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CAEP Self-Study Report for S1 Pathway

|. EPP Overview

a. Context and Unique Characteristics

The College of Education and Human Services (EPP) is part of Northern
Kentucky University (NKU), which is the newest of Kentucky's eight state
universities and was founded in 1968. It is the commonwealth's only regional
university located in a major metropolitan area. In 1971 the degrees of
Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science were initiated in business,
education, and most of the basic arts and sciences. Major construction of the
campus began in 1972 and continues today to accommodate a growing
enrollment that now numbers almost 15,000 students.

NKU is a public regional university nestled in the hills of a quiet suburb in
Northern Kentucky. It is accessible from four major highways and just 20
minutes away from the Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport.
NKU is located seven miles south of downtown Cincinnati, Ohio and less than
two hours north of Lexington and Louisville, Kentucky. In order to become
more student-friendly, NKU moved the undergraduate and graduate
programs beyond the traditional delivery formats to include evenings,
weekends, off-campus, online programs, and technology-enhanced
instruction. Extracurricular programming and participation have greatly
expanded and nearly $300 million in facilities have been added.

The EPP collaborates closely with area school districts and involves all
stakeholders in various advisory and decision making committees. All initial
certification programs offer candidates experiential learning opportunities in
authentic settings. Each program requires at least 3 semesters of field
experiences, with candidates completing a minimum of 200 hours, before
they are eligible to enroll in the clinical (student teaching) experience. During
their clinical experience candidates are in their school placement Monday
through Friday for 16 continuous weeks. All candidates, except secondary
education majors, are in two placements during their clinical experience.

b. Description of Organizational Structure

The College of Education and Human Services, one of six colleges at NKU, is
comprised of three departments responsible for coordinating all programs
offered for the initial and advanced preparation of teachers, administrators,
and school counselors. The many programs offered allow candidates to enter
the teaching profession from a variety of contexts and backgrounds. The
programs offered by the COEHS include: (1) Bachelor of Arts in Education
and Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) leading to initial teaching certification;
(2) a Master of Arts in Education (MAEd) degree as an advanced program for
licensed teachers; (3) a Master of Arts in School Counseling; (4) Educational
Specialist degrees in Educational Leadership and Teaching and Learning; and
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																APPROVED LIST OF PROGRAMS

																												6/13/2017 09:24:20 AM

										OLD CODE

				UNIVERSITY				CODE						PROGRAM NAME				CATEGORY		PROGRAM TYPE		ROUTE				CRED CODES		PROGRAM NOTES

		Northern Kentucky University

								2		2				Art				Arts & Humanities		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KAR

								149		149				Art				Arts & Humanities		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KAR

								260		260				Biological Science				Science		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KBI, RANK2

								262		262				Biological Science				Science		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KBI, RANK2

								3		3				Biological Science				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KBI

								165		165				Biological Science				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KBI

								256		256				Chemistry				Science		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KCH, RANK2

								261		261				Chemistry				Science		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KCH, RANK2

								5		5				Chemistry				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KCH

								172		172				Chemistry				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KCH

								287		287				Earth Science				Science		Initial Graduate		Traditional				RANK2, KEA

								289		289				Earth Science				Science		Initial Graduate		Option 6				RANK2, KEA

								13		13				Earth Science				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KEA

								177		177				Earth Science				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KEA

								14		14				Elementary				Elementary Education		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KEL

								176		176				Elementary				Elementary Education		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KEL

								257		257				English				English/Language Arts		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KEN, RANK2

								263		263				English				English/Language Arts		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KEN, RANK2

								16		16				English				English/Language Arts		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KEN

								166		166				English				English/Language Arts		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KEN

								187		187				French				World Language		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KFR, RANK2

								188		188				French				World Language		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KFR, RANK2

								20		20				French				World Language		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KFR

								150		150				French				World Language		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KFR

								189		189				German				World Language		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KGR, RANK2

								190		190				German				World Language		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KGR, RANK2

								21		21				German				World Language		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KGR

								151		151				German				World Language		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KGR

								23		23				Health				Health Education		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KHE

								175		175				Health				Health Education		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KHE

								29		29				Integrated Music				Music		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KMU

								152		152				Integrated Music				Music		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KMU

								199		199				Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education				Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education (IECE) Program		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KIE

								30		30				Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education				Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education (IECE) Program		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KIE

								3758						Learning and Behavior Disorders				Exceptional Children		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KLB

								33		33				Learning and Behavior Disorders				Exceptional Children		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KLB		dual option with P-5, 5-9, or 8-12

								85		85				Learning and Behavior Disorders				Exceptional Children		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KLB		dual option with P-5, 5-9, or 8-12

								94		94				Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KMA, RANK2

								210		210				Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KMA, RANK2

								37		37				Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KMA

								167		167				Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KMA

								2295		120				Middle School English				English/Language Arts		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KG30, RANK2

								2296		170				Middle School English				English/Language Arts		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KG30, RANK2

								2293		38				Middle School English				English/Language Arts		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KG30		LBD may be used as a certification area

								2297		321				Middle School English				English/Language Arts		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KG30

								2199		120				Middle School Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KG71, RANK2

								2200		170				Middle School Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KG71, RANK2

								2197		38				Middle School Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KG71		LBD may be used as a certification area

								2201		321				Middle School Mathematics				Mathematics		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KG71

								2391		120				Middle School Science				Science		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KG50, RANK2

								2392		170				Middle School Science				Science		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KG50, RANK2

								2389		38				Middle School Science				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KG50		LBD may be used as a certification area

								2393		321				Middle School Science				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KG50

								2487		120				Middle School Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KG20, RANK2

								2488		170				Middle School Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KG20, RANK2

								2485		38				Middle School Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KG20		LBD may be used as a certification area

								2489		321				Middle School Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KG20

								3151						Moderate and Severe Disabilities				Exceptional Children		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KMS

								40		40				Physical Education				Physical Education		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KPE

								154		154				Physical Education				Physical Education		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KPE

								288		288				Physics				Science		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KPH, RANK2

								290		290				Physics				Science		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KPH, RANK2

								41		41				Physics				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KPH

								173		173				Physics				Science		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KPH

								258		258				Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KSS, RANK2

								264		264				Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KSS, RANK2

								56		56				Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KSS

								168		168				Social Studies				Social Studies		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KSS

								197		197				Spanish				World Language		Initial Graduate		Traditional				KSP, RANK2

								198		198				Spanish				World Language		Initial Graduate		Option 6				KSP, RANK2

								58		58				Spanish				World Language		Initial Undergraduate		Traditional				KSP

								155		155				Spanish				World Language		Initial Undergraduate		Option 6				KSP

		CONTACT: 
Nunn Drive                         
Highland Heights, KY                                                                              41099
PHONE: 8595725220   FAX: 8595726096
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SOUTHERN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS
COMMISSION ON COLLEGES
1866 Southern Lane * Decatur, Georgia 30033-4097
Telephone 404/679-4500 Fax 404/679-4558
WWW.5aC5C0C.0rg

February 24, 2010

Dr. James C. Votruba

President

Northern Kentucky University
Lucas Admin Cenier, Room 800
Highland Heights, KY 41099

Dear Dr. Votruba:

This is to certify that Northern Kentucky University in Highland Heights, Kentucky, is
accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges
to award Associate’s, Bachelor's, Master's, and Doctoral degrees.

The institution was initially accredited in 1973 and was last reviewed and reaffirmed in 2000.
The reaffirmation review covered the main campus and all extended sites. The institution’s
accreditation extends to all programs offered on the institution’s main campus as well as
those offered at all extended program sites wherever located. The institution is scheduled
to receive its next reaffirmation of accreditation review in 2019.

Sincerely,

Belle S. Wheelan, Ph.D.

President

BSW:rb
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		The Clinical Educator (EPP Faculty & Supervisors) Qualifications Table 



		Name		Highest degree earned		Field or specialty area of highest degree		Program Assignment(s)		Teaching assignment or role within the program(s)		P-12 certificates or licensures held		P-12 experiences including teaching or administration dates of engagement in these roles 

		Teacher Education Faculty

		Alverson, Ryan		Ph.D.		Educational Psychology		Foundations		Program facilitator and supervisor in Foundations; Foundations faculty to all programs; courses - EDU 300; EDU 305; EDG 624		Secondary Education, Grades 6-12, General Social Science (Alabama)		NKU: admissions field experience supervision; Department Head, Social Studies, Northridge High School, Tuscaloosa, AL (2008-09); Teacher, Social Studies, Northridge High School; Tuscaloosa, AL (2006-09)

		Bacevich, Amy		Ph.D.		Teaching & Teacher Education		Elementary Education 		faculty and supervisor; courses - EDU 314; EDU 390; EDU 494		Elementary Education (Indiana); Elementary Education, Grades K-6 (Virginia); Elementary Education, Grades 1-6 (Massachusetts)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 1997-2002: Teacher, Grade 5, Walpole Public Schools, MA; Grade 5, Loudoun County Public Schools, VA; Kindergarten, Prince George’s County Public Schools, MD

		Bills, Patricia		Ph.D.		Curriculum, Instruction & Teacher Education / Science Education		Elementary Education and Science Education  		Program co-facilitor and supervisor in Elementary Education; faculty in Elementary and Science Education; courses - EDU 308; EDU 392; EDU 567		Elementary Education (Michigan)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; NKU: PK-12 grant work with CINSAM; 1996-2005: Teacher, Grades 4-6 science, math, and language arts and K-6 science curriculum coordinator, Washington Writers’ Academy, Kalamazoo, MI; 1995-1996, Teacher, Grade 4, Whitmore Lake Elementary School, Whitmore Lake, MI; 1993-1995, Teacher, Grade 5, math and language arts, Whitmore Lake Middle School, MI

		Childs, David		Ph.D.		Curriculum / US History		Social Studies Education; Elementary, Middle Grades, and Secondary Education; and Foundations  		faculty and supervisor in multiple programs; courses - EDU 316; EDU 348; EDU 312; EDU 331; EDU 392; EDMT 545		Secondary Social Studies, Grades 7-12 (Ohio)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; Teacher, Middle School, Social Studies, Christ Emmanuel Christian Academy (2009)

		Code, Kimberly		Ph.D.		Curriculum & Instruction		Gifted/Talented Endorsement; Elementary and Social Studies Education 		Coordinator of Gifted/Talented endorsement program; faculty and supervisor in Elementary Education; courses - EDU 312; EDU 392; EDG 606; EDG 621; EDG 623; EDG 625; EDG 627		Elementary Education, Grades K-6; Spanish, Grades 5-8; and Gifted and Talented, Grades K -12 (Kentucky)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; NKU: grant work related to Gifted/Talented programs; Cline Elementary School, Grade 5 Teacher, 2000-01; Gifted/Talented Program Instructor, Grades K-8, Collaborative Teaching with Teachers from People’s Republic of China, 1995-98

		Coloma, Roland Sintos		Ph.D.		Cultural Studies 		Foundations		Chair of Dept of Teacher Education; Foundations faculty to all programs; courses - EDU 305; EDU 316; EDMT 632; EDG 606; EDG 691; EDG 692		Secondary English, Grades 9-12 (California)		NKU: grant work focused on PK-12 education; High School English Teacher, 1997-2000: Riverside, Baldwin Park, and Los Angeles Unified school districts, California

		Crites, Steve		Ph.D.		Special Education		Special Education; MSD Endorsement; Autism/ABA program 		Assistant chair of graduate programs in Dept of Teacher Education; coordinator of MSD endorsement and Autism/ABA programs; courses - EDG 607; EDG 668; EDS 464; EDS 551; EDS 561		Board Certified Behavior Analyst Doctoral (BCBA-D)		NKU: KY grants for Special Education Traineeship program; St. Bernard Parish Schools, Chalmette, Louisiana, 1994-1998; Jefferson Parish Schools, Harvey, Louisiana, 1993-1994; Metropolitan Developmental Center, Belle Chasse, Louisiana, 1992-1993

		DiCicco, Mike 		Ph.D.		Curriculum and Instruction / Literacy		Literacy; Middle Grades Education; Secondary Education; English as a Second Language		Faculty in multiple programs; supervisor in Middle Grades Education; coordinator of ESL endorsement program; courses - EDU 304; EDU 345; EDU 394; EDU 530; EDMT 546		English & Reading, Grades 6-12; Reading Endorsement; ESOL Endorsement (Florida)		NKU: field experience supervision; Teacher, Pierce Middle School, Tampa, FL, 2007-2011: Grade 6 reading, Grade 7 language arts honors, Grade 8 intensive-reading

		Eastep, Shannon		M.Ed.		Technology and Instructional Design		Foundations / Technology		Technology faculty to all programs; course - EDU 313		N/A		N/A

		Faulkner, Shawn		Ph.D.		Curriculum & Instruction		Middle Grades Education 		Program facilitator, faculty, and supervisor in Middle Grades Education; courses - EDU 318; EDU 344; EDU 391		Assistant Superintendent; Elementary Principal; Supervisor; Elementary Education, Grades 1-8 (Ohio)		NKU: field experience supervision; Grades 7/8 Teacher (1988-93), Language Arts / Science, Grade 6 Teacher / Elementary Supervisor (1993-98), Temple Christian School, Lima, Ohio; Title One Teacher & Literacy Unit Coordinator (1998-2004), Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. 

		Feldmann, Doug		Ph.D.		Curriculum Studies & Teacher Education		Foundations; MAT/Option 6		Foundations faculty to all programs; faculty and supervisor in MAT program; courses - EDU 305; EDG 615; EDMT 611; EDMT 612; EDMT 632; EDMT 692; EDMT 693		Secondary Teaching Certificate, Grades 6-12: English, Language Arts, United States History, World History (Illinois)		NKU: field experience supervision; 1992-95: English and Social Studies Teacher - Libertyville High School and Rockford Eisenhower Middle School (Illinois)

		Gilbert, Jaesook		Ph.D.		Early Childhood Education		Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education		Program co-facilitator; faculty, and supervisor in IECE; courses - EDU 303; EDU 321; EDU 395; EDU 397; EDU 398; EDU 490; EDU 491; EDU 550; EDU 554; EDU 565		Early Childhood & Elementary Education (Missouri)		NKU: Field Experience Supervision; 1988-90: Teacher, Washington University Nursery School, St. Louis, MO

		Gonulates, Funda		Ph.D.		Mathematics  Education		Mathematics Education; Elementary Education; IECE		faculty in Elementary and IECE programs; courses - EDU 306; EDU 567		Secondary School Mathematics (Turkey)		NKU: Grant funded work in PK-12 schools through the Kentucky Center for Mathematics; Project Mentor (TUSSIDE, Istanbul Turkey, 2006)

		Griebling, Susan		Ed.D.		Special Education		Interdisciplinary Early Childhood Education		Program co-facilitator, faculty, and supervisor in IECE; courses - EDU 500; EDU 551; EDU 552; EDU 562; EDU 566 EDU 564; EDU 395; EDU 397; EDU 490; EDU 491		N/A		NKU: field experience supervision; Hamilton County ESC Head Start: Education Coordinator, 1999-2005; Education Field Supervisor, 1993 - 1999; Teacher, Early Childhood, 1983-1993

		Huss, John		Ed.D.		Curriculum & Instruction		Foundations		Foundations faculty to all programs; courses - EDU 305; EDG 605		Middle Grades Education, Grades 5-8, Rank 1 (Kentucky)		Middle Grades Teacher, St. Joseph Elementary School, Crescent Springs, Kentucky (1995-96); Middle Grades Teacher, Covington Independent Schools, Covington, Kentucky (1994-95)

		Jones, Missy		Ph.D.		Educational Leadership		Special Education  		Faculty in Special Education and to all programs; courses - EDS 362; EDS 364; EDS 365; EDS 572; EDG 660; EDG 666; EDMT 621		Teaching Certificate, Education of the Handicapped (K-12); Professional Certificate, Developmental Handicap (K-12) & Multi-handicap; Supervisor Certificate (Ohio)		NKU: Collaborations with school districts and other educational organizations on special education; Supervisor of Programs (1992-95) and Teacher (1989-92), Clermont County Educational Service Center, Batavia, Ohio

		Kasten, Sarah		Ph.D.		Mathematics Education		Mathematics Education; Elementary Education; Middle Grades Education		Faculty in multiple programs; courses - EDU 306; EDU 333; EDU 347; EDG 691; EDMT 544		Secondary Mathematics, Grades 7-12 (Ohio)		NKU: Grant funded work on PK-12 education; 2001-04: Mathematics Teacher, West High School, Columbus, Ohio

		Kinne, Lenore		Ph.D.		Educational Psychology		Foundations / Assessment		Faculty to all programs; courses - EDU 315; EDU 325; EDU 343; EDG 691; EDG 692; EDG 701; EDG 702; EDG 703		Elementary Education, Grades K-6 (Minnesota)		1988-90: Coordinator of K-12 Gifted Program, Westonka Public Schools, Mound, MN; 1987-88: Grade 5 mathematics teacher, Breck School, Golden Valley, MN; 1986-87: Grade 6 teacher, Torah Academy, St. Louis Park, MN

		Maddin, Ellen		Ed.D.		Curriculum & Instruction		Foundations / Technology; Secondary Education		program facilitator, faculty, and supervisor in Secondary Education; Technology faculty to all programs; courses - EDU 313; EDU 393; EDU 396; EDG 602; EDG 641; EDG 642; EDG 643; EDG 646; EDMT 641		K-12 Supervision License; Teaching License, English, Grades 7-12 (Ohio)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 2007-09: Director of Instructional Services, Hamilton County Educational Service Center, Ohio; 2002-06, Program Manager, Ohio Leadership for Integrating Technology, Ohio Department of Education; 1998-2006, Supervisor, Instructional Technology, Hamilton County Educational Service Center, Ohio; 1995-98: Educational Technologist, Cincinnati Public Schools, Ohio; 1994-95, English Teacher, New Richmond High School, Ohio; 1986-92: English Teacher, Mt. Healthy High School, Ohio; 1984-86, English Teacher, Oak Hills High School, Ohio; 1981-84, English and Journalism Teacher, Lawrenceburg High School, Indiana

		Prather-Jones, Bianca		Ed.D.		Curriculum & Instruction		Special Education		program co-facilitator and faculty in Special Education; courses - EDS 322; EDS 323; EDS 472; EDS 473; EDG 667		Learning Disabilities and Behavioral Disorders, K-12 (Kentucky); Emotional Handicaps, K-12 (Ohio); Emotional Handicaps, K-12 (Florida); National Board Certification, Exceptional Needs Specialist, K-12		2001-02: Intervention Specialist, Nagel Middle School, Forest Hills Schools, Anderson, OH; 1998-2001: Special Education Teacher, Campbell County Middle and High School, Campbell County Schools, Alexandria, KY; 1996-98: Special Education Teacher, Middleton Middle School of Technology and Tomlin Middle School, Hillsborough Public Schools, Tampa, FL

		Runge, Sara		Ed.D.		Literacy		Foundations; Literacy		Assistant chair of undergraduate programs in Dept of Teacher Education; Foundations faculty to all programs; courses - EDU 104; EDU 307; EDU 309; EDU 311; EDU 302; EDU 310; EDU 334		Early Elementary K-4, self-contained 5-6 (KY); Early Elementary K-6 (OH), Educational Leadership (OH), Principal Certificate (OH), Reading Specialist Endorsement (KY & OH)		NKU: partnerships with PK-12 school districts as Acting Director of NKU Center for Educator Excellence; Teacher, Kenton County School District, 1989-1995; Principal, Sheila L. Green Elementary, 1997-1999

		Sherry, Tammie		Ed.D.		Literacy		Literacy; Elementary Education		Faculty in Elementary Education; courses - EDU 302; EDU 310; EDU 390; EDU 525; EDG 637		Elementary Education, Grades K-4; Self-contained, Grades 5 & 6; Middle Grades language arts, 5-8; Reading Specialist, K-12 (Kentucky)		NKU: field experience supervision; 1994-2004: Teacher, Newport Middle School, Newport, KY

		Smith, Lynne		Ed.D.		Instruction and Administration		Literacy; Elementary Education		Faculty in Elementary Education; courses - EDU 302; EDU 310; EDU 390; EDG 639		Lifetime Teaching Certification, Elementary Grades 1-8 (Kentucky); Elementary Grades 1-9 & Reading (Tennessee)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 1978-83 & 1984-85: Teacher, North Middle School, Loudon County Schools, TN; 1977-78: Teacher, Highland Park Elementary School, Loudon County Schools, TN; 1974-76, Teacher, Hillsview Elementary School, McMinn County Schools, Athens, TN

		Steltenkamp, Kayla		Ph.D.		Education and Social Change / Special Education		Special Education		Faculty in Special Education; courses - EDS 322; EDS 324; EDS 360		 Special Education (Kentucky)		Special Education Teaching experience

		Tosolt, Brandelyn		Ph.D.		Educational Leadership		Foundations		Foundations faculty to all programs; MAT program facilitator; courses - EDU 316; EDG 606; EDMT 622		Grades K-5, All Subjects; Grades K-8, Self-Contained; Mathematics, Grades 6-8; Social Studies, Grades 6-8 (Michigan)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 2004-07: Grades 5-8 Teacher (Language Arts, Social Studies, and Math), Friends School, Detroit, MI; 2003-04: Grade 5 Teacher (Language Arts, Social Studies, and Math), Detroit Public Schools, MI

		Yates, Kimberly		Ed.D.		Curriculum and Instruction		Science Education; Middle Grades Education; Secondary Education   		Faculty in multiple programs; courses - EDU 319; EDU 324; EDU 300; EDU 330; EDU 346; EDU 545; EDU 546; EDU 594; EDMT 543		Secondary Grades 6-12: major area - Science, minor area - Math (Nevada)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 2001-02: Science Teacher, Jim Bridger Middle School, Las Vegas, NV



		PHYSICAL EDUCATION/HEALTH FACULTY 

		Carol Ryan		PhD		Physical Education		Physical Education/Health		HEA 489; HEA 525; KIN 320; KIN 330; PHE 230; PHE 310; PHE 470; PHE 490; PHE 491; EDU 496		K-12 Health and Physical Education 		P-12 teaching experience; PEP grant consultant and evaluator; university clinical educator 

		Alar Lipping		PhD		Physical Education		Physical Education/Health		HEA 489; HEA 525; KIN 320; KIN 330; PHE 230; PHE 310; PHE 470; PHE 490; PHE 491; EDU 496		K-12 Health and Physical Education 		Historical and Sociological Perspective of Physical Education; university clinical educator 

		Mary Kirk		PhD		Physical Education		Physical Education/Health		KIN 320; KIN 330; PHE 230; PHE 310; PHE 470; PHE 490; PHE 491; EDU 496		K-12 Health and Physical Education 		P-12 teaching experience;  university clinical educator 

		Rebecca Elkins		PhD		Health Education		Physical Education/Health		HEA125; HEA230; HEA250; HEA270; HEA320; HEA350; HEA489; HEA525; KIN200; EDU 496		K-12 Health and Physical Education 		Physical Activity; Psychosocial Health; Community and Public Health & P-12 Physical Education & Health; university clinical educator 



		Arts and Science Faculty

		Lisa B. Jameson		MFA Fine Arts; MA Art Education		Art Education		Art Education		Area Coordinator Art Education/Foundations; ARTE 380, 381, 382; Studio courses-Drawing and Foundations		Licensure: State of OH   K-12 Visual Art		University clinical educator; methods professor 

		Diane Hoersting		MA		Art Education		Art Education		Field and Clinical Experience Courses; EDU 393, 396, 496		K-12 Art Education		Part-time. Art Educator, Boone Co. Schools 1979-2009

		Bethany Bowling		PhD		Biology Education		Biology Education		All Biology Courses 		Secondary Biology		Grants;  Education Liaison to TEC

		Pamilla Ball		Ph.D.		Chemistry; Inorganic Chemistry		Chemistry		Chemistry Education; Liasion to TEC; CHE 120/L, 121/L, 125, 391W, 362L		Secondary Chemistry 		CINSAM grants; 'B.S. Secondary Education/highschool teaching internship 1999-2000

		Jonathan S. Cullick		Ph.D		English		English		Liaison to Teacher Education Committee;  English Education. ENG 101, 151, 291, 208, 209, 463, 530, 535, 537; EDU 495, EDU 496, EDMT 696		Teacher Certification, State Board of Education, Texas:  High School English & High School History, 16 January 1987.   (B.A. English Secondary Education, University of Houston, 1986) 		* CLINICAL EDUCATOR for 23 Student Teachers
* UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR for 3 First-Year Teaching Interns
* At 14 high schools and middle schools in the Northern Kentucky and Cincinnati areas                      * CERTFIED UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR, Kentucky Teacher Internship Program,  2013, 2015.



