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Introduction   
The Annual Report was prepared by the director of the school leadership program responsible for quality control and documentation of monitoring and reporting the quality of the program. Main responsibility for preparing the report was undertaken by Dr. S. R. Kushner, Program Director. Drafts of the report were examined by program faculty, specifically, Dr. Jacobs and Dr. Mutarelli. 

During 2011-2012 academic year, the director and adjuncts developed a plan to address the weaknesses of the Accreditation Committee related to reliability and validity of evidence and lack of accuracy in recording and analyzing data. 

The goal of this first annual report is to meet the requirements of TEAC to 

1. update Appendix E evidence the SBL program relies on or plans to rely upon (indicate information that is different from that submitted in the Brief or an earlier annual report)
2. update the program’s data tables that report the results of assessments that support the program’s claims

3. update the Table of Program Options with the number of students enrolled and graduated in total and by program option
4. Address weaknesses in the 2011 IB

This compliance serves the goal of the SBL program to continuously improve its efforts to help candidates reach their potential and serve competently in their chosen careers. The version of this report to be sent to TEAC was approved by the SBL faculty in September 2012.

	1.  Updated Appendix E – Inventory of Evidence for TEAC Quality Principle I 
The updated Appendix E confirms the categories of evidence that support the claims that SBL graduates have professional knowledge, have the skills for the leadership positions they seek, and can be caring leaders.  

Appendix E Evidence: Information in blue print indicates the change from that submitted in the Brief

	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

During 11F, the SBL faculty actively sought a measure of knowledge that goes beyond grades. Faculty actively seek other sources of measuring knowledge. At the time of this report, Case Studies have been selected as a measure of knowledge. 
	
	
	

	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

This data will continue to be used as evidence until the State Ed Dept. replaces the test
	
	.
	

	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. 

During Spring 12, the SBL faculty designed a survey specific to SBL. Survey Monkey was purchased to collect data to address the weakness in data collection.
	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

Survey Monkey purchased to accomplish this goal.


	

	Caring Survey
	Sent to graduates in preparation of this Brief. 

Location in the Brief: 

Fig. F-4

In Fall 11, a new survey was considered based on the Consideration subscale of the LDBQ.

It was piloted with Sept 11 and Feb. 12 graduates so that reliability and validity could be established to address the weaknesses listed in the report of the Accreditation Panel. 
	
	
	

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

Fig. F-6

SBL faculty agreed to continue the use of the current survey. However, it will be collected via the purchase of Survey Monkey so that data are collected, recorded, and analyzed  more accurately to address the reported weaknesses of the Accreditation Committee
	
	
	

	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

A survey was created in Survey Monkey and piloted in AY 2011-12 to improve accurate data collection. The goal is to gather data without having to copy from handwritten forms into a spreadsheet with a goal of reducing inaccuracies in recording, reporting and analyzing data. These steps address the weaknesses reported by the Accreditation committee.
	
	
	

	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

A College Supervisor survey was created as a companion to the site mentor survey. The college supervisor judges the same things the mentor does based on the evidence provided by the intern. Interrater reliability is the goal of having the data available in an easily accessible form.  
	

	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.

To address the need for accuracy in data gathering and reporting, this information will be collected on a semester basis. The amount of information will be more manageable and able to be monitored for accuracy. This is to address the weakness reported by the Accreditation committee.
	

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

SBL faculty do not believe this information to be of assistance to program improvement in the current economy. 
	The decision was made to not collect this data. 

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

An exit questionnaire has been created as an exit survey to gather current contact information and job placement plans. It was piloted in 11-12.
	

	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.

An exit questionnaire is given before graduation to gather current contact information and job placement plans.
	

	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

A post-graduation questionnaire will be created using the purchase of Survey Monkey. It will be piloted in 11-12 to determine its suitability for future use. 
	

	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.


2. Updated Data Tables
Submitted are spreadsheets in SPSS or Excel to which has been added the most recent evidence the program has collected related to its claims, or update the most pertinent data tables that appear in the Results Section of the Brief that includes “only an update of the program’s data spreadsheet(s) or data tables that report the results of assessments that support the program’s claims.”) 

