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Introduction   The Second 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 2012-2013 academic year, the director and adjuncts continued the plan developed in 2011-12 that addressed the weaknesses of the Accreditation Committee related in the reliability and validity of evidence and accuracy of data recording and analysis. 

The goal of this second 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
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 2013.

Spreadsheet and Data Tables: Submit a spreadsheet 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.”) 
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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.


Section 1
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Updated Data Tables – The following provides an update of the program’s “data tables that report the results of assessments.

Table 
	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
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Table 1 - 3 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
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	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
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[bookmark: _Toc314138142]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.
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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
(Range 196 -300); M=236.45; SD=19.14 
These will continue to be used. Only three 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
(Range 150-300); M=225.24; SD=35.73 
Data available for three 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
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	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.
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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.

[bookmark: _Toc314138146]Table 4 - 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Core Courses by Academic Year Disaggregated by Course for Eight Graduates

	Academic Year 2012*
	
	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
	

	Kareene
	
	3
	4.00
	3.67
	4
	4.00
	4
	
	

	Claribel
	
	4
	3.67
	3.67
	4.00
	4.00
	3.00
	3.723
	

	Carlos
	
	3.67
	4
	3.33
	2.67
	2.00
	3.33
	
	

	Julie
	
	4
	4.00
	4.00
	3.67
	4.00
	4.00
	3.945
	

	Palma
	
	4
	4.00
	4.00
	2.67
	4.00
	3.33
	3.667
	

	Daniel
	
	4
	3.33
	3.67
	4.00
	4.00
	4.00
	3.833
	

	Sheri
	
	4
	3.67
	4.00
	3.67
	3.67
	3.67
	3.780
	

	Total
	8
	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
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	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



Correlations of grades were also calculated to investigate further the reliability of the scores, that is, their consistency over courses and instructors. Using Excel®, correlations were calculated. Table 4-2 presents these data.
Table 4 - 2 Correlation of Grades Disaggregated by Course for AY 2011-12.

	 
	Leadership
	School Law
	Management
	Curriculum 
	Assessment
	Supervision

	Leadership
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	School Law
	-0.446068
	1
	
	
	
	

	Management
	 0.444694
	-0.033515
	1
	
	
	

	Curriculum
	-0.12017 
	-0.5541234
	0.13733059
	1
	
	

	Assessment
	 0.126594
	-0.278732
	0.65735371
	0.61464932
	1
	

	Supervision
	-0.29607
	-0.1143029
	0.23931691
	0.42768213
	0.30834081
	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. Another may be the 
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	Academic Year*
	
	Core GPA
	

	2012
	N
	M
	(SD)

	Patience 
	
	3.780
	0.170

	Kareene
	
	3.835
	0.191

	Claribel
	
	3.723
	0.389

	Carlos
	
	2.887
	0.768

	Julie
	
	3.945
	0.135

	Palma
	
	3.667
	0.557

	Daniel 
	
	3.833
	0.280

	Sheri
	
	3.780
	0.170

	Total
	8
	M =  3.737
SD = 0.331
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Table 4 - 4 Scores, Means, Standard Deviations of Multiple Choice Scores on the NYS Assessment of School Leadership
	    For four (4) 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
	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
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	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



[bookmark: _Toc314138151]Table 4 - 6 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Decision making by Academic Year

	Academic Year
	N
	M
	SD

	Fall 2011
	14
	1.61
	.27

	Spring 2012
	16
	1.51
	.14

	Summer 2012
	11
	1.54
	.23

	Totals
	41
	1.56
	.05



[bookmark: _Toc314138152]Table 4 - 7 Correlations of Mentor Ratings of Decision making for Academic Years 2007 – 2009

	 
	Fall 2011
	Spring 2012
	Summer 2012

	Fall 2011
	1
	
	

	Spring 2012
	-0.13
	1
	

	Summer 2012
	-0.13
	1.00**
	1



[bookmark: _Toc314138153]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138154]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138155]Table 4 - 10 Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Caring Subscores by Academic Year

	Academic Year
	N       M         SD

	
	

	Fall 2011
	11     1.64        0.85

	Spring 2012
	14     1.53         0.94

	Summer 2012
	16     1.39         0.41

	Totals
	41     1.53         0.67



[bookmark: _Toc314138156]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138157]Table 4 - 12 Means and Standard Deviations of Mentor Rating of Multicultural Subscores

	Academic Year
	N        M            SD

	
	

	Fall 2011
	14     1.58	0.65

	Spring 2012
	16     1.52	0.96

	Summer 2012
	11     1.25	0.46

	Totals
	41     1.44	          0.48



[bookmark: _Toc314138158]Table 4 - 13 Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations of Mentor Ratings of Multicultural Subsection Scores by Academic Year

	Academic Year
	N        M            SD

	
	

	Fall 2011
	14     1.58	0.65

	Spring 2012
	16     1.52	0.96

	Summer 2012
	11     1.25	0.46

	Totals
	41     1.44	          0.48



[bookmark: _Toc314138159]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138160]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138161]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




[bookmark: _Toc314138162]Table 4 - 17 Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations of Mentor Ratings of Technology Subscores by Academic Year

	Academic Year
	N       M            SD

	
	

	Fall 2011
	14     1.70	        0.49

	Spring 2012
	16     1.60	0.90

	Summer 2012
	11     1.46	0.56

	Totals
	41     1.60	0.52



[bookmark: _Toc314138163]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138164]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138165]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



[bookmark: _Toc314138166]

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




Update on Progress of Findings from 2011 Inquiry Brief 

The following provides a brief report/update on progress for the findings from the 2011 Annual Report. 

· Finding 1 – While faculty are confident that we provide evidence that 2012 graduates possess professional knowledge,  future plans are to examine data on individual students who just meet the minimum levels associated with our sources of evidence
· Finding 2 – While faculty have aligned 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 what can be known beyond grades. 

· Finding 3 – As of fall semester 2012, all interns are required to create and develop an e-portfolio 
· Plan – 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.  
· Update – 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 to develop concise writing skills. 

· Finding 4 – 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.  

· Finding 5 – 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.  
· Plan – The format and access to institutional data is an on-going issue that institutional in its reach. Access to appropriate institutional data is a College-wide issue that the accreditation process brings to light.
· Update – The College has purchased and implemented the “Degree Works” program which is a degree audit system which will provide much student data in conjunction with the Banner system. The Director of Assessment continues to collect data on achievement of college-wide student outcomes.

· Finding 6 – Faculty want to examine the issues of facilities allocated for Education faculty.
· Plan – The issue of adequate facilities is a matter that is often handled outside the jurisdiction of the faculty. The faculty planned on requesting that the department chairs, directors, and dean explore the issue.
· Update – Several classrooms in Miguel Hall (home of the SOE) have been remodeled and upgraded. Technological upgrades have been made to two SOE classrooms with new computers and SmartBoards.

Summary

While faculty are confident that we are preparing students who 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 of the college to be effective educators of service to others. 