		Theodore Hodgson		Ph. D. 		Curriculum and Instruction		Mathematics		Secondary Mathematics; All classes taught in Department of Mathematics and Statistics		Secondary Mathematics		Enhancing Engagement in Secondary and Middle Grades Classrooms.  Owen and Grant County Professional Learning Community Workshop Series (eight professional development sessions for 5-12 teachers from September 2015 through April 2016), Dry Ridge, KY. ;  University Clinical Educator ;                                                                                             High School Math Teacher ;  LaJolla Country Day H.S., CA

		Bethany Noblitt		Ph. D. 		Mathematics Education		Mathematics		Secondary Mathematics;  Liaison to Teacher Education Committee; All classes taught in Department of Mathematics and Statistics		Secondary Mathematics 		PI, PRIME: Producing Regional Increases in Mathematics Educators, NSF Robert Noyce grant, June 2014 - present;  University Clinical Educator;                                   High School Math Teacher;  
Waggener Traditional H.S., KY


		Michael Waters		Ph. D. 		Mathematics Education		Mathematics		Secondary Mathematics; All classes taught in Department of Mathematics and Statistics		Secondary Mathematics		High School Math Teacher, Miller H.S., OH; Southern Local Schools, OH;                                            University Clinical Educator 

		Danielle Todd		MA, PhD 		Music Education, Instrumental		Music Education		Music Education Liaison to Teacher Education Committee; MUSM 104, 309, 360, 363, 364, 261, 262		PK-12 Music 		10 years Public School experience (middle and high school band), clinician, adjudicator

		Katie Barton		MA		Music Education, Choral		Music Education		Music Education; MUSM 104, 209, 360, 361, 362, 441		PK-12 Music 		8 years Public School teaching experience (middle and high school choir), clinician, adjudicator

		David Cain		Ph.D. 		Physics 		Physics		Physics Program; Liaison to Teacher Education Committee; All physics courses

		Burke Miller 		Ph.D.		History		Social Studies		History and Geography Department Chair;  Liasion to Teacher Education Committee; All History courses		Social Studies Secondary Teacher 		Teacher, North Carolina, 1986-1992; Teacher, Ohio, 2000-2004; University Clinical Educator 



		ADJUNCT FACULTY

		Bredenberg, Richard E.		M.A. + 30 		Elementary Education and Teaching		Secondary Education		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 393; EDU 396; EDU 495; EDMT 696		Elementary Education (Kentucky)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 33 years, Boone County Schools (KY)

		Flynn, Kelly		MA + 30		Child Development and Family Life		Special Education		Instructor; University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDS 473; EDS 570		N/A		N/A

		Frakes, George L.		M.Ed. + 30 		Early Childhood Special Education		MAT / Middle Grades and Secondary Education		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDMT 694; EDMT 696		Middle School Education; Rank 1 School Leadership (Kentucky)		NKU: Field and Clinical Experience Supervision; 20 years, Newport High School; 15 years, Highlands High School (KY)

		Gilvin, Tamara		M.A. + 30 		Education		Elementary Education		Instructor; University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 317; EDU 392				NKU: field experience supervision; Elementary Education ; Rank 1 Instructional Leadership (Kentucky)

		Howard, Deborah K.		M.A. + 30 		Elementary Education		Elementary Education		University Clinical Supervisor; course - EDU 494		Elementary Education; Rank 1 Instructional Leadership (Kentucky)		NKU: clinical experience supervision; 2005-12: Principal, Beechgrove Elementary; 2003-05: Assistant Principal, Summit View Elementary; 1978-2003, Teacher, Summit View Elementary

		Joseph,  Joan		M.A. + 30 		Education		Elementary Education		University Clinical Supervisor; course - EDU 494		Music Education; Elementary Education; Rank 1 (Kentucky)		NKU: clinical experience supervision

		Leonard, Kim 		M.Ed. + 30 		Literacy		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 307; EDU 309; EDU 311; EDU 494; EDU 495; EDU 496; EDMT 696		Elementary Education, Grades 1-8 (Kentucky)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 1986-2016: Elementary Teacher, Kenton County School District

		Majors, Mary Jan		M.Ed. + 30 		Math		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 307; EDU 309; EDU 311; EDU 494; EDU 495; EDU 496; EDMT 696		Mathematics, Grades 7-12 (Kentucky)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 1977-2016: Math Teacher, Highlands High School

		Olasov, Linda Glassman		Ph.D.		Health Education		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 495; EDU 496		Health & Physical Education (Ohio)		NKU: clinical experience supervision; 1973-74: Teacher and Counselor, Riverbend School, Knoxville, TN; 1966-71: Teacher, Walnut Hills High School, Cincinnati, OH; 1965-66: Teacher, Cleveland Heights High School, OH

		Palmer, Lauren D.		M.A.		Elementary Education		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDS 588; EDU 492; EDU 493; EDU 494; EDU 495; EDU 497		Elementary and Special Education (Kentucky)		NKU: clinical experience supervision; 1984-1988: Teacher, Scott High School & Ft. Wright High School, Kenton County Schools

		Pfalzgraf, Lisa Ann		M.A.		Speech-Language Pathology		Special Education		Instructor; University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDS 360; EDS 588		N/A		N/A

		Rust, Allen		M.Ed. + 30 		History; AP Training 		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 307; EDU 309; EDU 311; EDU 494; EDU 495; EDU 496; EDMT 696		Social Studies, Grades 7-12 (Kentucky & Ohio)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 1978-2007: Social Studies Teacher, Scott High School; 1972-1978: 7th grade Social Studies Teacher; 1970-71: 7th grade Social Studies/English Teacher

		Simpkins, Candice N.		M.A. + 30 		Reading Specialist; Educational Leadership		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 307; EDU 309; EDU 311; EDU 494; EDU 495; EDU 496; EDMT 696		Elementary Education; Reading Specialist, K-12; Educational Administration (Kentucky)		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 2001-12: Principal, Grandview Elementary (Bellevue Independent School District); 1989-2001: Teacher, Crittenden Mt. Zion Elementary (Grant County Schools)

		Stewart, Elizabeth		M.Ed. + 30 		Elementary Education; Reading/Math Intervention		all programs		University Clinical Supervisor; courses - EDU 307; EDU 309; EDU 311; EDU 494; EDU 495; EDU 496; EDMT 696		Elementary Education; Middle Grades		NKU: field and clinical experience supervision; 2001-2015: Teacher, Elementary School
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Clinical Educator Qualifications Table.xlsx


Sheet1



		Capacity Dimension		EPP description of metric(s)		EPP data		Comparative entity data       Murrary State University EPP - information from Murray State		Title and description of supplemental evidence/documentation of quality for each dimension

		Facilities 		MEP=Mathematics, Education, Psychology Building;                                                                              AHC= Albirght Health Center Building                                                                  49 MEP offices                                                                        3 AHC offices                                                                   12 MEP classrooms-- SMART/Tech enhanced                                                                  5 AHC classrooms-- SMART/ Tech enhanced		49 MEP offices- 8,221 square feet;                       3 AHC offices= 603 square feet;                          12 MEP classrooms- 10,185 square feet; 5 AHC classrooms- 3,433 square feet;                                       Total- 19,442 Square feet		Murray State:                                                               14 SMART/Tech Enhanced classrooms and 1 auditorium 		Building Plans 



		Fiscal Support 		Dean's office salaries, benefits, and operating budget;                                                                             Departments' salaries, benefits, and operating budgets;                                                                               Advising Center's salaries, benefits, and operating budget 		Dean's office Salary and Benefits $715,531;  Dean's Operating-                                                           Teacher Education Salary & Benefits $2,597.019.00;   Teacher Education Operating- $182,141;                                                     Kinesiology and Health Salary and Benefits $133,108;  Kinesiology and Health Operating- $7,721;                                                    CSWL Salary and Benefits $339,789;                                                                                             CSWL Operating $14,424;                             Advising Center Salary and Benefits $325,188;  Advising Center Operating        $ 9,540                                                                     Total:  $4,324,452.00		Murray State Budget:  $6,784,203.00		College, Department, and Advising Center Budgets



		Administrative Support 		Dean's office                                                                                                        Departments                                                                         Advising Center 		Dean's office--                                                          Dean;  Associate Dean; Assistant Dean; Assistant to the Dean; Development Officer; Technology Coordinator; 2 Graduate Assistants                                              Departments--                                                                         3 Department Chairs; 3 Assistant Chairs;                   1 Director of Clinical Experiences; 3 Acadmic Coordinators; 3 specialists;  4 Graduate Assistants; 3 work study students                                                                Advising Center: 1 Director; 1 assistant; 1work study student		Murray State:                                                Dean, Assistant Dean; Director of Teacher Education Services;             3 Department Chairs 		EPP Organizational chart



		Candidate Support Services 		Advisng Center                                                               Technology Coordinator                                                 Computer Lab		Advising Center--  1 Director and 4 Advisors for Education Candidates;             1 Technology Coordinator who supports Foliotek;                                                                              1 computer lab in the EPP 		Murray State:                                                   4 computer labs  		EPP Organizational Chart;  Foliotek screen shot;  Building plans



		Candidate Feedback, formal and informal 		Formal-                                                                               Surveys; EPP wide assessments; Foliotek electronic portfolio system; Advising Appointments; SAP (student information system)                                                                                       Informal- Discussions before/after classes with PK-12, Univ Clinical Educators and Peers		Formal-                                                                               End of Clinical Experience Surveys completed by candidates;                                                              Information back to candidates:                ALL EPP wide assessments-- Dispositions;  Lesson Planning; Lesson Implementation; Technology; Refelection-- which are all housed in Foliotek; Advising Appointments;                                                SAP- student information system that has student grades,GPA, class schedule, tuition, etc;                                                             Informal- Discussions before/after classes with PK-12, Univ Clinical Educators and Peers		Murrary State:                                                   Student Teaching Exit Survey 		Evidence documents:                          1.1.5- Dispositions Rubric;                  1.1.6- Lesson Planning Rubric;               1.1.7- Lesson Implementation Rubric;                                                      1.2.1 Reflection Rubric;                           1.5.1 Technology Rubric;                          2.1.10- Example of Feedback Survey; SAP screenshot;                                      Foliotek screenshot;                                Advising Center screenshot
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EPP Table 5- Parity.xlsx


Model Sum

		Funding Request:  College of Education



						Fy 2017 Original Budget Model		FY 2018 Proposed Budget		FY 2018 to       FY 2017 Variance

										+ G - F

		REVENUES

				IDC/FA Recovery		$0				$0		prior actualfor FY2018

				Direct Revenues		$18,100		$18,100		$0

				TOTAL DIRECT REVENUES		$18,100		$18,100		$0



				Allocated Tuition and Fees (model based)		$16,259,962				-$16,259,962

				Less Aid and Waivers (model based)		-$1,896,742				$1,896,742

				Allocated State Appropriation (model based)		$6,312,870				-$6,312,870

				TOTAL ALLOCATED REVENUES		$20,676,090		$0		-$20,676,090



				TOTAL REVENUES		$20,694,190		$18,100		-$20,676,090



		EXPENDITURES

				Administrative Staff Salaries		$640,827		$584,982		-$55,845

				Faculty Salaries		$5,386,853		$5,471,853		$85,000

				Student Wages		$128,072		$128,072		$0

				Faculty/Staff/ Benefits		$1,832,133		$1,856,921		$24,788

				Proposed Three Percent Salary Increase		$0		$150,000		$150,000

				Subtotal Salary and Benefits		$7,987,885		$8,191,828		$203,943

				Contract Services		$77,510		$77,510		$0

				Pooled Operating and Capital Equipment 		$186,095		$43,905		$230,000		model combines pooled and capital

				Non-Pooled Operating Services		$143,107		$143,107		$0

				Capital Operating 		$0		$3,200		$3,200		model combines pooled and capital

				College Scholarships				$0		$0		Treated as Subtraction to Tuition in Model

				2% Reserve based on net allocated Tuition				$0		$0		Calculated cell D32

				Subtotal Other Expenses		$406,712		$267,722		$233,200

				TOTAL DIRECT EXPENSES		$8,394,597		$8,459,550		$437,143

				Revenues Less Total Direct Expenditures		$12,299,593		-$8,441,450		-$21,113,233

				(Margin After Direct Expenditures)		$12,299,593		-$8,441,450		-$21,113,233



				Total Indirect Expense Allocations (provided by Budget Office)		$10,536,779		TBD		ERROR:#VALUE!		Detail provided on Model - TBD

				(Margin After Indirect Expenditure Allocations)		$1,762,814		ERROR:#VALUE!		ERROR:#VALUE!



				Less Central Revenue Pool Participation (15% of Total Revenues)		3,104,129		-$2,715		-$3,106,844

				Margin After Central Revenue Pool Participation		-1,341,315		ERROR:#VALUE!		ERROR:#VALUE!

				Less Support of Strategic Initiative Funds		$0		TBD		TBD

				Plus Central Revenue Distribution*		$1,341,315		TBD		TBD

				Ending Unit Margin		$1		ERROR:#VALUE!		ERROR:#VALUE!

				15%









Summary

								Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018

		COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

				Staff Administrative				$640,827		$0		$0		-$55,845		$584,982

				Faculty Payroll				$5,386,853		$0		$0		$85,000		$5,471,853

				Fringe Benefits				$1,832,133		$40,936		$0		-$16,148		$1,856,921

				Grad Asst Fringe Benefits				$15,784		$0		$0		$0		$15,784

				Student Compensation				$128,072		$0		$0		$0		$128,072

				Pooled Operating				$182,895		$92,946		$0		ERROR:#VALUE!		ERROR:#VALUE!

				Contract Services				$77,510		$0		$0		$0		$77,510

				Non-Pooled Operating				$143,107		$0		$0		$0		$143,107

				Capital				$3,200		$0		$0		$0		$3,200

				Scholarships				$37,000		$0		$0		$0		$37,000

				Revenues				-$18,100		$0		$0		$0		-$18,100

				TOTAL Central University Support				$8,429,281		$133,882		$0		ERROR:#VALUE!		ERROR:#VALUE!

						CHECK		$8,429,281		$133,882		$0		ERROR:#VALUE!		$8,530,329

				Reconcile FI system to Model

						Total		$8,429,281		$0

						Add Revenue		$18,100

						Subtract scholarships		-$37,000

						TOTAL Central University Support		$8,429,281

						Add Revenues		$18,100		This is Funding Source

						Subtract Grad Asst Fringe Benefits		-$15,784		Treated as scholarships in Model

						Subtract scholarships		-$37,000		Treated in Model as Subtraction to Tuition

								$8,394,597		Match Direct Expense in Model

										Removed the Fund Center Doctor of Special Initiative from Detail and the Model

								$8,394,597		Agreement between Provost Wells and President Votruba on his retirement the funding in 

										the Special Initiative fund center returns to central as central funding was provided to create this fund center

										when Dr. Votruba retired.



								$10,000 salary + $5733 benefits - Ziegler staff line

								$5,000 salary + $893 benefits - Ericksen faculty line

								$65,000 salary + $18,474 - SW TT faculty line

								$55,000 salary + $16,688 - SW NTTR faculty line





Dean

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$0.00

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0450		Academic Support		$336,544		$0		$0		-$55,845		$280,699

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		503005		Faculty-Salary		0450		Academic Support		$267,876		$0		$0		$85,000		$352,876				   Life Insurance				522110		$0.00		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		503010		Faculty-Part-Time		0450		Academic Support		$258,516		$0		$0		$0		$258,516				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		503505		Faculty-Summer		0450		Academic Support		$427,280		$0		$0		$0		$427,280				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$0.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		503510		Faculty-Winter Inter		0450		Academic Support		$18,250		$0		$0		$0		$18,250				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		505010		Student-Hrly-Iws		0450		Academic Support		$33,070		$0		$0		$0		$33,070				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		505015		Student-Stipend		0450		Academic Support		$3,862		$0		$0		$0		$3,862				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		505020		Stdnt-Grad Asst		0450		Academic Support		$60,140		$0		$0		$0		$60,140				   KERS-Regular				522130		$0.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

														Payroll Subtotal		$1,405,538		$0		$0		$29,155		$1,434,693				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$0.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522110		Ins-Life		0450		Academic Support		$495		$0		$0		$24		$519				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$0.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522115		Ins-Dental		0450		Academic Support		$2,600		$0		$0		$0		$2,600				   Medicare				522141		$0.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522120		Ins-Disability		0450		Academic Support		$725		$0		$0		$35		$760

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522122		Ins-Vision		0450		Academic Support		$100		$0		$0		$0		$100				Total Benefits:						$6,870.00

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522125		Ins-Health		0450		Academic Support		$71,527		$4,400		$0		$0		$75,927				Total Compensation						$6,870.00

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522127		Ins-Health Spending		0450		Academic Support		$3,750		$0		$0		$0		$3,750

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522130		Retirement-Ky		0450		Academic Support		$90,642		$0		$0		-$26,938		$63,704

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0450		Academic Support		$41,788		$0		$0		$8,500		$50,288

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522140		Social Security		0450		Academic Support		$51,260		$0		$0		$1,808		$53,068

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0450		Academic Support		$12,390		$0		$0		$423		$12,813

														Benefits Subtotal		$275,277		$4,400		$0		-$16,148		$263,529



		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		524010		Bene-grad asst		0450		Academic Support		$284		$0		$0		$0		$284



		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		530015		Supervising Teachers		0450		Academic Support		$59,570		$0		$0		$0		$59,570

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		530020		Honoraria		0450		Academic Support		$800		$0		$0		$0		$800

														Contract Subtotal		$60,370		$0		$0		$0		$60,370

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550005		Supplies-Office		0450		Academic Support		$3,473		$0		$0		$0		$3,473

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550015		Supplies-Education		0450		Academic Support		$3,708		$0		$0		$0		$3,708

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550020		Supplies-Testing		0450		Academic Support		$200		$0		$0		$0		$200

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550205		Printing		0450		Academic Support		$2,938		$0		$0		$0		$2,938

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550405		Advertising		0450		Academic Support		$2,600		$1,500		$0		 		$4,100

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550505		Telephone-Long Dist		0450		Academic Support		$500		$0		$0		$0		$500

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550520		Meals & Refreshments		0450		Academic Support		$2,731		$5,000		$0		 		$7,731

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550535		Subscrptns/Dept Bks		0450		Academic Support		$100		$0		$0		$0		$100

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550540		Dues/Cert Lic Fees		0450		Academic Support		$1,500		$0		$0		$0		$1,500

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550545		Accredit Fees Only		0450		Academic Support		$3,000		$4,000		$0		 		$7,000

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550900		Travel Pool		0450		Academic Support		$6,903		$0		$0		$0		$6,903

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550920		Travel-Non St Employ		0450		Academic Support		$3,810		$0		$0		$0		$3,810

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		550930		Ed/Train/Reg/Fees		0450		Academic Support		$5,200		$3,000		$0		 		$8,200

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		551010		Offce Equip $500-$49		0450		Academic Support		$2,000		$0		$0		$0		$2,000

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		551015		Comp Eqp $500-$4999		0450		Academic Support		$400		$1,700		$0		 		$2,100

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		551225		Rental-Non-St Facili		0450		Academic Support		$300		$0		$0		$0		$300

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		551230		Maint-Equip-Svc Cont		0450		Academic Support		$500		$0		$0		$0		$500

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$39,863		$15,200		$0		$0		$55,063

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		552610		Telephone-Line Chrg		0450		Academic Support		$1,087		$0		$0		$0		$1,087

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		552615		Telephone-Maint		0450		Academic Support		$917		$0		$0		$0		$917

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		552705		Reserved Expend		0450		Academic Support		$5,034		$0		$0		$0		$5,034

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$7,038		$0		$0		$0		$7,038

		0111000100		237001005		Dean, College of Education & Human Serv		570130		Computers/Printers		0450		Academic Support		$3,200		$0		$0		$0		$3,200

														Captial Subtotal		$3,200		$0		$0		$0		$3,200

														TOTAL		$1,791,570		$19,600		$0		$13,007		$1,824,177





Advising Cntr

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237001025		College of Ed & Human Srvc Advising Cntr		420465		Review Transcripts		5300		Sales and Serv Educ Depts		-$200		$0		$0		$0		-$200

														Revenues		-$200		$0		$0		$0		-$200				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001025		College of Ed & Human Srvc Advising Cntr		550005		Supplies-Office		0450		Academic Support		$140		$400		$0		 		$540				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001025		College of Ed & Human Srvc Advising Cntr		550205		Printing		0450		Academic Support		$50		$1,200		$0		 		$1,250				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