The following provides an update of the program’s “data tables that report the results of assessments
Table 1 - 1 Core Courses taken by School Building Leadership Students in AY 2011-2012.
	Enrollees in
	Fall 2011
	Spring 2012
	Summer 2012

	Core Courses (total)
	110
	74
	68

	Professional Diploma enrollees
	42
	45
	30

	Master Degree enrollees
	68
	29
	38

	Enrollees who received a Title IIA Grant
	45
	64
	36


Table 1 - 2 School Building Leadership Faculty Data AY 2011-2012

	Academic Year
	
	Gender
	Academic Status
	Administrative Experience
	Terminal Degree

	
	N
	M      F
	
	Full Time
	Part

Time
	Elem Sec 
	Central Off
	Doctor-ate
	Master

	Fall 2011
	5
	3
	2
	2
	3
	5
	4
	4
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 1 - 4 Demographic Data for SBL Graduates AY 2011-2012

	Academic

Year
	
	Gender
	AGE
	Years Experience at  Admission
	Degree

	2011-12
	N
	M
	F
	M (SD)    Min. – Max.
	Mean (SD)
	Min. – Max.
	MS   PD

	
	8
	2
	6
	  29 (3)        23      33
	      7 (3)
	         4          
	13                               3      5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ID
	
	
	Entrance Sem
	Grad Year
	Birth Date (YYYY/MM/DD)
	AGE
	Experience

Upon Admission
	PGM

1=PD  2=MS
	Entrance GPA
	Exit GPA
	CERT

	000367643
	Brown
	Patience 
	201020
	2/1/2012
	1987-08-23
	23
	4
	1
	3.87
	3.83
	02/01/12

	000072324
	Drummond
	Kareene
	200820
	2/1/2012
	1972-03-12
	36
	13
	1
	4.00
	3.81
	02/01/12

	000084967
	Marte
	Claribel
	201025
	5/20/2012
	1982-01-21
	28
	7
	2
	3.7
	3.66
	 

	000122418
	Morales
	Carlos
	200610
	5/20/2012
	1978-04-11
	32
	 
	2
	3.12 
	 3.30
	 

	000389679
	Reifer
	Julie
	201010
	9/1/2011
	not given
	1
	 3.12
	3.96
	 

	000390105
	Riti
	Palma
	201010
	9/1/2011
	1977-05-31
	33
	5
	2
	 3.88
	3.75
	 

	000133057
	Russo
	Daniel 
	201025
	2/1/2012
	1985-07-06
	25
	5
	1
	 3.91
	 3.91
	 

	000398622
	Wenzel
	Sheri
	201110
	2/1/2012
	1981-10-15
	29
	7
	1
	 3.97
	3.95
	02/01/12

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 M
	29
	7
	 
	 3.70
	 3.75
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 SD
	5
	3
	 
	 0.37
	 0.27
	 


Table 3 - 1  Measures of Evidence with Reliability and Validity Changes from the IB are in blue print/
	Claim
	Measures
	Reliability
	Validity

	Professional Knowledge 
	Grades and GPA

SBL faculty piloted the use of Case Studies to determine professional knowledge.

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
Interrater reliability will be determined based on the scoring of Case Studies piloted during 11-12. 
	Correlate Core GPAs for 07 and 09

Content Validity*

This data is currently available for three (3) 2012 graduates. This source will continue to be used until the new state test is available.
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 A survey program was purchased to gather data from Supervisor, Mentor, Intern
NYS Standardized Test Constructed Response subsection scores

Available for three graduates
	Correlate DM scores from AYs Fall 2011, Spring 2012, Summer 2012
Available via survey program for 11summer, 11F, 12S, 12 Summer 1 for 8 graduates. 
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

Will continue to be used until the new test is available.

