University of Georgia

Section VI: Revisions
We appreciate very much the suggestions and constructive criticisms provided in the Fall 2005 review process.  In this section, we list all the feedback and describe the actions taken in response, at the risk of creating redundancies at times.  The most sensible way to organize this is in order of the feedback Report, beginning with Standards judged “not met” and working sequentially through other sections of the Report.  We will end this section with a list of supporting documents.  All have been updated.  Several have major revisions, as indicated below.  Two are new – Assessments 7 and 8.
Standards Judged Not Met and Other Standards-Related Feedback
Our most substantial program revision deals with Standard 1.2, Literacy and Reading, judged not met in Fall of 2005.  We created a new assessment, the Reading and Literacy Project, and strengthened the Order project to capture the depth of skills applied.  The reviewers were correct, we believe, in judging that several non-listed assessments formerly addressed the standard, and we have shifted some requirements to consolidate this important competency within one assessment.  The primary problem has long been that our required children’s literature/reading course is taught outside of our department and beyond our control.  We believe that this new assessment will enhance the knowledge and skills already present in the curriculum.  In support of this revision, we submit:

· Assessment 8: Reading and Literacy Project (new)
· Assessment 2: Order Project (revised)
Standard 1.4 (Stimulating Learning Environment) was judged as “not met” in Fall 2005, with the feedback that the management plan (Assessment 3, Program Development and Evaluation Plan) and Internship (Assessment 4) noted but did not capture the quality of knowledge or application.  While we do believe our program meets this standard, we made three changes to provide better evidence and accountability:

· Revised the Program Development & Evaluation Plan (PDEP) Rubric to directly assess this standard;

· Included parts of this standard in the new Reading and Literacy Project; and

· Removed it from the Internship (reluctantly), since experience has taught us that our interns have great difficulty in demonstrating significant influence on the learning environment of host media centers, unless they are the employed media specialist.

Therefore, we include the new PDEP as evidence and refer to the Reading/Literacy Project. 

Standard 2.1 was met, but feedback indicated a missing data table for the I-Search and the suggestion that the Collaborative Units Project (Assessment 5) could “strengthen its components on learning and learners.”  For this revision, we updated the data table (using the best data we have), and made a major revision to the Collaborative Units project.  Data for both of these assessments are not well detailed, because of the nature of WebCT.  For several years prior to our understanding of the need for detailed data collection, each gradebook from the year before was deleted as a new class began.  We know from final gradesheets that all students accomplished the “A” minimum (resubmitting as necessary), but we have no level of greater detail.  In spring of 2006, we corrected this mistake with these online classes.  Although the Collaborative Units project itself is little changed, the rubric is significantly more rigorous.  Components included as support of this response include:

1. Assessment 6: I-Search (revised)
2. Assessment 5: Collaborative Units Project (revised)
Standard 2.2 was not met, and we have reflected and revised considerably to document this standard.  Our internship has always “guaranteed a teaching experience,” but we understand the necessity of proving this.  Also, the internship did not “capture the depth of teaching performance.”  We have taken four actions:

1. Examined closely the teaching experience of incoming candidates, creating a differentiated path for uncertified candidates;

2. Upgraded the Internship extensively to clarify requirements and demonstrate better accountability.  New components include: documentation of teaching experience (current or in professional past); mentor evaluation; diversity experience documentation; more rigorous placement procedure, incorporating closer collaboration with our largest employing district; upgraded tracking through WebCT; and permanent elimination of waivers even for employed media specialists.