										Meals								$750				 		$750

										Travel								$2,500				 		$2,500

										Registration Fees								$1,500				 		$1,500

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$190		$6,350		$0		 		$6,540				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001025		College of Ed & Human Srvc Advising Cntr		552745		Site Lic-Software		0450		Academic Support		$10		$0		$0		$0		$10				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														Nonpooled Subtotal		$10		$0		$0		$0		$10				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														TOTAL		$0		$6,350		$0		ERROR:#VALUE!		$6,350				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

																												   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

																												   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

																												   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions



																												Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

																												Total Compensation						$90,530.80







Doctorate

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0100		Instruction		$34,061		$0		$0		$0		$34,061

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		503005		Faculty-Salary		0100		Instruction		$289,673		$0		$0		$0		$289,673				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		503010		Faculty-Part-Time		0100		Instruction		$10,000		$0		$0		$0		$10,000				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		503505		Faculty-Summer		0100		Instruction		$20,000		$0		$0		$0		$20,000				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		504015		Faculty-Spec Comp		0100		Instruction		$8,200		$0		$0		$0		$8,200				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		505020		Stdnt-Grad Asst		0100		Instruction		$25,000		$0		$0		$0		$25,000				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														Payroll Subtotal		$386,934		$0		$0		$0		$386,934				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522110		Ins-Life		0100		Instruction		$266		$0		$0		$0		$266				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522115		Ins-Dental		0100		Instruction		$1,300		$0		$0		$0		$1,300				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522120		Ins-Disability		0100		Instruction		$388		$0		$0		$0		$388				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522122		Ins-Vision		0100		Instruction		$50		$0		$0		$0		$50				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522125		Ins-Health		0100		Instruction		$27,391		$2,000		$0		$0		$29,391

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522130		Retirement-Ky		0100		Instruction		$16,550		$300		$0		$0		$16,850				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0100		Instruction		$28,967		$0		$0		$0		$28,967				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522140		Social Security		0100		Instruction		$20,639		$0		$0		$0		$20,639

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0100		Instruction		$4,839		$0		$0		$0		$4,839

														Benefits Subtotal		$100,390		$2,300		$0		$0		$102,690



		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		524010		Bene-grad asst		0100		Instruction		$15,500		$0		$0		$0		$15,500



		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		530020		Honoraria		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		$0		$1,000

														Contract Subtotal		$1,000		$0		$0		$0		$1,000

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$12,184		$0		$0		-$11,184		$1,000

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550015		Supplies-Education		0100		Instruction		$14,000		$0		$0		-$13,500		$500

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550405		Advertising		0100		Instruction		$4,400		$0		$0		-$4,000		$400

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550505		Telephone-Long Dist		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		-$500		$500

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550520		Meals & Refreshments		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		-$500		$500

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550535		Subscrptns/Dept Bks		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		$2,000		$3,000

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550540		Dues/Cert Lic Fees		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		-$500		$500

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550815		Recruitment Exp		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		-$500		$500

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550914		Emp Travel-Domestic		0100		Instruction		$11,000		$0		$0		-$10,000		$1,000

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		550930		Ed/Train/Reg/Fees		0100		Instruction		$3,000		$0		$0		-$200		$2,800

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$49,584		$0		$0		-$38,884		$10,700

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		552605		Reserve-Revenue Shar		0100		Instruction		$93,002		$0		$0		$0		$93,002

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$93,002		$0		$0		$0		$93,002

		0111000100		237001035		Doctorate of Education		562010		Scholarships-Tuition		0800		Student Financial Aid		$37,000		$0		$0		$0		$37,000

														Scholarships Subtotal		$37,000		$0		$0		$0		$37,000

														TOTAL		$683,410		$2,300		$0		-$38,884		$646,826





Dr Spec Init

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0100		Instruction		$49,436		$0		$0		$0		$49,436				Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		503005		Faculty-Salary		0100		Instruction		$216,000		$0		$0		$0		$216,000

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		504000		Faculty-Spec Pr Pool		0100		Instruction		$83,500		$0		$0		$0		$83,500				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

														Payroll Subtotal		$348,936		$0		$0		$0		$348,936				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522110		Ins-Life		0100		Instruction		$116		$0		$0		$0		$116				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522115		Ins-Dental		0100		Instruction		$520		$0		$0		$0		$520				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522120		Ins-Disability		0100		Instruction		$319		$0		$0		$0		$319				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522122		Ins-Vision		0100		Instruction		$20		$0		$0		$0		$20				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522125		Ins-Health		0100		Instruction		$27,112		$0		$0		$0		$27,112				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522127		Ins-Health Spending		0100		Instruction		$1,250		$0		$0		$0		$1,250				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522130		Retirement-Ky		0100		Instruction		$24,021		$0		$0		$0		$24,021				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0100		Instruction		$21,600		$0		$0		$0		$21,600				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522140		Social Security		0100		Instruction		$10,335		$0		$0		$0		$10,335

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0100		Instruction		$5,174		$0		$0		$0		$5,174				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		522199		Fringe Bene-Reserved		0100		Instruction		$60,659		$0		$0		$0		$60,659				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

														Benefits Subtotal		$151,126		$0		$0		$0		$151,126

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$30,000		$0		$0		$0		$30,000

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$30,000		$0		$0		$0		$30,000

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		552610		Telephone-Line Chrg		0100		Instruction		$109		$0		$0		$0		$109

		0111000100		237001040		Doctorate of Educatn Special Initiative		552615		Telephone-Maint		0100		Instruction		$79		$0		$0		$0		$79

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$188		$0		$0		$0		$188

														TOTAL		$530,250		$0		$0		$0		$530,250





Dept of Teachr Ed

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		420455		COST fees		5300		Sales and Serv Educ Depts		-$5,000		$0		$0		$0		-$5,000

														Revenues		-$5,000		$0		$0		$0		-$5,000				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0100		Instruction		$123,693		$0		$0		$0		$123,693				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		503005		Faculty-Salary		0100		Instruction		$1,681,739		$0		$0		$0		$1,681,739				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

														Payroll Subtotal		$1,805,432		$0		$0		$0		$1,805,432				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522110		Ins-Life		0100		Instruction		$1,484		$0		$0		$0		$1,484				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522115		Ins-Dental		0100		Instruction		$7,800		$0		$0		$0		$7,800				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522120		Ins-Disability		0100		Instruction		$2,167		$0		$0		$0		$2,167				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522122		Ins-Vision		0100		Instruction		$300		$0		$0		$0		$300				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522125		Ins-Health		0100		Instruction		$238,603		$12,000		$0		$0		$250,603				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522127		Ins-Health Spending		0100		Instruction		$7,500		$0		$0		$0		$7,500				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522130		Retirement-Ky		0100		Instruction		$60,103		$956		$0		$0		$61,059

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0100		Instruction		$168,174		$0		$0		$0		$168,174				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522140		Social Security		0100		Instruction		$103,643		$0		$0		$0		$103,643				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0100		Instruction		$26,134		$0		$0		$0		$26,134

														Benefits Subtotal		$615,908		$12,956		$0		$0		$628,864

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		530015		Supervising Teachers		0100		Instruction		$15,400		$0		$0		$0		$15,400

														Contract Subtotal		$15,400		$0		$0		$0		$15,400

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$27,834		-$22,834		$0		 		$5,000

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		550015		Supplies-Education		0100		Instruction		$3,000		$2,000		$0		 		$5,000

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		550205		Printing		0100		Instruction		$3,000		$4,500		$0		 		$7,500

								550070		Promotional Material								$500				 		$500

								550305		Postage								$400				 		$400

								550405		Advertising								$300				 		$300

								550505		Long Distance								$50				 		$50

								550520		Meals								$1,500				 		$1,500

								550815		Recruitment								$200				 		$200

								550835		Visitor Parking								$1,600				 		$1,600

								550914		Emp Travel								$32,000				 		$32,000

								550915		Student Travel								$800				 		$800

								550930		Registration Fees								$10,930				 		$10,930



														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$33,834		$31,946		$0		$0		$65,780

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		552610		Telephone-Line Chrg		0100		Instruction		$1,776		$0		$0		$0		$1,776

		0111000100		237010001		Department of Teacher Education		552615		Telephone-Maint		0100		Instruction		$1,284		$0		$0		$0		$1,284

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$3,060		$0		$0		$0		$3,060

														TOTAL		$2,468,634		$44,902		$0		$0		$2,513,536





Kinesiology

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		404325		Motor Learn&Perf Lab		5100		Tuition and Fees		-$400		$0		$0		$0		-$400

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		404335		Exercise Phys LabFee		5100		Tuition and Fees		-$1,500		$0		$0		$0		-$1,500				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		404350		Course Fee		5100		Tuition and Fees		-$5,000		$0		$0		$0		-$5,000				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

														Revenues		-$6,900		$0		$0		$0		-$6,900				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0100		Instruction		$38,465		$0		$0		$0		$38,465				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		503005		Faculty-Salary		0100		Instruction		$710,713		$0		$0		$0		$710,713				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														Payroll Subtotal		$749,178		$0		$0		$0		$749,178				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522110		Ins-Life		0100		Instruction		$615		$0		$0		$0		$615				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522115		Ins-Dental		0100		Instruction		$3,120		$0		$0		$0		$3,120				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522120		Ins-Disability		0100		Instruction		$899		$0		$0		$0		$899				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522122		Ins-Vision		0100		Instruction		$120		$0		$0		$0		$120				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522125		Ins-Health		0100		Instruction		$102,863		$4,800		$0		$0		$107,663

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522127		Ins-Health Spending		0100		Instruction		$5,369		$0		$0		$0		$5,369				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522130		Retirement-Ky		0100		Instruction		$18,690		$340		$0		$0		$19,030				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0100		Instruction		$71,071		$0		$0		$0		$71,071

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522140		Social Security		0100		Instruction		$42,979		$0		$0		$0		$42,979

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0100		Instruction		$10,052		$0		$0		$0		$10,052

														Benefits Subtotal		$255,778		$5,140		$0		$0		$260,918

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$7,851		-$6,300		$0		 		$1,551

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		550015		Supplies-Education		0100		Instruction		$8,362		-$5,000		$0		 		$3,362

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		550030		Chem & Lab Supplies		0100		Instruction		$950		$100		$0		$0		$1,050

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		550205		Printing		0100		Instruction		$2,911		$2,500		$0		$0		$5,411

								550520		Meals								$1,250				$0		$1,250

								550540		Dues/Cert Fees								$1,500				$0		$1,500

								550545		Accreditation Fees								$3,000				$0		$3,000

								550815		Recruitment								$100				$0		$100

								550835		Visitor Parking								$300				$0		$300

								550914		Emp Travel								$5,000				$0		$5,000

								550920		Travel-Non Employee								$1,000				$0		$1,000

								550930		Registration Fees								$3,000				 		$3,000

								551225		Rental Non State								$750				 		$750

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$20,074		$7,200		$0		$0		$27,274

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		552610		Telephone-Line Chrg		0100		Instruction		$507		$0		$0		$0		$507

		0111000100		237020001		Department of Kinesiology & Health		552615		Telephone-Maint		0100		Instruction		$367		$0		$0		$0		$367

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$874		$0		$0		$0		$874

														TOTAL		$1,019,004		$12,340		$0		$0		$1,031,344





Athletic Train

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237020020		Athletic Training Education		404330		ATEP Lab Fee		5100		Tuition and Fees		-$2,500		$0		$0		$0		-$2,500

														Revenues		-$2,500		$0		$0		$0		-$2,500				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020020		Athletic Training Education		550005		Supplies-Office		0300		Public Service		$637		$0		$0		$0		$637				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020020		Athletic Training Education		550015		Supplies-Education		0300		Public Service		$108		$0		$0		$0		$108				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020020		Athletic Training Education		550040		Medical Supplies		0300		Public Service		$735		$0		$0		$0		$735				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237020020		Athletic Training Education		550540		Dues/Cert Lic Fees		0300		Public Service		$1,020		$0		$0		$0		$1,020				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$2,500		$0		$0		$0		$2,500				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														TOTAL		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

																												   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

																												   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

																												   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions



																												Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

																												Total Compensation						$90,530.80







Cntr Excep Child

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		501199		Staff-Reserve Clrg		0300		Public Service		$65		$0		$0		$0		$65

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		502010		Admin-Spec Comp		0300		Public Service		$1,600		$0		$0		$0		$1,600				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		504015		Faculty-Spec Comp		0300		Public Service		$4,900		$0		$0		$0		$4,900				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

														Payroll Subtotal		$6,565		$0		$0		$0		$6,565				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		522140		Social Security		0300		Public Service		$403		$0		$0		$0		$403				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0300		Public Service		$94		$0		$0		$0		$94				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														Benefits Subtotal		$497		$0		$0		$0		$497				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		530005		Occas Labor & Svcs		0300		Public Service		$740		$0		$0		$0		$740				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

														Contract Subtotal		$740		$0		$0		$0		$740				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		550005		Supplies-Office		0300		Public Service		$238		$0		$0		$0		$238				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		550015		Supplies-Education		0300		Public Service		$723		$0		$0		$0		$723				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		550205		Printing		0300		Public Service		$230		$0		$0		$0		$230

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		550305		Postage		0300		Public Service		$61		$0		$0		$0		$61				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		550900		Travel Pool		0300		Public Service		$100		$0		$0		$0		$100				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

		0111000100		237020030		Center for Exceptional Children		551235		Maint-Equipment		0300		Public Service		$50		$0		$0		$0		$50

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$1,402		$0		$0		$0		$1,402

														TOTAL		$9,204		$0		$0		$0		$9,204





Couns soc wrk lead

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018



		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		404235		Lab Fee		5100		Tuition and Fees		-$1,500		$0		$0		$0		-$1,500

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		461020		Insurance-Social Wor		5500		Other Operating Revenue		-$2,000		$0		$0		$0		-$2,000				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

														Revenues		-$3,500		$0		$0		$0		-$3,500				Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0100		Instruction		$70,081		$0		$0		$0		$70,081

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		502010		Admin-Spec Comp		0100		Instruction		$300		$0		$0		$0		$300				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		503005		Faculty-Salary		0100		Instruction		$1,331,618		$0		$0		$0		$1,331,618				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

														Payroll Subtotal		$1,401,999		$0		$0		$0		$1,401,999				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522110		Ins-Life		0100		Instruction		$1,149		$0		$0		$0		$1,149				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522115		Ins-Dental		0100		Instruction		$6,240		$0		$0		$0		$6,240				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522120		Ins-Disability		0100		Instruction		$1,682		$0		$0		$0		$1,682				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522122		Ins-Vision		0100		Instruction		$218		$0		$0		$0		$218				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522125		Ins-Health		0100		Instruction		$171,453		$7,600		$0		$0		$179,053				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522127		Ins-Health Spending		0100		Instruction		$2,917		$0		$0		$0		$2,917				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522130		Retirement-Ky		0100		Instruction		$34,052		$620		$0		$0		$34,672				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0100		Instruction		$133,162		$0		$0		$0		$133,162

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522140		Social Security		0100		Instruction		$78,526		$0		$0		$0		$78,526				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0100		Instruction		$18,414		$0		$0		$0		$18,414				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

														Benefits Subtotal		$447,813		$8,220		$0		$0		$456,033

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$2,149		$0		$0		$0		$2,149

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550015		Supplies-Education		0100		Instruction		$3,498		$0		$0		$0		$3,498

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550205		Printing		0100		Instruction		$1,656		$0		$0		$0		$1,656

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550305		Postage		0100		Instruction		$408		$0		$0		$0		$408

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550405		Advertising		0100		Instruction		$25		$0		$0		$0		$25

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550505		Telephone-Long Dist		0100		Instruction		$136		$0		$0		$0		$136

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550520		Meals & Refreshments		0100		Instruction		$202		$700		$0		$0		$902

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550535		Subscrptns/Dept Bks		0100		Instruction		$236		$200		$0		$0		$436

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550540		Dues/Cert Lic Fees		0100		Instruction		$211		$5,250		$0		$0		$5,461

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550545		Accredit Fees Only		0100		Instruction		$2,017		$3,000		$0		$0		$5,017

								550815		Recruitment								$1,500

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550825		Awards-Noncash		0100		Instruction		$253		$0		$0		$0		$253

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550899		Miscellaneous		0100		Instruction		$1,300		$0		$0		$0		$1,300

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550900		Travel Pool		0100		Instruction		$2,689		$20,000		$0		$0		$22,689

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		550930		Ed/Train/Reg/Fees		0100		Instruction		$1,416		$1,600		$0		$0		$3,016

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		551015		Comp Eqp $500-$4999		0100		Instruction		$1,021		$0		$0		$0		$1,021

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		551235		Maint-Equipment		0100		Instruction		$408		$0		$0		$0		$408

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$17,625		$32,250		$0		$0		$48,375

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		552610		Telephone-Line Chrg		0100		Instruction		$1,232		$0		$0		$0		$1,232

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		552615		Telephone-Maint		0100		Instruction		$917		$0		$0		$0		$917

		0111000100		237030001		Counseling, Social Work & Leadership		553635		Insurance-Student		0100		Instruction		$2,000		$0		$0		$0		$2,000

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$4,149		$0		$0		$0		$4,149

														TOTAL		$1,868,086		$40,470		$0		$0		$1,907,056







Master in Educ

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request

																												Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237040001		Master in Education		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$739		$0		$0		$0		$739

		0111000100		237040001		Master in Education		550015		Supplies-Education		0100		Instruction		$90		$0		$0		$0		$90				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237040001		Master in Education		550205		Printing		0100		Instruction		$100		$0		$0		$0		$100				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237040001		Master in Education		550520		Meals & Refreshments		0100		Instruction		$161		$0		$0		$0		$161				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$1,090		$0		$0		$0		$1,090				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

														TOTAL		$1,090		$0		$0		$0		$1,090				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

																												   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

																												   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

																												   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

																												   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

																												   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions



																												Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

																												Total Compensation						$90,530.80







MSW

		Fund		Funds Center				Commitment item				Functional area				Proposed
Budget
Original FY/2017		Revenue		Investments		Area Reallocations		Proposed
Budget
FY/2018				Example of how to project benefits related to a Salary Increase/Decrease Request



		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		501100		Admin-Staff Pool		0100		Instruction		$36,018		$0		$0		$0		$36,018				Projected Salary:						$50,000.00

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		503005		Faculty-Salary		0100		Instruction		$352,088		$0		$0		$0		$352,088

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		504015		Faculty-Spec Comp		0100		Instruction		$6,000		$0		$0		$0		$6,000				   Life Insurance				522110		$40.80		$0.068		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		505010		Student-Hrly-Iws		0100		Instruction		$2,000		$0		$0		$0		$2,000				   Dental Insurance (Basic)				522115		$260.00		$260.00		 Full-Time Only

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		505020		Stdnt-Grad Asst		0100		Instruction		$4,000		$0		$0		$0		$4,000				   Disability-Hartford				522120		$60.00		$1.20		 Full-Time Only

														Payroll Subtotal		$400,106		$0		$0		$0		$400,106				   Vision Insurance - Budget Rate				522122		$10.00		$10.00		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522110		Ins-Life		0100		Instruction		$318		$0		$0		$0		$318				   Health Insurance - Budget Rate				522125		$6,000.00		$6,000		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522115		Ins-Dental		0100		Instruction		$1,820		$0		$0		$0		$1,820				   Health Spending 				522127		$600.00		$600		 Min. 20 Hrs/week (.50 FTE)

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522120		Ins-Disability		0100		Instruction		$466		$0		$0		$0		$466				   KERS-Regular				522130		$24,735.00		49.47%		 Min. 24 Hrs/week (.64 FTE)

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522122		Ins-Vision		0100		Instruction		$70		$0		$0		$0		$70				   Retirement-TIAA				522135		$5,000.00		10.00%		 Full-Time (Faculty & Exec Staff)

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522125		Ins-Health		0100		Instruction		$51,465		$7,600		$0		$0		$59,065				   FICA (Social Security)				522140		$3,100.00		6.2%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522130		Retirement-Ky		0100		Instruction		$17,501		$320		$0		$0		$17,821				   Medicare				522141		$725.00		1.45%		 All Positions

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522135		Retirement-Tiaa		0100		Instruction		$35,209		$0		$0		$0		$35,209

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522140		Social Security		0100		Instruction		$24,007		$0		$0		$0		$24,007				Total Benefits:						$40,530.80

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		522141		Soc Sec-Medicare		0100		Instruction		$5,614		$0		$0		$0		$5,614				Total Compensation						$90,530.80

														Benefits Subtotal		$136,470		$7,920		$0		$0		$144,390

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550005		Supplies-Office		0100		Instruction		$169		$0		$0		$500		$669

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550015		Supplies-Education		0100		Instruction		$6,127		$0		$0		-$5,627		$500

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550070		Prom Material		0100		Instruction		$1,000		$0		$0		-$500		$500

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550205		Printing		0100		Instruction		$100		$0		$0		$1,000		$1,100

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550230		Printing-Outside Ven		0100		Instruction		$500		$0		$0		-$500		$0

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550305		Postage		0100		Instruction		$66		$0		$0		$0		$66

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550520		Meals & Refreshments		0100		Instruction		$1,130		$0		$0		-$830		$300

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550540		Dues/Cert Lic Fees		0100		Instruction		$641		$0		$0		$0		$641

								550900		Travel Pool												$2,000		$2,000

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		550930		Ed/Train/Reg/Fees		0100		Instruction		$3,000		$0		$0		-$1,500		$1,500

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		551015		Comp Eqp $500-$4999		0100		Instruction		$4,000		$0		$0		$0		$4,000

														Pooled Operating Subtotal		$16,733		$0		$0		-$5,457		$11,276

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		552605		Reserve-Revenue Shar		0100		Instruction		$34,412		$0		$0		$0		$34,412

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		552610		Telephone-Line Chrg		0100		Instruction		$326		$0		$0		$0		$326

		0111000100		237030010		Master of Social Work		552615		Telephone-Maint		0100		Instruction		$236		$0		$0		$0		$236

														Non-Pooled Subtotal		$34,974		$0		$0		$0		$34,974

														TOTAL		$588,283		$7,920		$0		-$5,457		$590,746
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(5) non-degree programs for candidates who wish to add certification,
ndorsements to existing certifications, or increase their teaching certification
o a higher rank. All undergraduate initial certification programs are offered as
raditional face to face programs. The MAT program is a hybrid, with some
lasses offered as face to face and some offered online. There is a close
orking relationship among the COEHS, College of Arts and Sciences, and P-

12 school partners to design, implement, and assess teacher preparation

programs. Because we believe it is a joint responsibility to prepare future and
urrent educators, university faculty and P-12 personnel serve jointly on
overnance and advisory committees to ensure high quality teacher

preparation programs.

c. Vision, Mission, and Goals

NKU Mission: As a public comprehensive university located in a major
metropolitan area, Northern Kentucky University delivers innovative, student-
centered education and engages in impactful scholarly and creative
endeavors, all of which empower our graduates to have fulfilling careers and
meaningful lives, while contributing to the economic, civic, and social vitality
of the region.