	Caring Leadership Skills
	Caring Survey of Graduates

A survey was developed from the LBDQ using the survey program.
Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 10,11,13,15,18, 21 ,22,26

A survey program was purchased to gather data from Supervisor, Mentor, Intern


	Split half of pilot study conducted with survey

A very small number of graduates will make this calculation unreliable. As subsequent semesters are added, results for n will be more reliable
Correlate caring scores from AYs Fall 2011, Spring 2012, Summer 2012
The small number of graduates during AY12 will need to be augmented with future graduates.
	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

These sources of validity will be maintained for the 8 graduates of AY 2012.

	Multicultural Perspective
	Survey of Graduates 

The same survey will be used for 2012. SBL faculty seek a survey that is more specific to leadership.
Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 3,7,8,9,11,13,15,32, 33, gathered from the electronic survey.
	Split half of pilot study conducted with survey

Correlate multicultural scores from AYs Fall 2011, Spring 2012, Summer 2012
AY2012 data from n=8 need to be augmented with future graduates for greater reliability. 
	Content (expert) validity

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

These sources of validity will be maintained for the 8 graduates of AY 2012.

	Technology
	Technology Rubric Score

SBL faculty recommend the use of the ISTE standards instead of the form created for the undergraduates.
Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 11,22,26,27,28,30,31, 32,33 from the electronic survey
	Correlation of faculty scores 

Plans are to determine interrater reliability of faculty scoring of graduates technology skill
Correlate technology scores from AYs Fall 2011, Spring 2012, Summer 2012
AY2012 data from n=8 need to be augmented with future graduates for greater reliability.
	Content validity based on Director of Assessment design of rubric

Content validity from the ISTE standards will be used.
Content validity, content of form based on TEAC definitions and NYSED 52.21(b)(2) definitions

This source will continue to be used.

	Learning to Learn
	Personal Learning Plan

Will continue to be used.
Intern Evaluation Score of item #s 10,12,15,29,31,32,33
	Correlation of scores 

Interrater reliability will be determined for faculty scoring.
Correlation of scores from AY Fall 2011 and AY Summer 2012
	Content Validity aligned with NYS Regulation 52.21(c)(2)

Content validity

These will continue to be used.


Table 3 - 2 Measures in Support of SBL Program Claims for AY 2011-2012
	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

Scores on Case Studies will be added to this measure.
	Standardized Tests

NYSTCE test of school leadership Parts 1and 2 Multiple Choice Scores

(Pt. 1: 

MinMax 211-273); M=250.3; SD=15.04)

Pt. 2:

MinMax 224-263; M=237.6; SD= 11.68)
These will continue to be used. Five of eight graduates have taken the test during 11-12.



	2

Decision Making Skill
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score (Items 

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

Now gathered from an electronic survey
	Standardized Tests

NYSTCE test of school leadership Parts 1 and 2 Constructed Response Scores

(Pt. 1: 

MinMax 210-300;  M=247.6; SD=29.87)

Pt. 2:

MinMax 180-300; M=237; SD= 33.02)

Data available for five of eight graduates

	3

Caring Leadership Skill
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score 

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

A new survey is under construction and in pilot form.
	Survey

Student self assessment of caring 

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

New data will be gathered from the new survey delivered electronically.

	Cross-cutting themes
	
	

	Technology
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score 

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

Will be based on a survey using ISTE standards.
	Faculty assessment of technology skill:

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

Interrater reliability will be determined from scores using the ISTE standards.

	Multicultural Perspectives
	Internship Evaluation Subsection Score 

(Range 1.0 [high])-4.0[(needs improvement]) M=1.44; SD=.48

Will continue to be used
	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

Case Study scores

	Core Course Content

Application of content to Case Study scenarios.
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

Case Study scores will measure the knowledge of leadership principles and the ability to apply that knowledge.

	2

Decision Making Skill
	Standardized Test Constructed Response

Internship Evaluation Form sub-section scores

Will continue to be used
	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.

Using consideration questions from the LBDQ
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 based on ISTE standards
	Course work requires students to use technology to complete and submit assignments

Technology use is integrated in all aspects of course work
	Rubric created by Director of Assessment indicates areas of expertise will be replaced with a survey based on ISTE standards.