3. Completely revised the Internship Rubric to capture the depth of performance on all aligned standards.

4. Upgraded the Collaborative Unit rubric to capture depth of performance on planning tasks.

Relevant documents include:

· Assessment 4 (Internship Documentation), including the description (syllabus), rubric, contracts, and Mentor Evaluation form 

· Assessment 5 (Collaborative Units Project), including the description and rubric 

Reviewers judged Standard 2.3 “met” but suggested that the Collaborative Units Project could also address this standard.  We agreed, and incorporated it into the rubric for that assessment, although the assignment itself remains mostly the same.  Projects demonstrated that the information literacy curriculum was well integrated for most candidates, but this simple change will increase the uniformity of evidence.  The relevant document is Assessment 5 (Collaborative Units Project), including the description and rubric.
Standard 3.1 (Connection with library community) was judged “not met,” despite the observation that some projects are linked to real libraries and candidates may seek advice from program graduates through our listserv.  We made several changes to demonstrate better support for this Standard:

· Strengthened Internship requirements and rubric to require candidates to articulate their satisfaction of this standard at the Acceptable level (minimum).  Components of the Internship specifically designed to incorporate community connections are the Professional Conference, professional meetings, formal peer sharing, and formal mentorship.  We explicitly require each candidate to attend a relevant professional conference, especially those of our state AASL affiliate (Georgia Library Media Association).  

· At least five other major projects or assessments in our program involve parts of this standard.  These include: 

· The Reading and Literacy project provides the potential of working with organized, networked reading promotion efforts like the Helen Ruffin Reading Bowl;

· the Selection Policy (incorporating cooperative policy development -- in Georgia, media programs must comply with a mandated system policy);

· the Order Project (consulting professional journals for reviews); 

· the Mini-Lessons in EDIT 6300 (requiring each student to explore one journal or association and share results with the class);

· the Service Project in EDIT 6380 (requiring candidates to conduct an on-site 4 hour organizational project with a mentor media specialist).

Documents to support this revision include:

· Assessment 2 (Order Project)

· Assessment 8 (Reading and Literacy Project), including the assessment and its rubric

· Assessment 7 (Selection Policy), a newly included assessment (although it is an old project for us), including the narrative, assessment, rubric, and data table

Standard 3.2 (Instructional Partner) was judged as “met,” with the constructive suggestions that the Program Development and Evaluation Plan (Assessment 3) “needs a more detailed rubric to capture quality of knowledge in this area” and the Collaborative Units Project (Assessment 5) could “include aspects of ethical/legal principles.”  We made both of these changes.  The Plan’s rubric was completely reworked to incorporate these and other changes.  The Collaborative Units Project was upgraded to incorporate this standard.


Relevant documents include:

· Program Development and Evaluation Plan (Assessment 3), including the assessment description and its rubric
· Collaborative Units Project (Assessment 5), including the assessment description and its rubric
Standard 3.3 (Educational Leader) was judged “not met.”  Feedback was: “Management plan could demonstrate leadership but is not considered an assessment for this standard… the role of professional associations and journals is not well documented.”


In response to this feedback, we took the following actions:

· Explicitly aligned the Program Development and Evaluation Plan (Assessment 3) with this entire standard, reflected both in the description and the rubric.  Candidates define their own strategies for incorporating these leadership principles.

· Sought other opportunities in our curriculum to incorporate professional associations and journals, as discussed above.  The Reading and Literacy Project (Assessment 8) and the Order Project (Assessment 2) are examples.


Relevant documents include:

· Assessment 3 (Program Development and Evaluation Plan), assessment and rubric
· Assessment 8 (Reading and Literacy Project), including the assessment and its rubric
· Assessment 2 (Order Project), assessment and rubric

Report, Part C Feedback

In Part C of our Recognition Report, several constructive suggestions were made, and we have worked to respond to these over the past year.  The following table presents the suggestions and the corresponding actions and evidence.

	Suggestion
	Action and Evidence

	Under C.1 and C.2: “Rubrics could be detailed to capture the quality of these competencies more explicitly.”
	We made a comprehensive effort to upgrade each Assessment rubric to measure quality of performance.  In doing so, we used the language of the standards themselves and incorporated the Unacceptable/Acceptable/Target framework. 

Evidence: each assessment included in this Revised Report

	Under C.3: “it is possible that candidates might finish the program without any formal teaching experience.”
	Although it was not actually possible for this to happen, we understand the need to prove this.  We believe we have taken steps to document this essential component much more carefully.