NKU Vision: NKU will be acclaimed by students, alumni, the region, and the
commonwealth for:

. Our Success... in preparing outstanding graduates for a global society

. Our Contribution... to regional progress and economic growth

. Our Delivery... of distinctive academic programs

. Our Dedication... to the development and wellbeing of our people

. Our Effectiveness... in securing and managing resources sustainably

EPP Mission: The College of Education and Human Services plays an
important leadership role and collaborates with others in the creation,
dissemination, and application of knowledge and research that enhances
professional practice and transforms lives, schools, and communities.

EPP Vision: The College of Education and Human Services aspires to be
known throughout the Commonwealth of Kentucky and region at-large as the
leader in providing opportunities for engaged learning and applied scholarship
that fosters individual growth and collective success.

d. EPP's Shared Values and Beliefs for Educator Preparation

The EPP programs emphasize active participation of candidates in content and
pedagogy classes as well as appropriate field and clinical experiences. During
these experiences candidates construct their knowledge by engaging in a
variety of activities, such as developing and teaching lesson plans, assessing
P-12 students, and collaborating with their peers, university, and P-12 clinical
educators. The EPP programs foster learning environments that invite
collaboration and cooperation between candidates and instructors and provide
opportunities for candidates to be reflective about many issues related to
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heir future profession. Within this context, candidates are asked to
ontinually reflect and examine their knowledge, skills, and dispositions with
he ultimate goal of becoming an excellent teacher that positively impacts P-
12 students.

he EPP prepares candidates who see learning as a lifelong process.
andidates are asked to reflect on their own experiences as learners and the
implications of those experiences for their growth as future educators.

hrough reflection of their experiences as learners, candidates establish
onnections among the role the student plays in learning, the environments in
hich learning occurs, and the knowledge bases that help support learning.
pecifically, the EPP works to enable the development of candidates who are
ommitted to the continuing process of learning with an emphasis on learning
pedagogy skills; take an active role in promoting the learning of all students;
mbrace diversity and support pluralistic views; and examine the role of
echnology and apply it effectively to advance their students' knowledge.

he EPP programs promote the development of professionals who consider
nd act on these ideals. This is evident in the programs through traditional
lassroom experiences, school partnerships, and field experiences, which
ompel attention to diversity, authentic learning opportunities, and
performance-based assessment. The faculty carefully design courses and
elect resources that develop candidates’' knowledge and skills while
mphasizing reflection on and articulation of the purposes and goals of
learning. Candidates are guided through the processes of respecting diversity
nd culturally diverse qualities of learning. Candidates, through readings and
iscussion in courses and field-based experiences, come to see individual
ifferences along lines of ethnicity, race, culture, gender, language, and
bilities.

In order to impact P-12 learners it is essential for candidates to demonstrate
ystemic and developmentally appropriate practices. Consequently, each
program in the EPP has developed a planned sequence of experiences in
ontent specialization, professional studies, and integrated field-based
Xperiences for the purpose of positively impacting P-12 student learning. The
ultimate goal is to prepare teachers who effectively demonstrate the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions of highly qualified certified professionals.

hough differences exist among individual faculty members' philosophical
belief systems, they share the core belief that knowledge in all content fields
is ever-changing and expanding. Faculty further believe they and their
tudents must keep abreast of these changes. Faculty serve as models in the
lasses they teach and the procedures they use to evaluate candidates’
knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Candidates in turn demonstrate their
knowledge, skills, and dispositions during course and field experiences,
Iways with the intent of positively impacting P-12 student learning.
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e. Is the EPP regionally or institutionally accredited?
@ ves
O No. the EPP is ineligible for regional/institutional accreditation or such

accreditation is not available
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EPP is regionally or institutionally accredited

a. If your institution/EPP is regionally accredited, please upload a PDF copy of the award of regional
accreditation here. If your institution/EPP is NOT regional accredited, please move to the next page.

SACS NKU Accreditation Letter

See Attachment panel below.
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a. Complete this table of program characteristics by entering the information requested for every
program or program option offered by the EPP. Cross check the list with the programs listed in the
EPP's academic catalog, if any, as well as the list of state-approved registered programs, if applicable.
Site Visitors will reference this list in AIMS during the accreditation review process.

Program
Review Option
Name of ; Enrollment in Enroliment in D_e_gree, Method of State(s) wh_lch Date of state (Natlo_ngl
Program/specialty | current fall certificate or . program is Recognition,
last fall cycle | . Delivery approval(s)
area cycle licensure level approved state-only, or
Program
Review with
Feedback)
Bachelor of Current- under
Elementary 160 161 Arts/ Initial Face to Face | Kentucky . State Only
review
Undergraduate
Interdisciplinary Bachelor of Current- under
Early Childhood |21 19 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
; review
Education Undergraduate
. Bachelor of
M'dd.le School 22 18 Arts/ Initial Face to Face | Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
English review
Undergraduate
. Bachelor of
Middle SChOOI 27 41 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent— under State Only
Mathematics review
Undergraduate
. Bachelor of
M|_ddle School 19 25 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
Science review
Undergraduate
. Bachelor of
M'd.dle SCh(.)OI 25 21 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent— under State Only
Social Studies review
Undergraduate
. Bachelor of
Physmal 4 8 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent— under State Only
Education review
Undergraduate
Bachelor of Current- under
Health Education |4 8 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
review
Undergraduate
Secondary Bachelor of Current- under
Biological 5 7 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky h State Only
- review
Sciences Undergraduate
Secondar Bachelor of Current- under
aary 1 1 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
Chemistry review
Undergraduate
Secondar Bachelor of Current- under
Y 0 0 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky h State Only
Earth/Space review
Undergraduate
Secondar Bachelor of Current- under
naary 0 0 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
Physics review
Undergraduate
Secondar Bachelor of Current- under
] y 23 13 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
English review
Undergraduate
Secondar Bachelor of Current- under
y 6 6 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
Mathematics review
Undergraduate
. Bachelor of
Seco_ndary Social 29 25 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent— under State Only
Studies review
Undergraduate
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Bachelor of
Secondary P-12 |, 2 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Current- under | oo Only
Art review
Undergraduate
Bachelor of
Secondary P-12_ 16 9 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
Integrated Music review
Undergraduate
Bachelor of
Secondary P-12 |, 1 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Current- under | oo Only
French review
Undergraduate
Bachelor of
Secondary P-12 0 1 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
German review
Undergraduate
Bachelor of
Secondary P-12 7 6 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
Spanish review
Undergraduate
E‘;ﬁg‘\;&% e Bachelor of Current- under
- .53 48 Arts/ Initial Face to Face |Kentucky . State Only
Disorders (Special review
: Undergraduate
Education)
Master of Arts
MAT Middle in Teaching/ . Current- under
School English 5 2 Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only
Graduate
. Master of Arts
MAT Middle . :
School 5 8 |n_T_each|ng/ Hybrid Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
. Initial review
Mathematics
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT Middle in Teaching/ . Current- under
School Science 2 Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only
Graduate
MAT Middle ma'?;zrcﬁian;ts Current- under
School Social 6 0 L 9 Hybrid Kentucky h State Only
. Initial review
Studies
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT Secondary . h
Biological 5 0 m_'l'_eachmg/ Hybrid Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
- Initial review
Sciences
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT S_econdary 3 1 m_'l'_eachmg/ Hybrid Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
Chemistry Initial review
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT Secondary in Teaching/ . Current- under
Earth/ Space 0 0 Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT'Secondary 2 5 |n'T'each|ng/ Hybrid Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
Physics Initial review
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT' Secondary 2 6 m"l"eachmg/ Hybrid Kentucky Cur_rent- under State Only
English Initial review
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT Secondary in Teaching/ . Current- under
Mathematics 3 ! Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only
Graduate
Master of Arts
MAT Secondary in Teaching/ . Current- under
Social Studies 4 3 Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only

Graduate
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Master of Arts

MAT Secondary in Teaching/ . Current- under

P-12 French Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only
Graduate
Master of Arts

MAT Secondary in Teaching/ . Current- under

P-12 German Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only
Graduate
Master of Arts

MAT Secondary in Teaching/ . Current- under

P-12 Spanish Initial Hybrid Kentucky review State Only

Graduate
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Table 3. EPP Characteristics

Complete a table of EPP characteristics in AIMS to provide an expanded profile by which the
accreditation process is managed by CAEP staff. EPP characteristics are also used by CAEP staff in
compiling CAEP's Annual Report to the public and used as a series of filters for dashboard comparison
by the EPP itself. The AIMS version of this table, in which the data are actually entered, has drop-down
menus by which characteristics are selected and the table is completed.

Control of Institution Public

Student Body Coed

Carnegie Class Master's Colleges and Universities (larger programs)
Location Suburban

Currently offering initial teacher preparation programs

Teacher Preparation Levels Currently offering advanced educator preparation programs

EPP Type Institution of Higher Education: State/Regional
Religious Affiliations Not applicable
Language of Instruction English

Institutional Accreditation (Affiliations) Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
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Table 4. Clinical Educator Qualification Table

a. The clinical educator (EPP faculty & supervisors) qualifications table is completed by providing
information for each of the EPP-based clinical educators.

P-12 experiences
. Field or specialty 'I_'eaching g tér;ilr?iﬁg%r
Highest degree . Program assignment or P-12 certificates L .
Name area of highest . L . administration
earned Assignment(s) role within the | or licensures held
degree dates of
program(s) .
engagement in
these roles

Upload the clinical educator qualifications table, if not provided in the previous table.

Clinical Educator Qualifications Table.xlsx

See Attachment panel below.




Table 5. The Parity Table

a. The parity table of curricular, fiscal, facility, and administrative and support capacity for quality is
used to satisfy requirements of the U.S. Department of Education and is completed by providing data
relevant for the EPP and making a comparison to an EPP-determined comparative entity. The
comparative entity might be another clinical EPP within a university structure, a national organization,
the college or university as a whole or another entity identified as a benchmark by the EPP. Again, this

(Confidential) Page 11

chart offers an example of how the chart might be completed.

Capacity Dimension

EPP description of
metric(s)

EPP [Comparative entity| Title and description of supplemental evidence/documentation

data data

of quality for each dimension

Facilities

Fiscal Support

Administrative support

Candidate support
services

Candidate feedback,
formal and informal

Upload Parity Table

EPP Table 5- Parity.xlsx

EPP Budget

Screen Shots

EPP Org Chart

See Attachment panel below.
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Table 6. Accreditation Plan

a. The Accreditation Plan is an educator preparation provider's (EPP's) identification of the sites
outside of the main campus or administrative headquarters and the programs offered at each site that
will be included in the EPP's accreditation review. This information, in combination with the table of
program characteristics, is used by CAEP staff and site visit team leads to plan the site visit, including
the sites that will be visited by site team members.

Is the program approved

. Is the program to be by state in which
a dnf;?g{ﬁzzlisﬁﬁgsépp A Of:ige‘j G included in accreditation program is offered? Notes/Comments
Y review? (Y or N) (Y or N or approval not
required)

None, other than the
main Northern Kentucky
University Campus
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Table 7. EPP Assessments

Please list proprietary assessments used by the EPP (no more than 7):

Validity & Reliability information if available &

Proprietary Assessment No. Title of Assessment .
applicable
Proprietary Assessment No.1 Praxis Core Academic Skills for None available
Educators
Proprietary Assessment No.2 Praxis Subject Assessments None available
Tripod survey instruments were the
only classroom-level surveys studied
Student Voice Survey - Kentucky and validated by the Measures of
. Teacher Internship Program P-12 Effective Teaching (MET) project. The
Proprietary Assessment No.3 Student Surveys- Kentucky version of MET project found that Tripod surveys
the Tripod Survey were the most reliable of the measures

studied, and that they also predicted
year-to-year gains in test scores.

Kentucky Education Professional

Standards Board New Teacher Survey None available

Proprietary Assessment No.4

Reliability and Validity of the KTIP
Assessment
Terry Hibpshman; Martin School;
February 2017
KTIP IPR composite committee ratings
Kentucky Teacher Internship Program are sufficiently reliable to be used to
(KTIP)evaluations determine which interns should be
granted professional certification.
Scoring was applied accurately and
consistently, at least in the final cycle,
as indicated by the generalizability

Proprietary Assessment No.5

study
Proprietary Assessment No.6
Proprietary Assessment No.7
Please map above proprietary assessments to the appropriate CAEP Standards:
CAEP CAEP CAEP CAEP CAEP State
Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5
Proprietary
Assessment ]

No.2

Proprietary
Assessment ] O] ] O]
No.4

Proprietary
Assessment ] ] Ll ] ] ]
No.6
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I1. CAEP Standards and Evidence

Standard 1: Content and Pedagogical Knowledge

i. Evidence/data/tables (Upload each item of evidence under the appropriate components of the
standard and answer the following questions for each item.)

1 ¥ 1.1.1 Disp Eval PK-12_Univ CE 3 cycles data.xlsx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

2 #1.1.2 Lesson Planning PK-12_Univ CE 3 cycles data.xlIsx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

3 #1.1.3 Lesson Implementation PK-12_Univ CE 3 cycles data.xlsx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards
1.4 All P-12 students afforded access to college- and career-ready standards.
1.5 Model and apply technology standards

4 #1143 year Praxis test comparisons.xlsx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

5 #1115 Dispositions survey FA 16.docx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

6 ¥ 1.1.6 Lesson Planning Rubric both years.docx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

7 #1.1.7 Lesson Implementation Rubric both years.docx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards
1.4 All P-12 students afforded access to college- and career-ready standards.
1.5 Model and apply technology standards

8 ' 1.2.1 Foliotek Clinical Experiences Final Reflection rubric.docx
1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress

9 ' 1.2.2 semester Reflection data 1 cycle.xlsx

1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress

10 # 1.2.3 Model Syllabus spring 17.docx

1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress

11 ¥ 1.2.4 Student_Voice_Surveys.docx

1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress

12 ¥ 1.2.5 Student Voice Survey 2 cycles data.xlsx

1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress
1.5 Model and apply technology standards

13 ¥ 1.2.6 Teacher Work Sample Pre-Post data.xIsx
1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress
14 ¥ 1.2.7 Teacher Work Sample Rev_Stds 3 cycles data.xlsx



*
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1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress
1.5 Model and apply technology standards

15 @ 1.2.8 TWS process.pdf

1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress
1.5 Model and apply technology standards

16 # 1.2.9 TWS Foliotek scoring rubric.pdf

1.2 Use of research and evidence to measure students' progress

17 ¥ 1.3.1 EPSB approved programs.xls

1.3 Application of content and pedagogical knowledge

18 # 1.4.1 Model LessonPlan.FA16.docx

1.4 All P-12 students afforded access to college- and career-ready standards.
19 ¥ 1.4.2 Kentucky Academic Standards (KAS).docx

1.4 All P-12 students afforded access to college- and career-ready standards.
20 #1.5.1 Technology Assessment Rubric.docx

1.5 Model and apply technology standards

21 #1.5.2 Technology Assessment 2 cycles data.xlsx

1.5 Model and apply technology standards

22 ' 2.1.1 MOA-generic.docx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

23 #3.2.1 Applicants, admits and enrolled 3cycles data.xlIsx

1.1 Understanding of INTASC Standards

ii. Analysis of evidence (through comparison, benchmarking, trend interpretation, etc.) that makes the
case that the standard is met

The EPP ensures that all candidates develop an understanding of the critical
concepts and principles of their discipline by using multiple measures to
address each component of CAEP Standard One. The last three cycles of data
(fall 2015, spring 2016, fall 2016) indicate that Northern Kentucky University
teacher candidates perform strongly in all components.

1.1 Evidence of the EPP's overall effectiveness is demonstrated in candidate
performances on the required Praxis examinations (1.1.4), which were
compared against state and national benchmarks. Among all Praxis content
exams, only one EPP licensure area was below the state average for the past
three cycles of data (Elementary Social Studies at 80% vs. 82%) but above
the national average (75%). The few licensure areas that experienced a
downward trend in passing rates were also above state and national
benchmarks, such as Middle Grades (70% EPP, 64% state, 52% national) and
Secondary Language Arts (83% EPP, 81% state, 76% national). Significant
improvement was seen in several licensure areas over the three-year period,
such as Elementary Science (80% increased to 93%) and Early Childhood




(Confidential) Page 17

Education (82% in fall 2015 but 100% in each of the last two data cycles).

Isolated candidate cohorts prompted slight concern regarding their passage
rates, but were not a trend when considered over three years of data.
Concerns included 2013-2014 IECE and Secondary English test cohorts, the
2014-2015 Chemistry test cohort, and the 2015-2016 Secondary Social
Studies test cohort - each of which was 5% or more below the Kentucky
average. Discussions are taking place within these content-area programs,
including representatives from the College of Arts and Sciences, to address
programmatic curriculum and areas for improvement. Conversely, multiple
licensure areas displayed exemplary scores. In the two years where there
were five or more candidates taking the tests, Middle Grades Language Arts
and Math, Secondary Math, Music, and Spanish candidates passed at a rate
5% or higher than the Kentucky average. For certain content areas (French,
German, Biology, Physics, Earth and Space Science, Physical Education,
Health, and Art), there was a low number of candidates taking each test,
making it difficult to discern any trends.

Candidate performance on the Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) exam
was also consistently strong across the EPP over the three-year period. The
passage rate for those taking the K-6 exam ranged between 98-100% and
was above the state (87-97%) and national levels (92-93%). The 5-9 Middle
Grades exam experienced a similar trend (95-100% within the EPP as
compared to 94% (state) and 90-92% (nation). While EPP candidate
performance on the 7-12 PLT exam was slightly lower than statewide peers
over the last three cycles (93-94% versus 96-97%), the EPP figure was above
the national rate (90%). Further evidence of candidate content proficiency is
seen in the aggregate GPA of enrolled candidates in the EPP (3.2.1),
indicating teacher candidate GPAs are comparable to non-candidate overall
GPAs when studying the same content areas.

The EPP compiled key assessments data to assure candidates mastered and
applied content and pedagogy knowledge in each of the four Interstate
Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InNnTASC) categories and
Kentucky Teacher Standards (KTS). Candidate dispositions, as well as lessons
planned and taught by candidates in each of the EPP's programs, are
evaluated via the Dispositions Rubric (1.1.5), Lesson Planning Rubric (1.1.6)
and Lesson Implementation Rubric (1.1.7). Data for three cycles of each
assessment were disaggregated for all licensure areas and presented in Excel
sheets: Dispositions Assessment (1.1.1), Lesson Planning Assessment
(1.1.2), and Lesson Implementation Assessment (1.1.3). As noted in the EPP-
created assessments information, the Lesson Planning and Lesson
Implementation rubrics were revised and updated in fall 2016. Both versions
of the assessments are included.

The Dispositions evaluations are completed during the candidate's three
transition points (TP1-admissions, TP2-field experiences, TP3-clinical
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experience) by both P-12 Clinical Educators (PCE) and University Clinical
Educators (UCE). The Dispositions rating scale is First Year Profession-Ready
(3 points), On Target to Be First Year Profession-Ready (2 points), and Not on
Target to be First Year Profession-Ready (1 point). The target score for all
three transition points is On Target to Be First Year Profession-Ready.

The lesson plan and lesson implementation evaluations are completed during
TP2 and TP3 by both the PCE and UCE. The rating scale used for each rubric is
Accomplished (4), On Target (3), Emerging (2), and Ineffective (1). The
target score for TP2 is Emerging and the target score for TP3 is On Target,
but candidates can successfully complete each assessment in TP3 with some
scores of Emerging (1.1.6; 1.1.7). EPP-wide mean score serves as the
benchmark for each program since these are EPP-created assessments.

Learner and Learning. The component of the Dispositions Assessment (1.1.1)
that addresses the Learner and Learning category states, "Overall, how ready
is this NKU teacher candidate to build on individual P-12 students’ strengths
to enhance the learning of all students?" In Transition Point 1 (TP1-
admissions) 95-99% of all candidates met the target of "On target to become
1st year profession ready"; for TP2 96-99% of candidates across all programs
met the target, and for TP3 98-100% of all candidates met the target. There
was a clear trend moving from TP1 to TP3 across the EPP, with nearly all
licensure areas approaching 100% in TP3 (clinical experience). There was also
a clear trend in the EPP-wide mean scores, which ranged from 2.06-2.51 in
TP1 and from 2.57-2.95 in TP3.

"Facilitate multiple levels of learning" is the only Learner and Learning
component on the Lesson Planning Rubric. EPP-wide, the range of mean
scores for candidates in TP2 for this indicator was 2.63 to 2.89, with 99-100%
meeting the target, in TP3 71-85% met the target with mean scores ranging
from 2.82 to 3.10. The ranges and differences between TP2 and TP3 mean
scores varied across programs. For example, in middle grades the range of
mean scores for candidates in TP2 was 2.20 to 3.14, while the range in TP3
was 2.67 to 4.00. In examining the trends from the Lesson Planning data, it is
notable that PCEs generally rated the candidates higher than UCEs on most
components of the Learner and Learning category.

The Learner and Learning components of the Lesson Implementation
Assessment (1.1.3) in TP2 had EPP-wide mean scores that ranged from 2.39
to 3.31 - which are above the target level of Emerging (2.00). Within
individual specialty licensure areas, nearly all were near the 3.00 level (while
a small number of other areas were not statistically significant; n=3 or
fewer). A notable exception to this trend was the Special Education program,
with means ranging from 3.08 to 3.50 and all 22 components averaged 3.00
or higher. The agreement between the UCE and PCE Lesson Implementation
assessment scores was generally strong, with standard deviations mostly
under 0.50 and many near zero. The component of the Learner and Learning
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category that assesses a Safe Learning Environment appeared to be a
particular strength in TP2, as EPP-wide means ranged from 3.03 to 3.24
across both UCE and PCE evaluations with all but one candidate meeting the
target. In TP3, EPP-wide the Learner and Learning components ranged from
81-99% of candidates meeting the target score, with EPP-wide means of 3.00
or higher on all components.

Content Knowledge. The portion of the Dispositions Assessment (1.1.1) which
addresses the Content Knowledge category had an upward trend of mean
scores and percent met from TP1 through TP3. EPP-wide mean scores ranged
from 2.06-2.48 and % met ranged from 93-100% in TP1; EPP-wide means for
TP3 ranged from 2.74-2.90 with 97-100% of candidates meeting the target.
Most candidates in all programs met the target score. Two exceptions were
candidates in the secondary social studies (75% met for TP3) and physical
education (88% met for TP3) programs.