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 internship 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.


Table 4-1 shows the overall grade point averages by course for each graduate and the means and standard deviations for the totals core courses taken during the three semesters of 2011- 2012. Means are based on a 0 – 4 grade point averages.

Table 4 - 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Core Courses by Academic Year Disaggregated by Course for Eight Graduates
	Academic Year 2012

N=8
	Leadership
	School Law
	Management
	Curriculum
	Assessment
	Supervision
	Core

Mean
	Core SD

	Patience
	4
	3.67
	4.00
	3.67
	3.67
	3.67
	3.780
	0.170

	Kareene
	3
	4.00
	3.67
	4
	4.00
	4
	3.778
	0.404

	Claribel
	4
	3.67
	3.67
	4.00
	4.00
	3.00
	3.723
	0.389

	Carlos
	3.67
	4
	3.33
	2.67
	2.00
	3.33
	3.167
	0.722

	Julie
	4
	4.00
	4.00
	3.67
	4.00
	4.00
	3.945
	0.135

	Palma
	4
	4.00
	4.00
	2.67
	4.00
	3.33
	3.667
	0.557

	Daniel
	4
	3.33
	3.67
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	3.833
	0.280

	Sheri
	4
	3.67
	4.00
	3.67
	3.67
	3.67
	3.780
	0.170

	Total
	M=  3.834

SD = 0.356
	M=3.762

SD=.248
	M=  3.793

SD = 0.248
	M=  3.613

SD = 0.4895
	M=  3.6675

SD = 0.690
	M=  3.625

SD = 0.376
	M=  3.788

SD = 0.096
	


Table 4 - 2 Correlations of Grades Disaggregated by Course for AY 2012 Graduates
	 
	Leadership
	School Law
	Management
	Curriculum 
	Assessment
	Supervision

	Leadership
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	School Law
	-0.44607
	1
	
	
	
	

	Management
	 0.44469
	-0.03352
	1
	
	
	

	Curriculum
	-0.12017
	-0.55412
	0.137331
	1
	
	

	Assessment
	0.12659
	-0.27873
	0.657354
	0.614649
	1
	

	Supervision
	-0.29607
	-0.11430
	0.239317
	0.427682
	0.308341
	1


The results presented in Table 4-2 indicate mixed correlations ranging from -.446 to .615. As in previous years, each course is taught by a faculty member who makes course assignments that match NYS requirements. Several courses -- leadership, curriculum, assessment, and supervision -- have had more than one instructor. 

· Leadership correlates negatively with law (-.446), curriculum (-0,12), supervision (-0.296), and positively with management (.445) and assessment (0.127)

·  Law correlates negatively with leadership, management, curriculum, assessment, and supervision. 

· Management correlates positively with leadership (.445), management (.445), curriculum (.137), assessment (.657), and supervision (.239); and negatively with 

· Curriculum correlates negatively with leadership and law, and positively with management, curriculum, and supervision.

· Assessment correlates negatively with law and positively with leadership, management, curriculum, and supervision.

· Supervision correlates negatively with leadership and law and positively with management, curriculum, and assessment.

These results are quite different from the correlations of courses analyzed over three years from 07 to 09. One possible explanation may be the small number of graduates (n=8) whose data was included in the analysis. 

Table 4 - 3 Scores, Means, Standard Deviations of Multiple Choice Scores on the NYS Assessment of School Leadership


    For four (5) 2012 graduates
	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
	Mean

	Julie
	264
	273
	224
	263
	256

	Sheri
	247
	247
	249
	231
	243.5

	Daniel
	
	
	
	
	

	Patience
	256
	229
	235
	242
	240.5

	Kareene
	229
	238
	242
	231
	235

	Palma
	
	
	
	
	

	Carlos
	264
	256
	228
	231
	244.75

	Claribel
	
	
	
	
	