Evidence: Assessment 4 (Internship Documentation), rubric

	Under C.3: “not clear assessment focused on P12 learning – sample student work would strengthen the case”
	We incorporated the strategy of student work samples as one possible form of evidence of teaching competency, combined with a live audiotape of the lesson, into the internship.

Evidence: Assessment 4 (Internship Documentation), rubric

	Under C.3: 

· “split in research course is unclear”

· “Candidate freedom in portfolio development is commendable but rubric is slight”


	While we took each suggestion very carefully, the process of examining the entire curriculum in light of other specific suggestions left no room for additional assessments.  Instead, we focused on aligning each of the eight in such a way that all standards were covered.  The research course, whiled required, does not include one of our “Super Eight” assessments.  The capstone portfolio, also required, is a comprehensive collection of all assessments.  Since the assessments themselves cover the standards, we did not include it as one of the eight.




Report, Part D Feedback

· Reviewers stated: “A project within [the cataloging] course could be a significant assessment opportunity in the future.”  We considered the three major cataloging courses as candidates for new assessments, but chose others instead to complete our complement of eight.

· Reviewers stated:  “The portfolio requirement has changed, but the basis for change was not evident.”  Again, we note that the portfolio assessment is not one of the major eight, but is a capstone requirement for the degree; we use it as a “gateway” out of the program and to satisfy degree and Graduate School requirements for an oral examination.  We did make significant changes to the portfolio starting three years ago, to shift from a format that was appropriate for Instructional Technology graduates, but less so for media specialists.  The shift incorporated these AASL Program Standards when they first became available.  We have made no recent changes and do not submit the portfolio for review here.  The most important thing to note is that the eight assessments must score at the “Acceptable” level as a part of the final portfolio.

· We were puzzled about this statement: “The research project did not seem to focus on student learning, so adjustments are being made accordingly; current quality and division into cohorts is unclear.”  If the “research project” indicated here is the I-Search Project (Assessment 6), we have revised it for consideration.  It is focused on candidate learning, not student learning.  A traditional part of our program for at least 12 years, the purpose of this project is to convince the candidate that research can be relevant and exciting.  It is highly successful in accomplishing this purpose, as students again and again indicate that it was a pivotal event for them.  The application of this new awareness is in the Collaborative Units Project (Assessment 5), also revised and resubmitted here.  “Division into cohorts is unclear”:  all candidates complete both projects.  The projects themselves evolve as needed.  Therefore, each cohort experiences an improved version of the project.  

Part E Feedback (Areas for Improvement)
· Reviewers stated: “PRAXIS data review has been uneven, and seems to be used formatively for individual development, although it is intended as a summative assessment.”  We made an intensive effort to improve our PRAXIS data collection process.  Please note that our pass rate has always been approximately 100 percent.  The pass/fail data is available to us, and we are confident about it.  The questions involve the sub-scores only.  These must be given to us directly by the candidate, and we have only recently become more successful at gathering these sub-scores.  The test is not used formatively for individuals, but we have used it formatively for the program, working to strengthen areas where candidates tend to score lower.  While we made great improvements in our collection procedures (believing that no improvements were needed in overall success on the test), Georgia moved toward creating a new test.  This test, when available, will likely replace the PRAXIS in our set of assessments.  The state and the testing agency promised that data sharing will be direct between provider and university.  Thus, we will invest no more energy into PRAXIS data gathering after November of 2006.  Here, we submit an updated PRAXIS report to incorporate recent scores (Assessment 1).

· Reviewers stated: “The program needs to guarantee that all students will demonstrate teaching competency.”  This need has been addressed above, under Part C.

· Reviewers stated: “Greater emphasis on professional associations and journals is needed; current assessments may well address this issue, but need to be explicitly noted, particularly in rubrics.”  We have addressed this need under sections addressing Standard 3.3 and under Part E.