In the Content Knowledge components of the Lesson Planning Rubric EPP-
wide mean scores for candidates ranged from 2.58 to 3.18 in TP2 and from
2.80 to 3.38 in TP3 for both years combined. At least 97% of candidates met
the target for TP2 over the three cycles of data, with nearly all licensure areas
over 90% with the exceptions of: P-12 German, Middle Grades English, and
MAT Option 6 Middle Grades math on the Developing Objectives component;
and Middle Grades English, math, and science in the Connecting to Life
Experiences component. In TP3, the EPP-wide mean scores for candidates
ranged from 2.80-3.38, with 80% to 97% of candidates meeting each of the
Content Knowledge components. The data again showed that PCEs scored
higher than UCEs, which indicates there is more professional development
needed to determine scores on the Lesson Planning Rubric.

There are several components related to Content Knowledge in the Lesson
Implementation Rubric (1.1.7). For candidates in TP2 the EPP-wide mean
scores ranged from 2.32- 3.34, with a range of 96%-100% meeting the
target of Emerging. The Understanding Different Perspectives component had
several programs with less than 90% of candidates meeting the target during
at least one cycle: Middle Grades math, science, and social studies. However,
there were no trends across the cycles or other components. The TP3
candidates had mean scores between 2.71-3.23, with 76-94% of candidates
meeting the target score. In general, most candidates in our programs had a
mean score of less than 3.00 on the component j°Facilitates Higher Order
Thinkingj=.

Instructional Practice. The portion of the Dispositions Assessment (1.1.1) that
addresses the Instructional Practice category states, "Overall, how ready is
this NKU teacher candidate to self-analyze and persevere to improve
instructional practices?" For TP1, EPP-wide mean scores ranged from 2.09-
2.54, with 93-98% of candidates meeting the component. TP2 EPP-wide had
means scores of 2.28-2.49, and 97-100% of candidates meeting the target.
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TP3 EPP-wide had candidates with mean scores of 2.79-3.02 and 98-100% of
candidates meeting the target. The trend showed that candidates improved
their mean scores and percent meeting the target as they moved from TP1-
TP3.

On the Lesson Planning Rubric (1.1.6) five components are part of the
Instructional Practice category in 2015-16. In the first component (the use of
pre-assessments), the candidates’ mean scores ranged from 2.48 to 2.87 in
TP2 and from 2.80 to 3.10 in TP3. On the second component, which focuses
on planning assessments, the candidates' mean scores ranged from 2.71 to
3.00 in TP2 and from 2.90 to 3.27 in TP3. Using contextual data to plan
instructional strategies is the third component related to instructional
practice. In this area, the candidates' mean scores ranged from 2.66 to 3.01
in TP2 and from 2.89 to 3.20 in TP3. The fourth component pertains to
candidates using appropriate instructional strategies and mean scores ranged
from 2.86 to 3.14 in TP2 and from 3.09 to 3.35 in TP3. The set of mean
scores from TP3 on this indicator represents the highest set among the data,
as all of the mean scores were above the target rating of 3.00. Finally,
candidates’ lesson plans are also evaluated on the extent to which they use
technology to design and plan instruction. For this indicator the candidates’
mean scores ranged from 2.63 to 3.04 in TP2 and from 2.98 to 3.23 in TP3.
For fall 2016, in the Instructional Practices category there are four
components with EPP-wide means ranging from 2.83-3.13 for TP2, and 2.90-
3.27 for TP3. The trend for both years had EPP-wide mean scores increasing
from TP2 to TP3. Another notable trend is that PCEs generally rated the
candidates higher than UCEs on most components.

Several indicators of the Lesson Implementation Rubric (1.1.7) address the
category of Instructional Practice. The EPP-wide means for all components
over both years ranged from 2.30-3.23 and 93-100% met during TP2, and
2.58- 3.26 EPP-wide means with 60-95% of candidates meeting the target
during TP3. For TP2 and TP3, the component "Allows Opportunity for Student
Self- Assessment” had the lowest EPP-wide range of mean scores: TP2 range
of 2.30-2.85; TP3 range of 2.11-2.93. In general, across all programs the PCE
evaluated candidates higher than the UCE.

Professional Responsibility. In the Professional Responsibility category of the
Dispositions Assessment the EPP-wide mean scores ranged from 2.06-2.56 in
TP1, 2.25-2.74 in TP2, and 2.76-3.05 in TP3. The trend shows an increase in
mean scores from TP1 to TP3, indicating that candidates' dispositions are
improving in the Professional Responsibility category as they move through
their education programs. Several of the MAT Option 6 programs (secondary
biology, chemistry, mathematics) had an N of 1 and none of them met the
target.

In the component specifically related to Professional Responsibility on the
Lesson Planning Assessment 92% or more of the candidates EPP-wide met
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the target during TP2 for both years, with EPP mean scores ranging from 2.56
to 3.10. All four of the middle grades programs had 100% of their candidates
meet the Professional Responsibility target during fall 2016. During TP3 mean
scores ranged from 2.98 to 3.29 with 85-95% of candidates meeting the
target. While the 2.98 UCE mean score in fall 2015 was slightly below the
target score, the other cycles all had EPP-wide means above the target of
3.00.

The Lesson Implementation Assessment (1.1.3) components of the
Professional Responsibility category had EPP-wide mean scores of 2.35-3.09,
with 92-99% of candidates meeting the target in TP2. However, the Health
and Physical Education, Middle Grades English, Middle Grades Math, and P-12
Secondary candidates had some challenges with this component. In TP3
candidates in all programs generally improved in the Professional
Responsibility category, with EPP-wide means ranging from 3.00-3.30.

Dispositions Assessment Summary. Data over the three cycles, three
transition points, and all programs, indicate the vast majority of candidates
were evaluated as "On target to be first-year profession ready” which is the
target score. The only anomalies to this strong trend appeared to occur in Fall
2015, and most notably with individual candidates within the Middle and
Secondary programs. Specifically, the mean for Secondary Social Studies
candidates during this semester was 1.94 on Questions 1 and 2. In
assessments provided by the UCEs on Question 2, the Secondary English
mean was 1.75 and Middle Grades Social Studies mean was 1.67, while
Secondary Math had a PCE mean of 1.50. Nonetheless, the Fall 2015
semester seems to be an aberration based on our analysis of the data.
Moreover, it is noteworthy that the scores for these cohorts were higher in the
Spring 2016 and Fall 2016 semesters. Therefore, with these few exceptions,
candidates throughout the EPP have almost exclusively been rated at
dispositional levels that meet the EPP’'s target score and suggest a readiness
to be become successful first year teachers.

Lesson Plan Assessment Summary. Over the entire Lesson Plan Assessment
(1.1.2) across the EPP there were no mean scores lower than 2.48 -
indicating that most prospective teachers were rated as emerging or better in
all areas assessed by the rubric. In general, PCEs evaluated candidates higher
than UCEs on most components of the rubric. In TP2, EPP-wide mean scores
were higher than 2.00 indicating that all components for all 4 INTASC
categories were scored at the target level or above. For TP3, the EPP-wide
mean scores, in general, were higher than the EPP-wide mean scores for TP2
across all components and all INTASC categories. There was also a trend of
higher average scores during fall 2016 with the revised lesson plan rubric.
Both the Content Knowledge and Professional Responsibility categories had
EPP-wide mean scores of 3.00 or higher.

Lesson Implementation Assessment Summary. In Transition Point 2 (field
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experiences) a large percentage of candidates across the EPP programs met
the target (Emerging- 2.00) on all components, with the vast majority of
programs meeting the target at a rate of 98% and above. The EPP-wide mean
was above the target score of 2.00 for all 4 INTASC categories. In Transition
Point 3 (clinical experience) the target was moved to "On Target" and EPP-
wide the average mean scores ranged from 2.58-3.50. For the Fall 15 and
Spring 16 cycles the EPP-wide mean scores were above 3.00 on all
components in the Learner and Learning and Professional Responsibility
INTASC categories. For Fall 16 the Learner and Learning, Content Knowledge,
and Professional Responsibility INTASC categories had mean scores above
3.00 on all components. Across all cycles, both transitions points, and all
programs, the component "Allows Opportunity for Student Self-Assessment”
was consistently evaluated with the lowest scores by both the PCE and UCE.
EPP-wide the % of candidates meeting the target declined from TP2 to TP3;
however the range of EPP-wide mean scores increased from TP2 (2.32-3.34)
to TP3 (2.58-3.50). In general, the PCEs scored candidates higher than UCEs
across all components and all INTASC categories.

1.2 Every pedagogy course offered within the EPP is required to adhere to the
"model;j"” syllabus (1.2.2). A matrix is presented within each syllabus that
displays how the given course aligns with state and national standards,
including the Kentucky Teacher Standards (KTS) and the Interstate Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium (InNTASC) Standards. Therefore, each
assessment cited in every course syllabus is linked to one or more sets of
standards.

The Teacher Work Sample (TWS) (1.2.8) is completed during the clinical
experience semester and requires candidates to collect and analyze P-12
student pre- and post-assessment data on two objectives, for both the whole
class and a gap group within the class. The TWS pre/post-test data (1.2.6)
indicate the majority of candidates, across all programs, increased their P-12
students' scores from the pre- to post-test on both objective 1 and objective
2, for both the whole class and gap groups. This trend was true for all 3 data
cycles.

Candidates are also evaluated on the completed TWS project (1.2.7). This
evaluation provides evidence of a candidate’s ability to successfully use
research and evidence to plan, implement, and evaluate P-12 students’
progress. The TWS (1.2.9) is evaluated by the UCE, who rates each
component with a score of 2 "Met Stated Criteria™ or 1 "Did Not Meet Stated
Criteria”. In the portions of the TWS related to the INTASC category of
Instructional Practice the EPP-wide means ranged from 1.88 to 1.99 over the
three cycles, with the vast majority of individual licensure areas displaying a
perfect mean of 2.00 each semester (the licensure areas of Physical
Education, Music, and Art did not provide enough data to derive trends).
Further data for documenting the development of candidates at the clinical
stage is provided by the clinical experience "Final Reflection Rubric™ (1.2.1
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and 1.2.2), which provide candidates an opportunity to reflect on their clinical
experience, including their impact on P-12 student learning. Data show an
EPP-wide mean ranging from 3.35-3.54 (3=target), with the individual
licensure areas of IECE, all MAT programs, Middle Grades English, Physical
Education, Special Education, and Secondary biology, chemistry, English,
math, social studies, and Spanish scoring at 100% target on all components.

The Student Voice Survey (1.2.4), a 25-question instrument allowing P-12
students to provide feedback on the candidate's impact in the clinical
semester, is yet another piece of evidence that addresses candidate
proficiency, specifically their dispositions in interacting with P-12 students.
The benchmark for the Student Voice survey (1.2.5) was met by 53-89% of
candidates EPP-wide (with the majority of individual area scores in the 70s
and 80s) while the licensure areas of Health and Physical Education, Middle
Grades English, Middle Grades Social Studies, and Secondary P-12 Art were
above 90%.

1.3 The Kentucky Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) has a state
only approval process for EPP programs. The EPP is required to successfully
complete "periodic state review of program level outcome data” and submit
all programs for EPSB approval. The EPSB Program Approval document
(1.3.1) provides a list of EPP state-approved programs. The EPSB is currently
reviewing all EPP initial certification programs and will complete the process
before the CAEP onsite visit in 2018. The state review requires the submission
of course syllabi, program curricula, faculty qualifications, and other evidence.
The Learning and Behavior Disorders (Special Education) program voluntarily
submitted information for CEC SPA review and has achieved national
recognition status.

1.4 Toward the goal of demonstrating skills and commitment that afford all P-
12 students access to rigorous college- and career-ready standards,
candidates are required to use the EPP-wide lesson plan template when
developing lesson plans (1.4.1). The template requires candidates to align the
lesson to several standards, including the Kentucky Academic Standards
(KAS) (1.4.2), which are Kentucky's version of the Common Core standards.
Candidates include these standards at the beginning of each lesson plan.
When submitted to the UCE and PCE during the field and clinical experience,
the lesson plans are assessed via the Lesson Plan Rubric, which ensures that
rigorous college- and career-ready standards are included in the lesson and
correctly aligned to the content.

The specific portion of the Lesson Planning Rubric which addresses
Component 1.4 is shown in the sub-heading entitled "Using Contextual Data
to Plan Instructional Strategies”. In review of the most recent cycles of data,
the mean score given to candidates by PCEs in this area ranged from 3.04 to
3.12, while the mean score from UCEs ranged from 2.89 to 2.91. This
indicates a strong consistency (as well as reasonable inter-rater reliability) in
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the development of lessons for college- and career-readiness. Within
individual licensure areas, there was no mean score below 2.67 (Secondary
English in Spring 2016 from PCEs) while some mean scores were as high as
3.50 (P-12 Music in Spring from 2016 PCEs). EPP-wide, over 97% met the
target. On the Lesson Implementation Rubric and Assessment (1.1.7 and
1.1.3), the areas of "Communicates High Expectations"” and "Facilitates
Multiple Levels of Learning" specifically relate to Component 1.4. Once again,
the data shows strong candidate preparation in this regard, with an EPP-wide
mean of 3.06-3.14 for "Communicates Expectations” (with only IECE,
Secondary English, and Secondary Social Studies slightly under the target).
The EPP-wide mean for "Facilitates Multiple Levels of Learning” was in the
range of2.87-2.89, but was still well above the level of "Emerging".

1.5 The rubric utilized for the EPP-wide Technology Assessment (1.5.1) is
aligned with the National Educational Technology Standards for Teachers, as
well as the technology-based Standard Six of the KTS. The Technology
Assessment was initiated during the fall 2016 semester, thus there are only
two cycles of data. In reviewing the data the results confirm the EPP is
strongly preparing candidates in the area of technology. The aggregate data
from all licensure areas (1.5.2) shows an "Overall Met" rate at 92% for the
first round of data from Fall 2016. The licensure areas from Middle Grades,
Elementary, IECE, P-12 Art, and Secondary Math programs scored above
90%. While the overall EPP average dropped to 80% in Spring 2017, a mean
of 1.80 in this semester (with 2=Met, 1=Partially Met, and O=Not Met)
suggests that nearly all candidates received a score of "Partially Met" or
higher.

Another source of evidence for Component 1.5 is the TWS, which requires
candidates to "demonstrate the ability to design and facilitate digital learning”
and "track and share student performance digitally”. This is illustrated in Task
A, Item 4 of the TWS process (1.2.8), which requires candidates to "provide
an overview of technology that will be integrated to enhance instruction and
demonstrate P-12 student use of technology”. Within Sections 6.1, 6.2, and
6.4 of the TWS Assessment Data (1.2.7), high means were once again seen,
ranging from 1.88 to 1.99 (a score of 2.00 means 100% of candidates met
the target).

Moreover, candidate proficiency in planning for and utilizing technology in
their instruction, as well as having their P-12 students use technology is seen
in the Lesson Implementation Rubric (1.1.7). With the "On Target"” description
stated as "Use of technology by the teacher candidate and students in a
manner that facilitates and enhances instruction and/or student

learning” (and target=3), the EPP-wide mean on this portion of the rubric
(1.1.3) ranged from 3.11-3.40, with the licensure areas of Secondary English
and Social Studies only slightly below the target mean (2.80 and 2.75
respectively) This further illustrates that EPP candidates are successful in
weaving technology into their teaching.



(Confidential) Page 25

ummary. Evidence provided by the EPP clearly indicates that its candidates
have a deep understanding of the critical concepts and principles of their
isciplines, and by program completion can use discipline-specific practices to
dvance the learning of all P-12 students toward the attainment of college-
nd career-readiness standards. To this end, high achievement is displayed
by the EPP in each component of Standard One. In 1.1, all INTASC categories
re addressed through the multiple measures of the Lesson Planning
ssessment, Lesson Implementation Assessment, Disposition Assessment,
nd other instruments that demonstrate the content and pedagogical
knowledge of candidates. Candidate scores on Praxis Il tests and EPP-
eveloped instruments are also consistently strong across licensure areas.
andidates demonstrate their positive impact on P-12 students through their
uccessful completion of the Teacher Work Sample, with data showing
andidates in all licensure areas had gains in their Whole-Class and Gap
roup for both Objectives #1 and #2. While the state of Kentucky does not
require Specialty Professional Association accreditation, the EPSB has
pproved all programs offered by the EPP. To ensure meeting 1.4, candidates
re required by the EPP to align their lesson plans and instruction to the
Kentucky Academic Standards, which are Kentucky's P-12 college and career
readiness standards. In regards to 1.5, the EPP has created a new
ssessment that evaluates candidates' technology proficiencies; data from the
lesson implementation assessment indicates that candidates use and have
heir P-12 students use technology when teaching lessons during their field
nd clinical experiences.
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Specialty Licensure Area Data

Program Review Option (per state partnership agreement)

O caep Program Review with National Recognition (SPA)

LI caep Program Review with Feedback (State-selected standards)
State Program Review (State-selected standards)

Answer the following prompts for programs reviewed for National Recognition (SPA) and Program
Review with Feedback. Upload state reports for state reviewed programs.

1. Based on the analysis of the disaggregated data, how have the results of specialty licensure area or
SPA evidence been used to inform decision making and improve instruction and candidate learning
outcomes?

2. Based on the analysis of specialty licensure area data, how have individual licensure areas used
data for change?

3. For Program Review with Feedback only: How does the specialty licensure area data align with and
provide evidence for meeting the state-selected standards?

4. For National Recognition only: How are SPA reports that are not Nationally Recognized being
addressed?

State Review Only: Upload State Program Reports here.

List of NKU EPSB Approved Programs

See Attachment panel below.
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Standard 2: Clinical Partnership and Practice

i. Evidence/data/tables (Upload each item of evidence under the appropriate components of the
standard.)

1 ¥ 1.1.1 Disp Eval PK-12_Univ CE 3 cycles data.xlsx
2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
2 ¥ 1.1.2Lesson Planning PK-12_Univ CE 3 cycles data.xlsx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

3 ¥ 1.1.3Lesson Implementation PK-12_ Univ CE 3 cycles data.xlsx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

4 Wi1.15 Dispositions survey FA 16.docx

2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

5 ¥ 1.2.1 Foliotek Clinical Experiences Final Reflection rubric.docx
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

6 ¥ 1.2.6 Teacher Work Sample Pre-Post data.xlsx

2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

7 ¥ 1.2.9 TWS Foliotek scoring rubric.pdf

2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

8 ¥ 1.5.1 Technology Assessment Rubric.docx

2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

9 ¥ 2.1.2 Teacher Education Committee Membership.docx
2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
10 ¥ 2.1.3 Teacher Education Advisory Council fall

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
11 ¥ 2.1.4 Spring Teacher Education Advisory Council.pdf

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
12 ¥ 2.1.5 PK-12 Univ Task Force charge_rec.docx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
13 ¥ 2.1.6 TEC Bylaws.docx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
14 ¥ 2.1.7 Teacher Education Committee Agenda.docx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
15 ¥ 2.1.8 EPSBAdm to Education.pdf

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
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16 ¥ 2.1.9 16 EPSB Admto Student Teaching.pdf

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships

17 ¥ 2.1.10 PK-12 CE prog feedback survey.pdf

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships

18 # 2.1.11 PK-12 Clinical Educator Program Feedback 3 cycles data.xls
2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships

19 ¥ 2.2.1 PK-12 CE __ School Dist Diversity.xlIsx

2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

20 ¥ 2.2.2 Clinical Experiences Orientation Packet.docx

2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators

21 ¥ 2.2.3 PK-12_UCE eval of each other survey.pdf

2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators

22 W 2.2.4 Teacher candidate eval of PK-12 Univ CE survey.pdf

2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators

23 ¥ 2.3.1 Clinical Experiences Handbook.docx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships

2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators

2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

24 ¥ 2.3.2 Technology Enhanced Learning Opp.docx

2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators

25 @ 2.3.3 FE orientation checklist.docx
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences
26 1/ 2.3.4 Field_Clinical Selection.docx

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
2.2 Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality
clinical educators

27 ¥ 2.3.5 Field _Clinical Experience Courses.docx
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences
28 U 3.3.2 TE Dept Meeting Minutes.pdf

2.1 Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 partnerships
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29 ¥ 4.1.4 KCEWS NKU_PGES.pdf
2.3 Partners design high-quality clinical experiences

ii. Analysis of evidence (through comparison, benchmarking, trend interpretation, etc.) that makes the
case that the standard is met

The EPP ensures that it has effective partnerships and high-quality clinical
practice in its initial preparation programs. It enables candidates to acquire,
cultivate, and enhance the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to serve all P-
12 students and positively impact their learning and development.

2.1 The EPP has established, maintained, and benefited from partnerships
through formal Memoranda of Agreement with 16 school districts in Kentucky
and 5 school districts in Ohio (2.1.1). These partnerships have offered the
EPP rich opportunities to place candidates in schools for diverse admissions,
field, and clinical experiences. They have facilitated continuous reflection and
improvement of EPP policies, procedures, and practices related to candidate
preparation.

In November 2013, the EPP convened a P-12/University Task Force to
"develop the priorities for action that will guide the education programs’
efforts to review and revise each program to meet the needs of the 21st
century educator” (2.1.5). The Task Force was composed of 22 members,
including P-12 educators and faculty members in the Department of Teacher
Education and the College of Arts and Sciences. In March 2014, the task force
released a report that provided recommendations for developing candidates’
knowledge, skills, and dispositions, and offered discussion questions for field
and clinical placements.

The Task Force was a catalyst for ushering in a more centralized approach for
partnerships. Two EPP coordinating entities were directly impacted by the
Task Force - the Teacher Education Committee (TEC) and the Teacher
Education Advisory Councils (TEAC). The TEC became the official body to
address policies for admission and retention of candidates, curriculum
changes, and student appeals (2.1.6). Chaired by the dean of the College of
Education and Human Services (COEHS), the TEC is composed of the COEHS
associate dean, department chairs, and program facilitators, College of Arts
and Sciences'’ associate dean and faculty representatives, and undergraduate
and graduate students. Representing P-12 schools are teachers and
principals. Thus all EPP stakeholders are represented on the TEC (2.1.2).
Meanwhile, a larger and more robust TEAC was formed. Previously, some
programs had separate advisory meetings, while others did not have any. The
TEAC serves as a sounding board for policies, curriculum, and protocols that
involve candidate preparation (2.1.3). It consists of EPP and P-12 educators
as well as alumni and community educators. Please note that special
education faculty participate in the general fall and spring TEAC meetings
because special education candidates double-major in both "general” and
special education. Consequently, special education has its own additional
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advisory council meeting every spring semester.