	Range
	229-264
	211-273
	224-249
	231-263
	235-256

	M
	252
	248.6
	235.6
	239.6
	243.95

	SD
	14.64582
	16.94993
	10.16366
	13.92121
	7.714


Table 4 - 4 Mentor Rating of Interns’ Decision Making Subscores for 6 2012 Interns
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Table 4 - 5 Means and Standard Deviations of Parts 1 & 2 Constructed Response Scores on the NYS Leadership Test for five (5) 2012 graduates.  
	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 Mean

	Julie
	224
	263
	240
	240
	241.75

	Sheri
	240
	300
	210
	240
	247.5

	Daniel
	
	
	
	
	na

	Patience
	240
	270
	240
	270
	255

	Kareene
	210
	279
	300
	240
	257.25

	Palma
	
	
	
	
	na

	Carlos
	210
	240
	180
	210
	210

	Claribel
	
	
	
	
	na

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Range
	210-240
	240-300
	180-300
	240-270
	210-257.25

	M
	224.8
	270.4
	234
	240
	242.3

	SD
	15.00667
	21.96133
	44.49719
	21.2132
	19.075


Table 4 - 6 Mentor Rating of Caring Subscores for six (6) 2012 interns.
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Table 4 - Mentor Rating of Multicultural Subscores for six (6) 2012 interns
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Table 4 - 7 Mentor Ratings of Interns’ Technology Skill for six (6) 2012 interns
[image: image4.png]Technology: The intern uses technology

ina way that exhibits
understanding of the.
technological dimensions

‘appropriately for
administrative activities

skilfully to analyse
‘assessment data

to prepare budget data.

to process attendance
‘and payroll data

to prepare reports for
the State or the.
district's central office

to produce o present
reports orlead discussions

to prepare or present
material on a topic
pettinent to the audience

= Highly effective
- Effective
= Developing

= Needs Improvement.
-t Evident

35




Table 4 - 8 Mentor Ratings of Interns’ Learning to Learn Subscores for six (6) 2012 interns
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3. 
Table of Program Options

	Option Name
(usually these will be licensure areas)

Manhattan College School of Education

School Building Leadership Program
	Level

 (UG, grad, post-bacc)
	Number of completers in previous academic year
(specify year)
	Number of students enrolled in current academic year

(specify year)

	Master of Science in Education in 

School Building Ldrshp
	Graduate
	2011-12:: 3
	2011-12: :23

	Professional Diploma in School Building Ldrshp
	Post graduate
	2011-12: 5
	2011-12: :12


	ID
	Student Name
	MS/PD
	12F
	12C
	12A
	12S
	11F
	11C
	11S & earlier

	1. 
	Alshaebah, Amal Ali
	ms
	
	
	735

738

713
	747

740
	600

744

745
	835
	

	2. 
	Bellissimo, Johanna Marie
	pd
	
	
	735
	740

747
	600

744

745
	
	

	3. 
	Brown, P.
	pd
	
	
	
	GRAD
	736
	835
	

	4. 
	Cameron, Jill C.
	pd
	
	
	735
	600

740

747
	
	
	

	5. 
	Carparelli, Damian
	ms
	
	
	889
	
	748


	
	738

740

747

744

600

745

735

749

	6. 
	Cerrone
	pd
	744conley


	
	
	MM
	889
	
	

	7. 
	Conley
	pd
	738

748
	
	
	
	745

736
	
	

	8. 
	Conroy, Kerry Marie
	pd
	
	
	600

735
	
	
	
	

	9. 
	DeCastro, Francis
	ms
	
	
	889

887
	
	
	
	

	10. 
	De, Preeti
	pd
	
	
	600

735
	
	
	
	

	11. 
	Diaz, Jenniffer
	pd
	
	
	748
	
	
	
	

	12. 
	Gheraldi
	ms
	
	
	
	
	887

889
	
	

	13. 
	Grant, Maurice
	ms
	
	
	735
	
	
	
	

	14. 
	Grixti
	ms
	
	
	889
	
	748


	
	738

740

747

744

600

745

735

749

	15. 
	Halberstam
	pd
	
	
	
