	
	

	
	


Course Requirements

Course Calendar

Course Topics

Course Assignments 

Course Related Internship Activities

· Log of Course Related Internship Activities

· Evidence of Course Related learnings and results of Internship Activities

Case Studies


Intensive Study Project

Personal Learning Plan

Course Portfolio

Bibliography

Suggested Course Template for helping Grad Ed participants in the School Building Leadership Program meet the new State Requirements: Management  Strand

Course # Title of Course




Semester

Meeting Day/Dates





Time / Room

Instructor:



Office:


(Virtual) Office Hours:

Instructor Ph: 






Instructor Email:

Course Description: (2 courses required from ): 740, 743, 744, 839, 841, 842, 846, 847, 870, 890

Course Texts:
Professional Requirements include, but need not be limited to, 

· cell phones silenced or turned off (emergency number 718-862-7333; identify room where class takes place), 

· punctual attendance, 

· enjoy refreshments before class or during the break

NYS Content areas treated in this strand:

participants in ALL courses in the School Building Leadership Program at Manhattan College will give evidence of having acquired, developed or enhanced the knowledge and skills to:

(h) Develop and implement an educational vision, or build and sustain an existing one, for assisting all students to meet State learning standards

 (b) Collaboratively identify goals and objectives for achieving the educational vision, seeking and valuing diverse perspectives and alternative points of view and building understanding through direct and precise questioning

(c) communicate and work effectively with parents, staff, students, community leaders, and other community members from diverse backgrounds, providing clear, accurate written and spoken information that publicizes the school’s goals, expectations, and performance results, and builds support for improving student achievement
(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(2) instructional strategies and the integration of technology 

(5) student support services, including the provision of services to students with disabilities (and students who are English language learners)

(8) student, family, and community relations;

(e) Effect any needed educational change through ethical decision-making based upon factual analysis, even in the face of opposition;

(g) Set a standard for ethical behavior by example, encouraging initiative, innovation, collaboration, mutual respect, and a strong work ethic;

(k) Apply statutes and regulations as required by law, and implement school policies in accordance with law;

(l) Maintain a personal plan for self-improvement and continuous learning
In addition, participants in any course in the Management strand will also give evidence of having developed, acquired, or enhanced the knowledge and skill to:

(d) Lead comprehensive, long-range planning, informed by multiple data sources, to determine the present state of the school, identify root causes of problems, propose solutions, and validate improvements with regard to all aspects of the school, including but not limited to:

(9) facilities development
(i) Create the conditions necessary to provide a safe, healthy, and supportive learning environment for all students and staff
(j) Establish a school budget and manage school finances and facilities to support achievement of educational goals and objectives
	Student Learning Outcomes
	Assessment

	Students will be able to:
	As evidenced by:

	
	

	
	


Course Requirements

Course Calendar

Course Topics

Course Assignments (APA format required for written submissions)

Course Related Internship Activities

· Log of Course Related Internship Activities

· Evidence of Course Related learnings and results of Internship Activities

Case Studies


Intensive Study Project

Personal Learning Plan

Course Portfolio
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Alumni and Student Surveys
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Curriculum Committee Review of Syllabi and Programs





Faculty Recruitment and Search Practices





New York State Program Approval 





State Approval





5.Program





Course Approval





Catalog
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Hiring





Periodic Review





Screen for 


Internship





Screen for Program Progress





Screen for Program Completion





Course  Evaluation





Course Outline





Instructor Qualifications








2. Courses





Equipment





Facilities
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3. Faculty