The TEC and the TEAC serve as EPP-wide forums that meet and collaborate
regularly with P-12 educators to share responsibility for continuous
improvement of candidate preparation. The TEC meets monthly while the
TEAC meets once each semester. The TEC votes on the admission of
candidates into the education major and clinical experience, discusses and
approves course and program changes, and analyzes data, such as
alumni/employer surveys and disposition evaluations (2.1.7). In these
meetings, the EPP gains input from P-12 educators and other stakeholders
regarding criteria for entry/exit into clinical experiences, makes decisions
together on curriculum development, and co-constructs instruments and
evaluations. For instance, the revision of the Professional Behaviors and
Dispositions process and forms emerged, in large part, from the Task Force
recommendations in 2014 and from discussions in the TEC (3.3.3). EPP and
P-12 educators identified a crucial need to have clear and consistent
procedures to address and rectify early signs and ongoing problems regarding
candidate disposition. The revised disposition process and forms are concrete
examples of meaningful collaboration that enabled clinical educators to
provide useful and immediate feedback to candidates.

The TEAC functions similarly in regards to articulating mutually agreeable
expectations and adhering to shared accountability between EPP and P-12
educators. Topics and tasks for these meetings range from discussing federal
and state education policies and the latest developments in educator
preparation, to validating instruments and analyzing candidate data. For
instance, in fall 2016, the EPP and P-12 educators used the Lawshe method
as an instrument to measure content validity and gauge inter-rater
agreement on the Lesson Observation Form (2.1.3). In spring 2017 (2.1.4),
they examined data on Dispositions (1.1.1), Lesson Planning (1.1.2), and
Lesson Implementation (1.1.3), discerned patterns, highlighted areas of
strength and shortcoming, and provided recommendations for potential plans
of action.

Since the 2014 Task Force report, ongoing discussions between the EPP and
P-12 educators have generated curriculum changes for the purpose of
continuous improvement. For example, in Middle Grades Education, the EPP
and P-12 educators noted two areas for consideration: candidates' below-
average performance in the Praxis exam for Language Arts, and the need for
stronger preparation in classroom management. As a result, Language Arts
instructors took the Praxis exam to better support candidates in this area. The
classroom management course became two credit hours, instead of one, to
allow more contact hours to incorporate effective principles and practices for
inclusive and engaging classrooms.

Through meaningful partnerships, P-12 educators are involved in the selection
of mentor teachers and in the provision of admissions, field, and clinical
experiences for candidates. The EPP's criteria for admissions and field
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experience mentors include: at least 1 year of teaching experience,
appropriate certification, and principal recommendation (2.3.4). Kentucky
regulations guide the selection of mentors for clinical experience (2.1.9 ). P-
12 clinical educators (PCE) must have valid teaching certificates, have at least
three years of teaching experience, and demonstrate effectiveness in
curriculum, instruction, assessment, and classroom management. To be
discussed further in the next section, the EPP also consults with P-12
administrators to help identify teachers who can serve as mentors and utilize
best practices in teaching and student learning.

In addition, PCEs actively participate in the preparation of candidates in
schools, especially in the candidates' graduated responsibility for teaching and
student learning. Prior to Admission, candidates must meet GPA, Praxis exam,
and coursework requirements (2.1.8). In the admissions semester, PCEs help
orient candidates to the workings of elementary, middle, and high schools
(2.3.4). During professional semesters, they engage candidates in effective
teaching practices, as candidates take education courses in curriculum
fundamentals, instructional methods, assessment, and classroom
management. PCEs take more intensive mentoring roles during clinical
experience (2.3.1). To ensure that candidates are job-ready at the end of this
culminating experience, they work closely with candidates to build on their
strengths and address areas of concern. Overall, the active involvement of
PCEs in school-based experiences enables candidates to observe and
implement effective teaching practices linked to coursework.

Moreover, PCEs play a substantial role in providing feedback to candidates
and EPP programs. For example, they evaluate candidates in clinical
experience based on the Kentucky Teacher Standards (KTS) (2.1.10). KTS is
aligned with standards from the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP), the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support
Consortium (INTASC), and the Kentucky Framework for Teaching (KFfT). PCEs
assess if candidates are accomplished, on target, developing, or ineffective.
They are also asked to indicate program strengths and areas for
improvement. Data from fall 2015, spring 2016, and fall 2016 reveal that
PCEs rated at least 75% of candidates as being generally on target or above
based on Kentucky Teacher Standards (2.1.11). However, in fall 2015, there
were three areas where only 50% of the candidates were rated as on target
or above: (a) using formative assessments; (b) identifying professional
strengths and priorities; and (c) identifying leadership opportunities to
enhance student learning and/or school environment. Determining areas for
improvement enabled the EPP to take appropriate interventions. As a result,
the EPP saw an increase from 50% to at least 88% of the candidates being
rated on target or above in these three areas in subsequent semesters.

While the EPP benefits greatly from clinical partnerships, P-12 schools and
educators also benefit. Evidence 2.3.4 outlines some of those benefits, such
as an extra educator in the classroom, a stipend to the teacher, collaboration
on extracurricular and special projects, and learning new technology.
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2.2 The EPP employs high-quality clinical educators, both university- and
school-based, who positively impact candidates' development. It ensures the
quality of clinical educators, in part, through terminal degrees and state
mandates. In the EPP's Department of Teacher Education, all but two full time
faculty members have doctorates as terminal degrees. Kentucky regulations
provide specific criteria for the selection of PCEs as mentors for clinical
experiences (2.1.9). Partners also co-select clinical educators. For example,
PCEs participated in the hiring process for the department chair of Teacher
Education in spring 2016 and for the director of Educational Placements and
Internships in summer 2017. A district superintendent and a school principal
served as search committee members, helped construct the selection criteria,
and provided final recommendations for these positions, respectively.

UCEs and PCEs consult with each other to identify appropriate school-based
mentors to maximize the benefits for the candidates’ development. For
admissions, field, and clinical experiences, EPP works with P-12 school
principals and district human resources personnel (2.3.4). The following
factors are considered when co-selecting PCE as mentors: grade/content
expertise and years of experience; strengths in curriculum, instruction,
assessment, and classroom management; interpersonal relations and
professional dispositions; availability and willingness. Additional factors, such
as the demographics of PCEs and schools, are considered to ensure diversity
in mentors and work contexts (2.2.1). In fall 2016, EPP worked with 333 PCEs
as mentors. Out of 333, 2.7% were PCEs of color: 5 African Americans, 2
Hispanics, and 2 Asians. This figure is slightly lower compared to the
percentage of total educators of color in Northern Kentucky's school districts.
Out of 3,935 P-12 educators in the region, 130 or 3.3% are educators of
color. The selection of school-based mentors, ultimately, depends on what
candidates need to advance their knowledge, skills, dispositions, and job-
readiness, including being able to competently engage with diverse
colleagues, students, and families.

University Clinical Educators (UCE) and PCEs who serve as mentors receive
online and in-person training and coaching. For example, they are provided
with online resources on the following topics: (a) roles and responsibilities of
PCE as mentors; (b) evaluation of candidates; (c) co-teaching; and (d)
positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) (2.3.2). For clinical
experiences, mentors also receive a handbook and an orientation packet. The
handbook delineates: the roles and responsibilities of PCEs, candidates, and
placement director; key policies and procedures related to clinical
experiences; and other important state and education notices (2.3.1). The
orientation packet compiles various forms, rubrics, and checklists related to
the Teacher Work Sample, unit or lesson plan progression, dispositions and
reflections, and student voice (2.2.2). It also provides details about Kentucky
Teacher Standards and Charlotte Danielson's Framework for Teaching,
adopted by the state Department of Education. At the beginning of each
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academic year, orientation trainings for admissions, field, and clinical
experience supervision are held in-person. At the beginning of each semester,
the UCE is tasked with orienting the PCE in the use of evaluation rubrics and
other EPP requirements. This orientation is completed during a personal
meeting, giving them a chance to review evaluation assessments and EPP
requirements and to answer any questions. During the semester, the UCE is
available to answer questions as they come up. Throughout the year,
program facilitators and the placement director provide additional in-person
coaching and support as needed. During these orientation and follow-up
meetings, UCEs and PCEs collaborate in setting goals and making changes in
clinical experiences. They also discuss candidates’ progress, professional
dispositions, and future placement assignments.

Furthermore, the EPP provides opportunities for university- and school-based
clinical educators to be evaluated by each other and by candidates. For the
evaluation of UCEs (2.2.3), survey questions include: clear communication of
expectations, provision of suggestions and co-teaching feedback, availability
as a resource and for consultation, and professional disposition. For the
evaluation of PCEs (2.2.4), survey guestions consist of: knowledge of
academic standards, teaching methods, and instructional resources;
constructive criticism, problem solving, and moral support; and
encouragement of innovation/creativity, critical/independent thinking, and
help-seeking. In both surveys, the final question asks: Would you recommend
this clinical educator to teacher candidates? Results from these surveys,
especially the responses to the final question, are used by the EPP to provide
feedback to UCEs and PCEs, offer relevant support through individualized
coaching and group professional development training, and make decisions to
retain or not retain particular clinical educators.

The EPP regularly updates its database of UCEs, who are full-time and part-
time faculty members and instructors in the Department of Teacher
Education, the College of Education and Human Services, and the College of
Arts and Sciences. It is also developing a comprehensive database of current
and potential PCEs who can serve as mentors. Previously each program kept
its own separate database of P-12 Clinical Educators. The EPP is now taking a
more centralized and coordinated approach to place candidates in particular
schools and districts for admissions, field, and clinical experiences. This new
approach aims to ease communication with school partners, eliminate
overlaps in placement requests, identify more effective school-based clinical
educators, and build deeper relationships with schools. For this new approach
to work, database details for P-12 Clinical Educators need to include: teaching
grade/content, personal and school demographics, mentoring/supervision
experience, and formal and informal feedback from candidates and university-
based clinical educators. The databases are intended to support the
placement of candidates in diverse and effective classrooms and schools,
facilitate the review and selection of high-quality clinical educators as
mentors, and to serve as a repository for clinical educators' evaluations.
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2.3 Candidates undergo a purposeful process of assuming graduated
responsibility for teaching and student learning in admissions, field, and
clinical experiences (2.3.5). In this process, their responsibility: (a) starts
with an exploratory orientation of P-12 classrooms; (b) is followed by an
introductory experience of lesson planning and student support; (c)
progresses to professional field semesters of increasing duties for teaching,
assessment, and management; and (d) culminates to taking full ownership
for the teaching and learning in the clinical placement classroom. Such
graduated responsibility offers candidates with scaffolded breadth, depth, and
coherence that facilitate their professional development and job-readiness. At
key points of the program, candidates are assessed in terms of their lesson
planning and implementation (1.1.2 and 1.1.3), dispositions (1.1.5),
reflection (1.2.1), use of technology (1.5.1), and overall teacher work sample
(1.2.9). More specific data and analysis are detailed in the Standard 1
section.

In this four-step process, candidates also increase their number of hours in
schools (2.3.5): 9 hours in orientation; 50 hours in admissions field
experience; 150 hours in two professional field experiences; and 16 weeks in
clinical experiences with a minimum of 70 full instructional days. Hence,
candidates complete at least 200 hours of field experiences prior to their
culminating clinical experiences (2.3.1). These school-based hours are
required for all candidates pursuing initial teaching certification in Kentucky.
In their placements, candidates work closely with clinical educators to use
formative and summative assessments and to be data-informed in their
instructional decision-making and differentiation. Special education and health
education majors complete additional 75 hours in a third field experience.

In each step of the graduated responsibility process, candidates advance in
their knowledge, skills, and dispositions. For instance, during field
experiences, they complete a lesson observation form, a midpoint checklist,
and a final dispositions survey (2.3.3). During clinical experiences, they
develop a professional portfolio that includes placement school details and
student demographics, unit/lesson plans, self-reflections, dispositions, and
formative/summative evaluations. The Teacher Work Sample portfolio uses
performance-based criteria to assess if candidates meet certain objectives,
and uses data to measure impact on student learning (1.2.6). Candidates also
participate in co-teaching, complete evaluation surveys, and maintain a time
log (2.3.1). In their clinical placements, candidates attend school meetings
and trainings, parent-teacher conferences, field trips, and other school-
related activities.

Coherence between coursework and clinical experience is a perennial concern
for educator preparation programs across the country. To address this
concern, in spring 2016, the EPP began a school-embedded residency at
Florence Elementary in Boone County Schools. Focusing on the first
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professional semester in elementary education, candidates take their literacy
and classroom management courses on-site, while doing field experience four
days a week in the school. Other embedded residencies are: a one-year
immersion combining field and clinical experiences at Glenn O. Swing
Elementary in Covington Schools; and a math-focused methods and field
experience at Bellevue and Dayton school districts. The success of these
innovative projects has led more EPP faculty to pursue residency partnerships
with other schools. In fall 2017, two new embedded residencies will be
launched: middle grades education’s two professional semesters will be at
R.A. Jones Middle in Boone; and orientation and admissions courses will be
offered at Kenton County Schools' Future Educator Academy as part of the
state's new Teaching and Learning Career Pathway. In Summer 2018, a one-
year, initial certification Master of Arts in Teaching program will be embedded
at Holmes Middle and High in Covington. The benefits of residencies to
candidates and P-12 students have been remarkable. In time, school-
embedded residencies will be a major signature feature for teacher
preparation programs at Northern Kentucky University.

In selecting placements for admissions, field, and clinical experiences, P-12
student diversity is an important consideration. EPP seeks diverse placements
in terms of race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, language, and (dis)ability. It
strives to immerse candidates in contexts that reflect a wide range of
students, families, and communities. School-embedded residencies are
purposefully located in schools with comparatively large proportions of
underserved students. Even though PCE in our region are over 96% white
(2.2.1), the number of students of color is increasing. EPP ensures that
candidates have at least one diverse school placement, and integrates
affirming pedagogies, such as culturally responsive teaching, trauma informed
care, and high leverage practices, to counter deficit perspectives and
treatment of P-12 students of color.

Ultimately, clinical experiences are designed to prepare candidates so they
can competently serve all P-12 students. Data from PCEs and UCEs (fall 2015,
spring 2016, and fall 2016) indicate that the overwhelming majority of
candidates meet standards in field and clinical experiences (1.1.2). For
example, during clinical experiences, they are able to address multiple levels
of learning, apply appropriate instructional strategies, plan and use various
assessments, and use technology for instruction. For these four criteria, 71%
to 97% of candidates are deemed on target. Successfully meeting these
criteria enable candidates to support student learning and achieve gains. Data
from Teacher Work Sample show that candidates enable gains in student
learning with averages ranging mostly between 3% and 26% in two
comparison points of pre- and post-tests (1.2.6). Their impact on
underserved gap groups is relatively similar, with average gains ranging
mostly between 5% and 24%. Moreover, ongoing impact can be discerned
from EPP completers during their internship year. 2015 data reveal that
completers positively contribute to student growth, to be discussed further in
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he Standard 4 report (4.1.4).

linical Partnerships and Practice are essential in candidates' professional

evelopment and P-12 students' academic and personal advancement. The
EPP works toward these goals in purposeful, coherent, and data-informed

ays through meaningful collaborations with schools and districts,

ngagements with effective school- and university-based educators, and
immersion in diverse and impactful experiences.
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Standard 3: Candidate Quality, Recruitment and Selectivity

i. Evidence/data/tables (Upload each item of evidence under the appropriate components of the
standard.)

1 ¥115 Dispositions survey FA 16.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
2 1 1.1.6 Lesson Planning Rubric both years.docx

3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

3 #1.1.7 Lesson Implementation Rubric both years.docx

3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

4 ¥ 1.2.1 Foliotek Clinical Experiences Final Reflection rubric.docx
3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

5 ¢ 1.2.5 Student Voice Survey 2 cycles data.xlsx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
6 U 1.2.6 Teacher Work Sample Pre-Post data.xlIsx

3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

7 ¥1.28TWS process.pdf

3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

8 ' 1.2.9 TWS Foliotek scoring rubric.pdf

3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

9 V142 Kentucky Academic Standards (KAS).docx

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

10 ¥ 2.1.2 Teacher Education Committee Membership.docx

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

11 ¥ 2.1.5 PK-12 Univ Task Force charge_rec.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
12 ¥ 3.1.1 Education recruitment_retention plan.docx

3.1 Recruits and supports high-quality and diverse candidate pool
13 ¥ 3.1.2 Black_brown educ.pdf

3.1 Recruits and supports high-quality and diverse candidate pool
14 ¥ 3.1.3 USED Teacher Shortage Areas.pdf

3.1 Recruits and supports high-quality and diverse candidate pool
15 @ 3.2.1 Applicants, admits and enrolled 3cycles data.xlIsx

3.1 Recruits and supports high-quality and diverse candidate pool
3.2 Sets selective admission requirements
3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students



(Confidential) Page 38

16 ¥ 3.2.2 ACT scores mean_median 2014-16.pdf

3.2 Sets selective admission requirements

17 ¥ 3.3.1 Disp Midpoint checklist.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
18 ¥ 3.3.2 TE Dept Meeting Minutes. pdf

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
19 ¥ 3.3.3 TC.Dispositions.ReviewProcess.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

20 ¥ 3.3.4 Courselnstructors_Dispositon.Rating.Form.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
21 ¥ 3.3.6 Disp Improvement.Plan.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
22 I/ 3.3.7 Initial Cert Educ Prog Admissions Criteria.docx

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

23 ¥ 3.4.1 Elementary Curriculum Contract all.pdf

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

24 1 3.4.2 UG_MAT Initial Certification Transition Points.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

25 ¥ 3.4.3 Transition Points 3 cycles data.xlsx

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

26 U 3.4.4 Graduation info comp to adm.xlsx

3.5 Candidate positive impacts on P-12 students

27 ¥ 3.4.5 Pro Il Rubric FA16.docx

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

28 1 3.6.1 COEHS Code of Ethics.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
29 ¥ 3.6.2 EPSB Code of Ethics.pdf

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
30 ¥ 3.6.3 IncludingCode.of.Ethics.docx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
3.6 Candidates understand the expectation of the profession

31 ¥ 4.1.4 KCEWS NKU_PGES.pdf
3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
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320415 Program Graduates Teaching Data.xlsx

3.3 Monitors attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability
33¥5.1.5 Quality Assurance Report Form.docx

3.4 Creates and monitors candidate progress

ii. Analysis of evidence (through comparison, benchmarking, trend interpretation, etc.) that makes the
case that the standard is met

The focus of the EPP is to develop high quality teacher candidates. The EPP
endeavors to facilitate development of effective teachers for their specialty
licensure areas through monitoring of academic and non-academic
competency of candidates throughout the program. The three cycles of data
analyzed for sufficiency determination of Standard 3 components are Fall
2015, Spring 2016 and Fall 2016.

3.1. The majority of the EPP admitted undergraduate and MAT candidates for
the three cycles were white: 91% Fall 2015, 93% Spring 2016, and 96% Fall
2016, and female: 81%, 73%, and 78% respectively (3.2.1). The pools of
applicants were slightly more diverse than the admitted cohorts. The
applicant data for underrepresented minority (URM), which includes African-
American, Asian, American Indian or Native Alaskan, Hispanic and 2 or more
races, for Fall 2015 was 8.4%, 9.4% for Spring 2016, and 7.4% for Fall
2016; whereas admitted URM was 8.8%, 6.8%, and 4%, respectively. Across
Kentucky EPPs, 4% of admitted candidates were from URM populations in
2014 and 5% were from URM populations in 2016. The percent of male
applicants, with 25% for Fall 2015 and Spring 2016, and 28% for Fall 2016,
was slightly higher than the admitted cohort where males represented 19%o,
27%, and 22%, respectively. Across Kentucky EPPs, 22% of admitted
candidates were males in 2014 and 19% were males in 2016. The EPP
percentages of admitted URM and male candidates are similar to the
percentages for EPPs across Kentucky, however, the EPP is actively engaged
in recruiting and retaining more diverse candidates.

Comparison of candidates who are Pell eligible as well as who self-identified
as having a disability among applicant and admitted cohorts suggest
similarity in the prevalence rate, with approximately 40% for Pell eligibility
and 2% or less for disability identification over the three cycles (3.2.1).
However, examination of disaggregated EPP data by licensure specialty area
for candidates who self-identified as having a disability indicate the
Elementary Education program had the highest percent of applicants: 4% Fall
2015, 4% Spring 2016, and 3% Fall 2016 as well as enrolled candidates with
1%, 5%, and 6%, respectively. Of the admitted pool of candidates, Middle
Grades had 2% in Fall 2015 and Secondary had 3% in Spring 2016. Data for
Pell eligible candidates indicate approximately half of Middle Grades
applicants, admitted, and enrolled candidates were Pell eligible. For
applicants, 53% Fall 2015, 54% Spring 2016, and 39% Fall 2016 were Pell
eligible. The percent of admitted candidates was 50% for Fall 2015 and
Spring 2016 then 39% in Fall 2016. Of the enrolled Middle Grades candidates,
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the rate was 47% for Fall 2015 and Spring 2016, and 51% in Fall 2016.
Physical Education program also had high Pell eligible enrolled candidates with
71% in Fall 2015 and 50% in Spring 2016.

The academic record comparison indicates the cohort cumulative GPAs, ACT
median scores, and state-normed test scores were slightly higher with the
pool of admitted than applicant candidates. Applicant GPAs for 3-cycles were
3.29 Fall 2015, 3.19 Spring 2016, and 3.23 Fall 2016, as compared to the
pool of admitted GPAs of 3.33, 3.4, and 3.38, respectively (3.2.1). The ACT
means for the pool of applicants were 23 Fall 2015, 24, Spring 206, and 23
Fall 2016 as compared to 24 for both Fall 2015 and Spring 2016, and 23 Fall
2016 for admitted candidates. The state-normed test scores of applicants
were 179, 180, and 178 for Reading; 172, 171, 169 for Writing, and 170,
166, and 165 for Mathematics. For the admitted, scores were 181, 184, and
180 for Reading; 175, 173, and 171 for Writing; and 172 for Fall 2015 and
Spring 2016, and 168 for Fall 2016. Even though the difference is slight
between the pool of applicants versus admitted, EPP recognizes that
candidates’ academic performance can be a contributing factor in stopping
applicants from being admitted.