	747
	744
	
	

	16. 
	Heimall
	ms
	
	
	
	
	600

744
	
	

	17. 
	Hirsch
	ms
	
	
	600

740
	
	
	739

835
	600

735

744

	18. 
	Christine Kelly
	ms
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. 
	Lawler
	ms
	
	
	
	600

740
	
	
	

	20. 
	Laise-Chong
	pd
	
	
	889
	
	
	
	10S & before

748

741

740

744

875

760

	21. 
	Lenahan, Michael
	ms
	
	
	
	889

887
	
	
	713

748

744

738

739

848

740

745

735

	22. 
	Liveris, Rekha
	ms
	
	
	
	889


	748


	
	848

849

736

747

845

600

713

735

740

	23. 
	Ludwikowski
	pd
	
	
	
	
	889
	
	

	24. 
	Magnan
	ms
	
	
	
	
	745
	
	09F & earlier

744

748

713

736

740

735

738

	25. 
	Marte
	ms
	
	
	
	849

889

GRAD
	744

748


	775

835


	

	26. 
	Mattia, Elizabeth Ann
	pd
	
	
	735
	740

747
	744
	
	

	27. 
	Menard, Erin M.
	ms
	
	
	735
	600

740

747


	744

745
	
	

	28. 
	Morales, Carlos
	ms
	
	
	
	747

889

GRAD
	748

887


	
	07F and earlier



	29. 
	Muscente
	ms
	
	845

736
	
	740

887


	713

744


	11A

738

745


	600

735

747

	30. 
	Parker, Markell D.
	ms
	
	
	735
	
	
	
	

	31. 
	Phillip, Marc
	ms
	
	
	
	
	744

748

889


	11A

738

11C

835
	747

600

747

	32. 
	Riefer
	pd
	
	
	
	GRAD
	
	
	

	33. 
	Riti
	ms
	
	
	
	GRAD
	
	
	

	34. 
	Russo
	pd
	
	
	
	GRAD
	
	
	

	35. 
	Russell, Dana Lourdes
	pd
	
	
	735
	740

747
	600

744

745
	
	

	36. 
	Shannon, Juliana Rose
	ms
	
	
	735
	
	
	
	

	37. 
	Shannon, Sara Marie
	pd
	
	
	735
	
	
	
	

	38. 
	Wenzel
	pd
	
	
	
	GRAD
	748

889
	
	


This table was compiled manually with these steps:

1. Create a form to record student course data

2. Login to Self Service (which shuts down when entering data exceeds the time allotted and login must be repeated)

3. Select Student Information link

4. Select ID link 

5. Enter student name

6. Select Registration History


7. Record information from Registration History manually into the form

8. Repeat Steps 3 – 7 for 38 students currently enrolled.

4. Addressing Weaknesses and Stipulations: 

Progress on attending to weaknesses may be included in annual reports and the weakness must be addressed at the time of the new Inquiry Brief.

Weakness in [part of] 1.5

Attend to weaknesses and inconsistencies in the reliability and validity evidence as identified in the justification statement in the Accreditation Panel report.

2. Justification.  In reaching this conclusion and recommendation, the Accreditation Panel evaluated the Manhattan College School Building Leadership Program Inquiry Brief and Audit Report and assessed whether the evidence presented in the Brief satisfied TEAC’s requirements for accreditation as outlined in TEAC’s Guide to Accreditation.

The Accreditation Panel considered this master’s and certificate program carefully and learned much from the on-site auditor, as there were a number of anomalies in the data.  It was clear to the panel that the faculty of the program—full- and part-time alike—and the institutional administration were reasonably committed to the program, that students were thoroughly engaged and learning, and that the program  faculty had learned quite a bit about program evaluation from participating in the accreditation process.  Students are learning.  The program has some work to do to justify its measures better.  Toward this end, it was recommended that the program be given a five-year accreditation with two weaknesses, exactly as written in the case analysis.  Such changes should improve the quality control system and help the program to improve its quality, which the panel already found to be more than adequate.