· Reviewers suggested: “A third assessment for some of the standards would help triangulate student competencies; existing assessments may well be used to this end.”  We attempted to accomplish this, but found that assessments were growing large and unwieldy.  Also, because we have a commitment to authentic assessments, we found ourselves requiring competencies in places where they did not authentically fit.  Therefore, we changed our strategy.  Instead of splitting each standard up over several assessments (the predominant method previously), we aligned the entirety of a standard with one major assessment.  This one action resulted in a great deal of assessment revision.  Then, in most cases, we were able to provide further practice with a standard in at least one other assessment.  The Section III Chart demonstrates this comprehensive realignment.

· Reviewers stated:  “Stronger and more explicit links to the literature courses would strengthen the literacy and reading assessment and accountability.”  We addressed this need under Standard 1.2.
· Reviewers stated: “The program needs more detailed and qualitative rubrics; the internship document rubric seems slight, for instance.”  As noted in many sections above, we comprehensively revised most rubrics and believe that we have made major improvements.

Part F Feedback (Additional Comments)
· The F.1 section seems to contain no direct needed improvements.

· Under F.2, reviewers noted: “I-Search assessment has no data table.”  We certainly prepared an I-Search data table, and attempted to submit it; perhaps it was lost amongst the large number of documents.  We addressed the shallow nature of the data provided above under Standard 2.1.  We improved the quality of data for this assessment in 2006.  The updated data table appears in Assessment 6.
· Reviewers commented: “Although the research project is not an assessment now, the separation of the course by cohorts and its impact is unclear; please check on this practice.”  Our research requirements are not separated by cohorts, but instead by degree.  Master’s candidates take a master’s-level course, while specialist candidates take a more advanced research course, assuming they completed a master’s level course in another program.  Both courses meet the research requirements of their respective degrees.  Since there is no program assessment associated with either course, we are not sure what further information is needed here.  To further clarify, cohorts contain master’s, specialist, and non-degree certification candidates.  All three groups complete consistent certification requirements, but their degree requirements differ, commensurate with the level of their target degree.  The research course is one area of flexibility; master’s and non-degree candidates take one of many possible sanctioned research courses, while specialist candidates take a set of three specific research courses.  These research requirements are all in addition to EDIT 6320 Information Literacy, in which all certification candidates complete an I-Search (Assessment 6).  We hope this explanation clarifies the matter, since we do not believe a program revision is necessary here.

· Reviewers stated: “The literature courses are not included in the advisement plan.”  This statement is understandable but inaccurate.  The literature course requirement appears in at least two places.  The degree advising guide contains a statement indicating assumption of a children’s literature course, in fine print.  The Certification Checklist includes the requirement more prominently.  Degree candidates must satisfy both their appropriate degree checklist and the certification checklist.  Non-degree certification candidates must satisfy the certification checklist.

Conditions

Finally, the following are listed as conditions for our continuing national recognition:

“Insure that all candidates demonstrate teaching competency. Include a data table for the I-search assessment. Address NM issues in standards 1,2,3 through revised rubrics to detail quality of candidate competencies in areas of reading promotion, learning environment, and understanding/use of professional organizations and journals.”  We believe that we have addressed each of these points in the sections above.  We hope our attempts to revise and improve our program will lead to unconditional recognition.

In summary, here is a list of all components included in the resubmission of our report.  All Assessments include narratives, the assessments themselves, the rubrics, and data tables (except for Assessment 8).  In addition, Assessment 4 includes other documents critical to the experience
· Section I Program of Study – M.Ed.

· Section I Program of Study – Certification

· Section II chart (list of assessments)

· Section II chart (assessment alignments)

· Assessment 1 (PRAXIS)
· Assessment 2 (Order Project)

· Assessment 3 (Program Development and Evaluation Plan)

· Assessment 4 (Internship Documentation)

· Assessment 5 (Collaborative Units Project)

· Assessment 6 (I-Search)

· Assessment 7 (Selection Policy)

· Assessment 8 (Reading and Literacy Project)
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