In order to increase the number of admitted candidates who are more
diverse, including more URM and male candidates, as well as to address
identified teacher shortage areas for Kentucky (Exceptional Children, World
Languages, Mathematics, Sciences, English, and Interdisciplinary Early
Childhood Education) (3.1.3) the EPP developed a 5-year recruitment and
retention plan in Fall 2015 (3.1.1). The 5-year plan focuses on the EPP's
mission, which is to enhance professional practice and transforms lives,
schools, and communities. The EPP recognizes that one way to help fulfill its
mission is with a more diverse pool of candidates and completers. Specific
initiatives targeting URM candidates and struggling candidates began in 2015-
2016. The achieved outcomes by the end of Spring 2017 include creation of a
new Assistant Dean position with the responsibility to help recruit and retain
URM candidates, initiation of the Black and Brown Educators of Excellence
student group (3.1.2), and hosting the Cincinnati Public Schools Advanced
Placement summer boot camp. Strategies that focus on supporting struggling
candidates include development of Student Success Workshops, providing
Praxis study workshops and Praxis online resources. Fall 2016 data allude to
initial success of these efforts as evidenced by 40% raising their GPAs and
46% pass rate for state-normed test. The 5-year plan also outlines strategies
to be more intentional in sharing of teacher shortage information and
requirements for being admitted to educational program to prospective and
current candidates. These efforts include infusing admission information into
EPP-hosted community events (e.g., Governor's Scholars, Dreamfest, and
Young Women Lead Conference), reaching out to high school students who
are interested in becoming teachers, discussing teacher shortage areas in
EDU 104, Orientation to Education, and informing new freshmen and transfer
students at orientation events. The EPP plans to closely monitor further
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implementation of various initiatives and modify based on data analysis over
the next several years. The addition of the Assistant Dean position, projected
for a Summer 2017 hire date, will play a pivotal role in facilitating the EPP
goals of increasing the diversity of teacher candidates and having more
candidates choose education programs in identified teacher shortage areas.

3.2. Per the Kentucky Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB)
requirement for teacher education programs, EPP candidates must acquire a
minimum of 2.75 cumulative GPA and successfully meet the minimum scores
on the three Praxis Core Academic Skills for Educators tests: Reading (156),
Writing (162), and Mathematics (150). The EPP average score of each
admitted cohort for Fall 2015, Spring 2016 and Fall 2016 not only meet but
exceed the CAEP minimum: GPA of 3.0 and performance on a nationally
normed test of academic achievement in the top 50% (3.2.1). The admitted
cohort average GPA was 3.33 for Fall 2015, 3.40 for Spring 2016, and 3.38
for Fall 2016. The disaggregated by specialty licensure cohort average GPA for
admitted candidates also meet the CAEP 3.0 GPA requirement, except for
programs with only one candidate: MAT Social Studies (Fall 205) 2.85; MAT
German (Fall 2015) 2.99; and MAT Mathematics (Fall 2016). The median
composite score of admitted cohort on ACT is 24 Fall 2015 and Spring 2016,
and 23 for Fall 2016. The national median score for 2014-16 ACT is 20
(3.2.2). The median admitted cohort average scores on the required state-
normed tests during three cycles are also well above the 2014-16 median
score for each area. EPP median score for Reading is 181 Fall 2015, 184
Spring 2016, and 180 Fall 2016; as compared to median Reading of 174. For
Writing, median is 166 and EPP is 175 Fall 2015, 173 Spring 2016, and 171
Fall 2016. The median Mathematics score for 2014-15 was 154, and score of
152 for 2015-16. The EPP median score for Mathematics is 172 for Fall 2015
and Spring 2016, and 168 for Fall 2016. Thus, the EPP cohort of candidates
admitted are strong in their academic ability.

3.3. The EPP deems monitoring of candidates’ professional attributes and
dispositions, in addition to academic knowledge and skills, critical to
developing successful future teachers. To be admitted to an education
program, undergraduate candidates must demonstrate they are on a
trajectory toward becoming first-year profession ready by successfully
completing the Admission Field Experience course, which involves receiving
positive evaluations on their dispositions (1.1.5) and professional behaviors
(3.3.1). The MAT applicants have to be successful in their panel interview and
on-demand written essay that assesses dispositions, among other attributes
(3.4.2).

Beginning in Fall 2015, the EPP established new evaluation criteria for
candidates’ professional behaviors (3.3.1) and dispositions (1.1.5). In Spring
2017, a dispositions review process for this new evaluation criteria was
formalized with department approval (3.3.2). The new dispositions and
professional behaviors items reflect EPP P-12 partners’ input regarding critical
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factors for the success of EPP candidates (2.1.5), research on candidates’
disposition, and INTASC standards.

The Professional Dispositions Survey is organized in three sections: P-12
Students as Learners, Teacher Candidate's Professional Learning, and
Professional Behaviors (1.1.5). These three sections target candidate's
perceptions about students, other people, self, and general frame of
reference. Research (e.g., Wasicsko, 2003) provides evidence for how
candidates’ dispositions (perceptions about students, about teaching, and
about themselves) strongly influence the impact they will have on student
learning and development. Wasicsko's (2003) Perceptual Dispositions Model is
based on the perceptual psychological theory and subsequent research of
Arthur W. Combs. Over 40 years Combs investigated the perceptual
characteristics of transformative educators who were able to significantly and
positively affect others' lives and identified general perception areas about
self, other people, and the teaching task that can serve to differentiate
effective from ineffective teachers. The first two items under the P-12
Students as Learners assess candidates' ability to enhance and deepen all P-
12 students’ understanding of content through relevant experiences, which
are aligned with INTASC categories of The Learner and Learning, Content
Knowledge, and Instructional Practice. The three items under the Teacher
Candidate's Professional Learning category evaluate the candidate's ability for
self-analysis, perseverance, and navigating challenges to their own frame of
reference, as well as a collaborative capacity to promote P-12 student
learning and improve instructional practices. All of these items focus on the
INTASC category of Professional Responsibility. The Professional Behaviors
section consists of the same 10 professional behavior attributes from the Mid-
Point Professional Behaviors Checklist (3.3.1), with candidates re-evaluated
on their progress from the mid-point of their field or clinical experience.

During all field experiences the P-12 Clinical Educators (PCE) rate candidates'
professional behaviors (e.g., takes initiative, maintains professional
boundaries) at the semester mid-point and candidate's dispositional attributes
at the end (1.1.5) of the semester. University Clinical Educators also complete
a Dispositions Survey during each professional field or clinical experience.
Each course instructor also has the discretion to evaluate candidates’
dispositions in their coursework throughout the program (3.3.4). Each
licensure program team monitors their candidates’ disposition ratings as
noted in the Dispositions Review Process (3.3.3). An improvement plan
(3.3.6) is activated when a candidate receives a "Not on target” rating. The
University Clinical Educator (UCE) will develop an improvement plan with the
candidate's input. The goal of the improvement plan is to provide intervention
that will enable the candidate to ultimately be a more successful and effective
teacher. If the candidate fails in meeting what was jointly agreed upon in the
improvement plan, the program team and the Department Chair will
collectively decide the next step. The potential outcomes, including dismissal
from the program, are listed on the improvement plan (3.3.6) and are fully
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disclosed to the candidate.

The EPP also established dispositions and professional behaviors recognized
as essential by the profession in the code of ethics established by the
Kentucky EPSB (3.6.2) and the EPP (3.6.1). Candidates must acknowledge
their responsibilities to follow both sets of ethics by signing each of the codes
during their admissions' field experience. The EPP expects all candidates to
read, understand and abide by both sets of ethics throughout their program
(3.6.3).

The EPP's goal is for candidates to exhibit increased integration of
dispositions, content, and pedagogy (indicating a more thorough
amalgamation) as they move toward completion of the program. The EPP
associates non-academic criteria with increased teaching effectiveness of
candidates and completers. Kentucky's teacher evaluation system, effective
2015, is the Professional Growth and Effective System (PGES). PGES
examines teachers on two components: Overall Professional Practice (target
rating of "Developing” for 1st year teacher) and Overall Student Growth
Contribution (target rating of "Expected") (4.1.4). The 2015 PGES data of EPP
completers for the Overall Professional Practice suggests that they received
the "Accomplished” rating most. The 2015 PGES data of EPP completers for
the Overall Student Growth Contribution component indicate the level of
"Expected" which is the target for first year teachers. Another component of
PGES is the student voice survey, where students beginning in grade 3 rate
their teachers on the following areas: Support, Trust, Discipline, Nurture,
Transparency, Understand, and Engage (1.2.5). The state does not provide
Student Voice Data, however, the EPP received data on program completers
from two school districts, one urban and one suburban (4.1.5). Data for the
19 completers in their first year of teaching rated by their students on the
Student Voice Survey are positive. The rating scale is from 1-100 on each
category of the student voice survey. The areas of the survey include the
following average scores: Support (78), Transparency (78) Understand (81),
Discipline (51), Engage (61), Nurture (74), and Trust (78). Twelve EPP
completers in their second year of teaching were rated by their students. Data
indicate the following average scores: Support (86.), Transparency (84),
Understanding (81), Discipline (76), Engage (71), Nurture (71), Trust (84).
Three EPP completers in their third year of teaching were rated by their
students. Data indicate the following average scores (with 100 being the
best): Support (81), Transparency (76), Understanding (65), Discipline (60),
Engage (62), Nurture (73), and Trust (76).

Student Voice data for EPP candidates show P-12 students generally rate
them at or above the target rating of 4 out of 5 except in the Discipline area.
The fall 2016 mean ratings for four Discipline items for Grades 6-12 were
close to 4 with 4.13, 3.86, 3.91, and 4.01. For grades 3-5, the trend was
consistent with 3.85 and 3.86 for first two items. The third item's mean was
2.05. However, rating of 2 "Mostly Not" is an appropriate response for this
item: Students behave so badly in this class that it slows down our learning.
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Similar trends were found in spring 2017 (1.2.5).

3.4 The EPP has specific requirements for successful program progression and
tracks three categories (Knowledgeable scholar, Collaborative scholar, and
ePortolio) at each of the three transition points (3.4.2). The first transition
point is admission into the teacher preparation program. The undergraduate
candidates, regardless of their preferred specialty licensure area, are allowed
to apply for admission into the teacher preparation program only if applicants
meet specific criteria (3.3.7). First, they must successfully complete EDU 104,
Orientation to Education, course, which is the prerequisite for four education
courses that focus on human growth and development, introduction to
education, instructional technology, and children with exceptionalities in
schools. Second, pass the appropriate Admission Field Experience course. To
enroll in Admission Field Experience candidates must meet the following
criteria: 45 credit hours of college coursework completion, a minimum 2.75
cumulative GPA or 3.0 GPA on the last 30 hours of credit completed, receipt
of mandated scores on the Praxis Core tests for Reading, Writing, and
Mathematics, and cleared background check. For an applicant to become an
admitted candidate, the following criteria have to be met: 1) demonstrated
competency in communication, creativity, and critical thinking skills through
attaining of minimum grade for the appropriate courses; 2) signed curriculum
contract (3.4.1) stemming from a meeting with the academic advisor to
outline their 4-year graduation plan, 3) successfully completing a minimum of
60 credit hours of coursework, 4) completing an approved professional
ePortfolio from the Admission Field Experience; and 5) approval from the
Teacher Education Committee, which consists of P-12 partners, EPP and Arts/
Science faculty (2.1.2). The MAT applicants must submit pre-admission
documents that includes a letter explaining experiences related to the
intended content licensure area and transcripts, which will be evaluated to
determine the need for additional content area coursework (3.3.7). When the
MAT applicants receive positive recommendation on the pre-admission
documents (the panel interview and on-demand essay), they can proceed to
phase Il: application and admission. The MAT applicant, then, becomes
admitted when there is evidence of a cleared background check, minimum
scores on the Praxis Core tests (Reading, Writing, and Mathematics) or GRE
minimum scores, and completion of a bachelor's degree with a minimum of
2.75 cumulative GPA or 3.0 GPA on the last 30 hours of coursework.

After admission to the program, all undergraduate candidates proceed to
Professional Semesters 1, and 2. Special education and health education
candidates also have Professional Semester 3 as part of their curriculum.
After successful completion of professional semester 2 or 3, candidates are
eligible for admission to the clinical experience (student teaching). The criteria
for being admitted to the clinical experience include having passed all
pedagogy course with a "C" or better and maintaining a minimum of 2.75 GPA
for overall, professional courses, as well as content courses. The P-12 and
University Clinical Educators evaluate candidates with standardized



(Confidential) Page 45

assessments in their field experiences: lesson planning, lesson
implementation (combined in one form), and professional dispositions survey.
PCEs also complete mid-point professional behaviors check. Candidates must
also successfully complete their professional ePortfolio, which includes several
requirements, including a final reflection that aligns experiences to the
Kentucky Teacher Standards (3.4.5).

The enrolled candidates become completers at transition point 3, program
completion. The completers must pass their clinical experience to exit from
their respective programs. Successful completion of clinical experience
mandates positive ratings on various forms that evaluate the candidate's
ability on lesson planning and implementation, dispositions, and professional
behaviors as well as the Teacher Work Sample (TWS) and professional
ePortfolio (3.4.2). Successful completion of TWS necessitates partnering with
the PCE in implementing a unit or progression of lessons stemming from pre-
assessments of P-12 students' baseline knowledge and interest, with the
ultimate goal of fostering P-12 student learning. A well implemented TWS
demonstrates candidate competency of content knowledge, pedagogical
content knowledge, pedagogical skills, integration of use of technology, and
connection to college- and career-ready standards through alignment of
unit/lesson targets with the Kentucky Academic Standards (KAS). KAS
addresses content recommended by the teaching profession and academic
expectations for all students before graduation (1.4.2). The criteria for a
successful clinical experience ePortfolio includes candidates’ ability to address
all 10 Kentucky Teacher Standards (KTS) in their reflection with specific
artifacts documenting professional growth in content knowledge, pedagogical
content knowledge and skills, and the appropriate use of technology.

Disaggregated data by specialty licensure areas from three cycles indicate the
majority of candidates successfully transition through the three gateways, and
the success rate increases with program progression (3.4.3). At transition
point 1, four programs had applicants who were not admitted: 3-15% across
three cycles for Elementary Education; 1 of 3 (33% in Fall 2016) Physical
Education; 2 of 7 (29% in Fall 2016) Middle Grades Social Studies; 2 of 14
(14% in Fall 2015) Secondary Social Studies program candidates were not
admitted. At transition point 2, two programs (Elementary Education: 1-9%
and Secondary Social Studies: 12-15% across three cycles) prevented
candidates from continuing to transition point 3. Course failure and
dispositions were the reasons for stopping the candidates' progress according
to collected data. As noted in the Transition Points evidence file (3.4.2), the
EPP allows candidates multiple opportunities to develop as knowledgeable
scholars, collaborative scholars and reflective professionals through repeating
of courses and improving their areas of challenges in order to successfully
continue in the program.

During the spring semester of each academic year, program facilitators share
Quality Assurance Reports (5.1.5) with each other and include information on
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suggested changes to the program. An example of an EPP-wide continuous
improvement is the initiation of the Dispositions Review Process (3.3.3). This
was in response to feedback from clinical educators and course instructors as
well as the transition Points 3 cycle data, which showed that two causes for
stopping during transition 1 and 2 were course failure and dispositions. The
change allows faculty to provide more timely, consistent and formalized
intervention for candidates, including counseling out.

3.5 The EPP verifies candidates have reached a high standard of content
knowledge in their specialized licensure area through multiple indicators
before recommending them for the specific licensure or certification. The
performance level expected of candidates at the end of the program
professional experience is to receive rating at or above the acceptable level
on rubric indicators and class average at or above acceptable levels on the
EPP scoring guide indicators specific to the four categories of INTASC
Standards. The acceptable performance rating for the lesson plan (1.1.6) and
lesson implementation (1.1.7) is "Target" for completing candidates, as
compared to the acceptable rating of "Emerging" during prior professional
experiences. Another requirement is receiving a rating of "Met" on the TWS, a
unit or lesson progression consisting of minimum five activities and its impact
on P-12 student learning (1.2.8). TWS data on P-12 student learning
illustrates an increase in scores on both objectives one and two, from the pre-
to post-test (1.2.6). The TWS also assesses completing candidates’
competency in meeting all four INTASC categories (1.2.9). The rating of "Met"
for the TWS is only possible if the rating for each standard component listed
on the scoring guide is checked as "Met". Any section that is not deemed to
be "Met" must be resubmitted. Completing candidates must submit a
reflection of their final professional experience, describing their professional
growth, impact on student learning, differentiation for diverse students, and
collaborative activities including co-teaching to increase teaching effectiveness
and impact (1.2.1). The expected performance level for their reflection, which
addresses INTASC Instructional Practice and Professional Responsibility, is
"Target"” by the third submission. Please refer to CAEP Standard 1, section 1
of the self-study report for more specific data and information on each of the
EPP-wide assessments.

GPA could be an indication of content knowledge of candidates. When
comparing the GPA of EPP enrolled candidates to GPAs of students enrolled in
comparative NKU programs, the EPP candidates' GPAs are generally higher
(3.2.1). In Fall 2015, Secondary Art with two candidates had 3.32 GPA vs.
3.36 for NKU art program. MAT Secondary Social Studies and Middle Grades
Mathematics candidates did not fare as well as NKU equivalent subject area
students (Secondary Social Studies Fall 2015: 2.78 vs. 2.97 NKU GPA, Spring
2016: 2.79 vs. NKU 2.91 GPA; Middle Grades Mathematics Fall 2015 2.43 vs.
NKU 3.17 GPA). However, the EPP candidates' GPAs for these programs
increased in subsequent semesters and the GPAs were significantly higher
than the comparable NKU program GPAs. The average GPA at exit for EPP
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andidates is generally higher than the average GPA at admission for all
programs, except Elementary and IECE candidates (3.4.4). The average GPAs
t exit for Elementary were slightly lower for all three cycles. For the IECE,
ompleting candidates' average GPAs were slightly higher in Fall 2015 and the
ame for Fall 2016. The exit average GPA was lower than at admission for
pring 2016.

.6 The EPP provides multiple opportunities for candidates to understand the
Xpectation of the profession, including codes of ethics, professional
tandards of practice, and relevant laws and policies (3.6.3). Candidates
Xperience many opportunities to gain detailed and extensive understanding
f the EPSB and EPP codes of ethics throughout their program and in their
professional experiences. In addition, special education law and policies are
aught in pre- and co-requisite admission education courses. In addition,
andidates revisit and examine the codes and laws throughout their
oursework and field experiences. All candidates are also mandated to
nnually submit a valid certificate of completion for Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) to their university clinical educator and
placement school (2.3.2).

Evidence discussed in each section demonstrates the EPP's continuing and
purposeful efforts to foster high candidate quality through monitoring
andidates' admission and progression through their respective programs.

he EPP has plans in place for addressing recruitment of and support for
increasing a diverse pool of candidates, especially URM candidates. The EPP
ill continue in its effort to achieve the EPP mission of being leaders to
nhance professional practice and transform lives, schools, and communities.



(Confidential) Page 48

Standard 4: Program Impact

i. Evidence/data/tables (Upload each item of evidence under the appropriate components of the
standard.)

1 ¥ 4.1.3 KCEWS State PGES.pdf

4.1 Completer impact on student growth and learning
4.2 Completer effectiveness via observations and/or student surveys

2 ¥ 4.1.4 KCEWS NKU_PGES.pdf

4.1 Completer impact on student growth and learning
4.2 Completer effectiveness via observations and/or student surveys

3 " 4.1.5 Program Graduates Teaching Data.xlIsx

4.1 Completer impact on student growth and learning
4.2 Completer effectiveness via observations and/or student surveys
4.3 Employer satisfaction

4 ¥ 4.2.1 KTIP Results 3 cycles data.xIsx
4.3 Employer satisfaction
5 V431 Alumni_Principal Surveys.xIsx

4.3 Employer satisfaction
4.4 Completer satisfaction

6 ¥ 4.3.2 Principal Survey.pdf

4.3 Employer satisfaction

7 ¥ 4.3.3 MAED NKU Completers.xlsx

4.3 Employer satisfaction

8 ' 4.4.1 New Teacher Survey NKU data.xIsx
4.4 Completer satisfaction

9 ¥ 4.4.2 Ex alumni survey (1yr_3Yr).pdf

4.4 Completer satisfaction

* ii. Analysis of evidence (through comparison, benchmarking, trend interpretation, etc.) that makes the
case that the standard is met

The EPP uses several data sources to demonstrate its completers’ impact on
P-12 student learning and development. For this standard, data from the
Kentucky Center for Education and Workforce Statistics (KCEWS), two local
school districts, and surveys from principals and alumni are highlighted.

4.1 According to KCEWS data, EPP completers positively contribute to P-12
student learning, and their contributions are on par or slightly above state
benchmarks. The Kentucky Department of Education uses the Professional
Growth and Effectiveness System (PGES) as a summative evaluation
mechanism for P-12 teachers that draws from local and state measures to
determine overall student growth ratings. The local contribution to these
ratings derives from district assessments to determine Student Growth Goals
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(SGG). The state contribution is based on Median Student Growth Percentiles
(MSGP), which compares students’ rate of changes to that of peers with
similar test score histories in language arts and mathematics for grades 4-8.
Overall student growth ratings include SGG and MSGP data, and are
categorized as Low for growth below 30th percentile, Expected for growth
between 30th and 65th percentile, or High for growth above 65th percentile.
Data for categories with fewer than 10 completers are not included.

PGES data for the 2015-16 school year show the student growth impact of P-
12 educators who completed their teaching certification between 2010 and
2015 (4.1.3 and 4.1.4). In local contribution, EPP completers were generally
on par with others across the state. For High growth, EPP completers were
slightly lower than the state benchmark (26% vs. 30%). For Expected
growth, they were slightly higher than the state benchmark (67% vs. 64%).
For Low growth, they were slightly higher than the state benchmark (7% vs.
6%0). In state contribution, EPP completers were also generally equal to their
state counterparts. For High growth, no EPP completers were rated, and the
state benchmark was 9%. For Expected growth, EPP completers were slightly
higher than the state benchmark (92% vs. 87%). For Low growth, no EPP
completers were rated, and the state benchmark was 5%.

In addition, two school districts (one urban, one suburban) provided
information on EPP completers who worked as elementary, middle, and high
school teachers in their districts within the past three years (4.1.5). The
number of recorded completers from Year 1 to Year 3 decreased for two
reasons: school districts do not evaluate all teachers each year on PGES
criteria; and some completers did not return to the district for a second or
third year. In local contribution, 36 completers in their first year were rated
as High (22%), Expected (67%), or Low (11%), with an average score of
2.11 which is slightly above the Expected score of 2.0. In their second year,
29 completers were rated as High (48%), Expected (41%), or Low (3%), with
an average score of 2.38. In their third year, 9 completers were rated as High
(56%), Expected (44%), or Low (0%), with an average score of 2.56. In state
contribution category, 5 completers in their first year were rated as High
(20%) or Expected (80%). In their second year, all 5 were rated as Expected
(100%). In their third year, all 3 were rated as Expected (100%).