RESPONSE: To attend to weaknesses in the reliability and validity of data, to collect, retain, and analyze data that can be used in program improvement; and to evaluate the technical adequacy of its measures in terms of their reliability and validity, Survey Monkey was purchased for the School of Education.  Data was collected and the functions available in the software program will be used over time to collect and analyze data. The number of 2012 graduates was small. As a result, descriptive data tables were incorporated into this report for the internship evaluation by mentors. As new data is added, correlations will again be calculated.
Weakness in [part of] 2.3

Lack of accuracy in recording and analyzing data diminishes confidence in the quality control system.

RESPONSE: To ameliorate this weakness, several steps were taken:

· The services of a student dedicated to data input were secured.  (This student has no connection or knowledge of participants in the leadership program, ensuring confidentiality.) 

· Having one person responsible for data entry provides for consistency in recording data and the accuracy of that data.

· Based on accurate data entry, consistency and accuracy of data analysis is also be strengthened. 

· Requesting data from the registrar by semester (rather than over a lengthy time period) improves accuracy of data; entering data on a semester by semester basis increases accuracy because the amount of data to be checked is manageable and easily checked.

Conclusion:  Update on Progress of Findings from 2011 Inquiry Brief 

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. The addition of DegreeWorks to the Banner system may serve to facilitate the needed modifications and oversight. At the time of this report, the program has not been implemented for graduate students.
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 Graduate Education Council will reinstate the matriculation review. The three program directors will meet at the end of each semester to review the current and cumulative GPAs of students. This data will be requested of the Registrar. This will restore oversight of student progress in the program.
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. Suggestions have been made by the College Supervisors of ways to assist interns so they can complete the internship experience within the semester. The ePortfolio has been modified to include links, rather than copy and paste sections. The purchase of Survey Monkey by the dean will facilitate data collection and address the weakness in data collection and reporting.
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.  The caring survey is undergoing revision to include Consideration elements from the LBDQ. It will be piloted to develop reliability and validity data. Efforts to establish interrater reliability are planned for faculty meetings with the seven supervisors.
In summary, the following is a plan for dealing with the findings from the 2011 Annual Report. 

While faculty are confident that evidence is provided that 2012 graduates possess professional knowledge,  future plans include efforts to acquire data in a more easily accessible way; having data available when needed will facilitate this process and accomplish accuracy both in collection and in analysis.
Aligning the internship Evaluation Form with IB Claims and with the New York State Standards,  SBL faculty continue to search for an instrument to measure knowledge that extends beyond grades, to continue to reach higher levels of validity, and to determine the inter-rater reliability of sources of data.

As of fall semester 2012, all interns are required to create and develop an e-portfolio. SBL faculty, full time and adjuncts, continue to develop and refine the e-portfolio, work samples, and rubrics to provide additional data sources and confidence in the evidence used to make decisions about the effectiveness of the SBL program.  It is expected that the NYSED will require those taking the certification test to analyze videos of teaching episodes that will accompany the objective test items and case studies. The SBL faculty has added case studies to all core courses and will develop written assessments that help SBL participants develop concise writing skills. 
Faculty are interested in finding additional ways of tracking our graduates in their professional careers and achievements. Currently our data sources for this information are limited as there is no function of the email to incorporate those not currently enrolled.
To address the weaknesses of the report, faculty seek to improve systematic data collection that can be verified, used more effectively, and accessed more easily to provide evidence in a timely manner to support and verify program claims.  The format and access to data is an on-going institutional issue. Access to appropriate institutional data is a College-wide concern that the accreditation process brings to light.
The College has purchased and implemented the “Degree Works” program which is a degree audit system which is expected to provide much student data in conjunction with the Banner system. 
While faculty are confident that program graduates meet TEAC, NYS, and ISLLC standards, these measures inform and form areas of improvement. SBL faculty continue to examine all aspects of the SBL program to ensure that faculty and graduates alike fulfill the mission to be effective educators whose professionalism will be of service to others. 