The two school districts also gave overall ratings based on district decision
rules when combining local and state contributions to student growth. In their
first year, 27 completers were rated as High (22%) or Expected (78%), with
an average score of 2.19. In their second year, 22 completers were rated as
High (36%), Expected (55%), or Low (9%), with an average score of 2.27. In
their third year, 9 completers were rated as High (56%) or Expected (44%),
with an average score of 2.56. In sum, the data indicate a trend of increasing
High student growth ratings and increasing average scores as EPP completers
gain more teaching experience.
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In regards to their professional journey, P-12 teachers who pass the required
Praxis Il exams receive a statement of eligibility to teach in their certification
area. When hired in a Kentucky school district, they undertake an internship
in their first year to be eligible for a Rank 3 teaching certificate. Kentucky
requires all P-12 teachers to start their master's degree in education within 5
years of employment and complete it within 10 years to be eligible for a Rank
2 teaching certificate. Many completers return to EPP for their master's
degrees: 33 completers graduated in 2014-15 and 26 graduated in 2015-16
(4.3.3). In their master's program, they pursue action research projects that
address, for example: effects of ability grouping, literacy centers, online
learning, STEM in rural schools, flipped math classroom, formative
assessment, and project based learning. The projects, ultimately, focus on
advancing student learning and development in their classrooms.

4.2 PGES provides teaching effectiveness data based on the Kentucky
Framework for Teaching. This framework evaluates P-12 teachers in four
domains: planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and
professional responsibilities. For each domain, teachers are rated as
Exemplary, Accomplished, Developing, or Ineffective. First year teachers are
expected to attain a rating of Developing in each domain, while continuing
teachers are expected to attain an overall rating of Accomplished. PGES data
for 2015-16 reveal three key findings on EPP completers: (1) their ratings
were generally on par with state benchmarks; (2) their overall ratings
improved from Year 1 to Year 3; (3) their highest domain was professional
responsibilities, and their lowest domain was instruction (4.1.3 and 4.1.4).

In planning and preparation, EPP completers were rated in comparison to
state benchmarks as Exemplary (7% vs. 10%), Accomplished (80% vs.
82%), or Developing (12% vs. 8%). In classroom environment, they were
rated as Exemplary (19% vs. 15%), Accomplished (70% vs. 78%), or
Developing (11% vs. 7%). In instruction, they were rated as Exemplary (6%
vs. 8%), Accomplished (78% vs. 80%), or Developing (15% vs. 11%).
Finally, in professional responsibilities, they were rated as Exemplary (16%
vs. 14%), Accomplished (78% vs. 80%), or Developing (6% for EPP and state
benchmarks). EPP completers received slightly lower ratings than their state
counterparts in the Exemplary and Accomplished areas. They were higher in
Developing in all domains, and no one was considered Ineffective. Compared
to state benchmarks, EPP completers had higher percentages of Exemplary in
the domains of classroom environment and professional responsibilities.
However, in general, they were on par with completers across the state.

The same two school districts provided PGES data for teaching effectiveness
on EPP completers in their districts (4.1.5):

In planning and preparation, 37 completers in their first year were rated as
Accomplished (81%0) or Developing (19%), with an average score of 2.81
which is above the Developing score of 2.0 targeted for first year teachers. In
their second year, 31 completers were rated as Exemplary (13%o),
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Accomplished (81%), or Developing (6%), with an average score of 3.0 which
matches the Accomplished score of 3.0 targeted for continuing teachers. In
their third year, 9 completers were rated as Exemplary (22%), Accomplished
(67%), or Developing (11%), with an average score of 3.11.

In classroom environment, 37 completers in their first year were rated as
Exemplary (3%), Accomplished (78%), or Developing (19%), with an average
score of 2.86. In their second year, 31 completers were rated as Exemplary
(19%), Accomplished (75%), or Developing (6%), with an average score of
3.0. In their third year, 9 completers were rated as Exemplary (22%) or
Accomplished (78%), with an average score of 3.22.

In instruction, 37 completers in their first year were rated as Exemplary
(3%), Accomplished (81%), or Developing (16%), with an average score of
2.86. In their second year, 31 completers were rated as Exemplary (3%),
Accomplished (87%), or Developing (10%), with an average score of 3.0. In
their third year, 9 completers were rated as Exemplary (11%), Accomplished
(78%), or Developing (11%), with an average score of 3.0.

In professional responsibilities, 37 completers in their first year were rated as
Accomplished (97%) or Developing (3%), with an average score of 2.97. In
their second year, 31 completers were rated as Exemplary (16%o),
Accomplished (78%), or Developing (6%), with an average score of 3.0. In
their third year, 9 completers were rated as Exemplary (44%), Accomplished
(45%), or Developing (11%), with an average score of 3.33.

Data from the school districts indicate that EPP completers' ratings improved
from Year 1 to Year 3, as evidenced by the increasing percentages in
Exemplary ratings and the increasing average scores. No completer was rated
Ineffective in any domain across three years. Completers teaching elementary
grades received the highest ratings, with an average score of Accomplished
(3.0) in their first year. Those in middle schools teaching math/science or
math/English received the lowest ratings, with an average score of 2.0 in
their first year. However, 2.0 or Developing is the target rating for first year
teachers. They improved in their second year, with an average score of 3.0 or
Accomplished, the target for second year teachers. In sum, completers
demonstrate teaching effectiveness in the four domains, and meet their target
stages for professional development.

Another data source for teaching effectiveness is the Student Voice Survey
from PGES (4.1.5). P-12 students give feedback on their teachers in relation
to the seven S.T.U.D.E.N.T. constructs of Support, Transparency,
Understanding, Discipline, Engagement, Nurture, and Trust. Each construct's
score (between 1 and 100) is determined by the number of positive responses
divided by the number of responses for the construct. Since the state did not
provide Student Voice Survey data to EPPs, this report features data from two
local school districts.
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According to the Student Voice Survey completed in 2015-16, student ratings
of EPP completers were positive, and displayed growth in subsequent years.
In their first year, 19 completers received the following construct average
scores: Support (78), Transparency (78), Understanding (81), Discipline (51),
Engagement (61), Nurture (74), and Trust (78). In their second year, 12
completers received these construct average scores: Support (86),
Transparency (84), Understanding (81), Discipline (76), Engagement (71),
Nurture (71), and Trust (84). In their third year, 3 completers received these
scores: Support (81), Transparency (76), Understanding (65), Discipline (60),
Engagement (62), Nurture (73), and Trust (76). The most growth was in the
Discipline construct, with 15% increase in mean score. The Understanding
construct with 13% change and the Transparency and Trust constructs with
6% change in their respective mean scores showed growth, as well. Only the
Nurture construct decreased from Year 1 to Year 2. EPP completers in their
third year had somewhat lower ratings compared to those in their second
year. This result may be due to a much lower number of third year teachers
evaluated by students. Overall, survey data indicate that EPP completers are
exhibiting appropriate dispositions for teachers working with P-12 students.

Moreover, an important milestone is the successful completion of the
Kentucky Teacher Internship Program (KTIP). According to the state
Department of Education, KTIP is "designed to provide assistance to new
teachers. Its main goal is to help new teachers experience a successful first
year in the classroom.” When hired in Kentucky, new teachers must
successfully complete KTIP to receive a Professional Teaching Certificate at
the Rank 3 level. Based on three cycles of data, the KTIP pass rates of EPP
completers often exceed that of the state (4.2.1). In 2013-14, 130 EPP
completers had a pass rate of 98.48%, compared to 99.44% for the state. In
2014-15, 79 completers had a pass rate of 100%, compared to 99.94% for
the state. In 2015-16, 55 completers had a pass rate of 100%, compared to
99.86% for the state. The perfect or near-perfect passing rates of EPP
completers are a solid indicator of teaching effectiveness.

4.3 To discern employer satisfaction, Principal Surveys provide information
about EPP completers' first three years of teaching (4.3.2). For three cycles of
Principal Surveys (4.3.1), two data sets are used. The first survey was aligned
to the Kentucky Teacher Standards (KTS), and was administered in 2014-15.
It utilized a 5-point rating scale of extremely well (5), moderately well (4),
neutral (3), moderately poor (2), and extremely poor (1). The second survey
drew from a revised version that was aligned to KTS and InTASC, and was
administered in 2015-16 and 2016-17. It utilized a 4-point rating scale of
Accomplished (4), Target (3), Developing (2), and Ineffective (1). The survey
response rates were at least 30% for all three years.

In the 2014-15 survey, principals rated EPP completers from a high of 4.34 to
a low of 3.63, with a target score of 3.0 (Neutral). The highest rating was for
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"Applied content knowledge," and the lowest was for "Assessment and
communicates learning results.” In the 2015-16 survey, completers were
rated from a high of 2.88 to a low of 2.18, with a target score of 3.0
(Developing). The highest rating was for "Displays appropriate dispositions for
teaching children,” and the lowest was for "Co-teach lessons with special
education teacher." In the 2016-17 survey, completers were rated from a
high of 3.0 to a low of 2.45. The highest rating was for "Use of technology
that facilitates student learning,” and the lowest was for "Co-teach lessons
with special education Teacher." Although co-teaching was rated lowest once
again, the scores improved, most likely due to the increased emphasis on co-
teaching in the program.

The revised survey included an overall rating for "Based on teaching
performance, how well EPP prepared completer to teach academic subject and
grade level.” The principals’ mean ratings for EPP completers were 2.88 in
2015-16 and 2.77 in 2016-17, which were below the target score of 3.0.
Closer review of ratings by teaching certification reveals that, even in lowest
rated areas, there was growth. For instance, in 2015-16, completers in middle
grades math received the lowest rating at 2.33. In 2016-17, those in middle
grades math and science received the lowest ratings at 2.50. Principals gave
the highest ratings to completers of physical education in 2015-16 and to
those in physical education, special education, and elementary education in
2016-17. Overall, principals seemed fairly satisfied with the preparation of
EPP completers.

Another factor in employer satisfaction is retention of P-12 educators. The
same two school districts provided retention data on EPP completers within
the past three years (4.1.5). After their first year, 93% of EPP completers
returned, 3% resigned, and 4% were not rehired. The two completers who
resigned were in elementary and middle grades math/science. The three who
were not rehired were in elementary. After their second year, 82.5% of EPP
completers returned, 5% resigned, and 12.5% were not rehired. The two who
resigned were in middle grades special education and middle grades science.
The five who were not rehired were a physical education teacher, a middle
grades English/social studies teacher, two high school English teachers, and
one high school biology teacher. After their third year, 75% of EPP completers
returned, and 25% were not rehired. Statewide data on teacher retention and
attrition would reveal if these local figures are similar to or different from
state patterns.

4.4 To discern completer satisfaction, the New Teacher Survey provides "data
about the perception of the quality of teacher certification programs in
Kentucky and to gauge attitudes toward current institutional training” (4.4.1).
The survey is aligned to the Kentucky Teacher Standards with a 4-point rating
scale of Excellent (4), Good (3), Fair (2), and Poor (1). Data from the New
Teacher Survey in 2015-16 reveal that EPP completers have somewhat similar
ratings to completers across the state for the ten Kentucky Teacher
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Standards. Across all standards, EPP completers have slightly more ratings of
Fair and Poor and have slightly fewer ratings of Good, in comparison to
statewide completers. For example, for higher order thinking in Standard 4,
16% of EPP completers gave Fair or Poor rating, compared to 12% statewide.
For use of pre-assessment in Standard 5, 20% of EPP completers gave Fair or
Poor rating, compared to 16% statewide. For use of data in Standard 7,
slightly lower percentages of EPP completers gave Excellent or Good rating
across three indicators. In standard 10, EPP and statewide completers gave
relatively similar ratings in their preparation to effectively teach students with
disabilities and English language learners and to differentiate instruction. The
survey reveals that EPP completers would like to learn more about
assessment, data-informed instruction, and working with diverse students.

Another data source for completer satisfaction is the Alumni Surveys, which
were sent to EPP completers after the first and third year of teaching (4.4.2).
Similar to the Principal Surveys, two data sets are used. The first Alumni
Survey was aligned to the Kentucky Teacher Standards (KTS), and was
administered in 2014-15. It utilized a 5-point rating scale of extremely well
(5), moderately well (4), neutral (3), moderately poor (2), and extremely
poor (1). The second survey drew from a revised version that was aligned to
KTS and INTASC, and was administered in 2015-16 and 2016-17. It utilized a
4-point rating scale of Accomplished (4), Target (3), Developing (2), and
Ineffective (1). The survey response rates were at least 21% for all three
years (4.3.1).

In the 2014-15 survey, alumni gave ratings from a high of 3.92 to a low of
3.11, with a target score of 3.0 (Neutral). The highest rating was in "Design
and implement instruction,” and the lowest was in "Assessment and
communicates learning results” similar to the principal survey. In the 2015-16
survey, first year alumni gave ratings from a high of 3.49 to a low of 3.06,
and third year alumni gave a high of 3.43 to a low of 2.63, with a target score
of 3.0 (Developing). For first year alumni, their highest rating was for
"Creates a classroom environment that is emotionally and physically safe,"
and their lowest was for "Use of technology that facilitates student learning."
For third year alumni, their highest rating was for "Displays appropriate
dispositions for teaching children,” and their lowest was for "Co-teach lessons
with special education teacher” once again similar to the principal survey. In
the 2016-17 survey, first year alumni gave ratings from a high of 3.09 to a
low of 2.74, and third year alumni gave a high of 3.24 to a low of 2.83. For
first year alumni, their highest rating was for "Displays appropriate
dispositions for teaching children,” and their lowest was for "Implement
instructional strategies that promote higher order thinking skills.”" For third
year alumni, their highest rating was for "Clear and correct written and verbal
language to communicate content,” and their lowest was for "Implement
instructional strategies that promote higher order thinking skills™ similar to
first year alumni.
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he revised survey included an overall rating for "Based on teaching
performance, how well EPP prepared completer to teach academic subject and
rade level.” The 2015-16 survey shows mean ratings of 3.50 for first year
lumni and 3.28 for third year alumni. The 2016-17 survey shows mean
ratings of 2.93 for first year alumni and 3.24 for third year alumni. With the
xception of the 2.93 rating, all are above the target rating of 3.0. In the
omain of Instructional Practice, there is a general increase by Year 3,
particularly in the areas of co-teaching and the teachers' sense of self-
fficacy. However, in the domains of Learner and Learning and of Content
Knowledge, there is a general downward trend in their indicators from 2015-
16 to 2016-17. The downward trends in the alumni's general self-ratings in
relation to KTS and InNTASC may be due to their realization that they need to
know more to become better teachers. However, as evinced by their high and
low ratings, EPP completers still perceive themselves as being on-target in
heir professional career, and feel adequately prepared by their program.

holistic review of the data presented in Standard 4 indicates the EPP
program completers have become successful early career teachers, positively
impacting P-12 student learning and development. Based on the new
eachers' performance, principals and alumni also reported overall satisfaction
ith the educator preparation programs provided by the EPP.



(Confidential) Page 56

Standard 5: Provider Quality, Continuous Improvement and Capacity

i. Evidence/data/tables (Upload each item of evidence under the appropriate components of the
standard.)

1 #1143 year Praxis test comparisons.xIsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

2 115 Dispositions survey FA 16.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

3 @ 1.1.6 Lesson Planning Rubric both years.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

4 ¥ 1.1.7 Lesson Implementation Rubric both years.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

5 ' 1.2.1 Foliotek Clinical Experiences Final Reflection rubric.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

6 ' 1.2.4 student_Voice Surveys.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

7 ¥ 1.2.8 TWS process.pdf

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

8  1.2.9 TWS Foliotek scoring rubric.pdf

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

9 151 Technology Assessment Rubric.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

10 & 2.1.3 Teacher Education Advisory Council fall

5.5 Relevant stakeholders are involved in program evaluation
11 & 2.1.5 PK-12 Univ Task Force charge_rec.docx

5.5 Relevant stakeholders are involved in program evaluation
12  3.1.1 Education recruitment_retention plan.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

13 #'3.2.1 Applicants, admits and enrolled 3cycles data.xlsx
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5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

14 i 3.4.2 UG_MAT Initial Certification Transition Points.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and
actionable data.

15 & 3.4.3 Transition Points 3 cycles data.xlsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and
actionable data.

16 # 3.4.4 Graduation info comp to adm.xIsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures
5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

17 ' 4.1.4 KCEWS NKU_PGES.pdf

5.4 Measures of completer impact are analyzed, shared and used in decision-
making

18 ¥ 4.1.5 Program Graduates Teaching Data.xlIsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

5.4 Measures of completer impact are analyzed, shared and used in decision-
making

19 & 4.3.1 Alumni_Principal Surveys.xlsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

20 ' 4.4.1 New Teacher Survey NKU data.xlIsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

21 ' 5.1.1 Continuous Improve Cycle and QAS Graphic.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and
actionable data.

5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

/' 5.1.2 EPP-Wide Key Assessments and Quality Assurance System
Process(2).docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures
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5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used
23 ' 5.1.3 Quality Assurance Committee.docx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

24 U 5.1.4 Quality Assurance Committee Agenda.docx

5.5 Relevant stakeholders are involved in program evaluation
25 @ 5.1.5 Quality Assurance Report Form.docx

5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

26 @ 5.1.6 Quality Assurance Report Summary 2014-2017.xIsx

5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and
actionable data.
5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

27 ' 5.1.7 Foliotek Cumulative Progress Report.pdf

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures

28 ' 5.2.1 Relevant and Verifiable Table.docx

5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and
actionable data.

29 ' 5.2.2 Teacher Education Committee.docx

5.5 Relevant stakeholders are involved in program evaluation
30 ' 5.2.3 Quality Assurance Committee.docx

5.5 Relevant stakeholders are involved in program evaluation
31 # 5.3.1 NKU Innovation Projects.docx

5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

32 ' 5.3.2 Completers with Jobs -NKU comp to 1st yr teach.xlsx
5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

33 ' 5.3.3 Completer jobs 2013- 2016.xIsx

5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple
measures
5.3 Results for continuous program improvement are used

34 ' 5.4.1 Outcome and Impact Measures table.docx

5.4 Measures of completer impact are analyzed, shared and used in decision-
making

35 i 5.4.3 Consumer Information.xlsx
5.1 Effective quality assurance system that monitors progress using multiple

measures
5.2 Quality assurance system relies on measures yielding reliable, valid, and
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actionable data.
5.4 Measures of completer impact are analyzed, shared and used in decision-
making

36 @' 5.5.1 Teacher Education Committee Agenda.docx
5.5 Relevant stakeholders are involved in program evaluation

ii. Analysis of evidence (through comparison, benchmarking, trend interpretation, etc.) that makes the
case that the standard is met

The EPP maintains a quality assurance system that includes valid data from
multiple measures which indicate the positive impact of candidates and
program completers on P-12 student learning. The EPP engages in continuous
improvement that is sustained and evidence-based, and identifies priorities to
enhance programs and pursue innovations in order to improve completer
effectiveness on P-12 student development.

5.1 The EPP's quality assurance system is comprised of multiple components
that work together to support continuous improvement through an ongoing
cycle of data gathering, analysis, and sharing for program and
candidate/completer improvement. As shown in the Quality Assurance
System (QAS) graphic (5.1.1), the system is comprised of multiple measures
and steps that allow the EPP to monitor candidate progress and completer
achievements. The QAS is comprised of 13 key assessments as outlined in
the EPP-Wide Key Assessment document (5.1.2). Through these key
assessments, stakeholders monitor candidate progress, completer
achievements, and provider operational effectiveness. The QAS is comprised
of several technologies that help to collect, store, and analyze data. These
technologies include an education database that provides a mechanism to
electronically record EPP data, retrieve data from the institution's student
information system (SAP), and generate reports on these data. The only data
that are entered into the database are those which are not maintained in the
central system but are required for continuous improvement, such as
transition points (3.4.2) and field/clinical placement information. Several
surveys are housed on the SurveyMonkey website, including the principal,
alumni, and P-12 program feedback surveys, which are sent to various
stakeholders for their input and feedback about EPP candidates and
programs. Several EPP-wide assessments are also housed in Foliotek, the
electronic portfolio system that candidates are required to use throughout
their education programs.

The Quality Assurance System begins with collecting EPP-wide data from
appropriate stakeholders, such as P-12 (PCE) and university (UCE) clinical
educators, during the academic year on one of the technologies listed above.
After the academic year, the data is then downloaded and disaggregated for
each certification area. The associate dean in the College of Education and
Human Services (COEHS) organizes the data on spreadsheets, by transition
points, for ease of review by the COEHS dean, department chairs, program
faculty, and other EPP stakeholders. These reports and the reports from
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Educational Testing Services and the state's Education Professional Standards
Board (EPSB) initiate the continuous improvement and reporting cycle. When
the new academic year begins, the data is shared with program faculty, who
review and analyze the data and begin to make program decisions.
Simultaneously, selected data is shared each month with the Teacher
Education Committee and once each semester with the Teacher Education
Advisory Council. Feedback from those groups is shared with program faculty,
and becomes another source of data for consideration. Throughout the
academic year, as UCEs and PCEs review and discuss data, program faculty
begin to finalize decisions on curriculum and other program changes. The final
step in the QAS is the Quality Assurance Committee (QUAC) (5.1.3),
comprised of the COEHS dean and associate dean, department chairs,
placement director, and program faculty representatives. The QUAC group
reviews and discusses data across all programs, and identifies EPP-wide
challenges and solutions to those challenges, such as revising or developing
assessments and making changes in field and clinical experiences. This EPP
use of evidence-based practices assures that interpretations of data are valid
and consistent.

Data from the coherent set of multiple measures are used to inform, modify,
and evaluate the EPP's operational effectiveness and to demonstrate how the
EPP satisfies all CAEP standards. The QAS provides the system for the EPP to
collect, analyze, and share data for CAEP Standards 1, 3, and 4. For example,
the Professional Dispositions Survey (1.1.5), used to evaluate candidates’
dispositions and professional behaviors, is a measure of candidate progress
collected once per semester across all three transition points (admissions
[TP1]; professional semesters 1, 2, and 3 [TP2]; and clinical experiences
[TP3]). PCEs and UCEs are responsible for completing the surveys. Data
collected from the QAS are displayed on the EPP Education Data Dashboard
(5.4.3), and are shared with and reviewed by all system stakeholders,
including program faculty, the Teacher Education Advisory Council, the
Teacher Education Committee, and the Quality Assurance Committee. This
process is true for all EPP-wide assessments in CAEP Standard 1, such as
Praxis Tests (1.1.4), Lesson Plan Rubric (1.1.6), Lesson Implementation
Rubric (1.1.7), Reflection Rubric (1.2.1), Student Voice Survey (1.2.4),
Teacher Work Sample Process (1.2.8), Teacher Work Sample Evaluation
Rubric (1.2.9), and Technology Rubric (1.5.1). It is consistent for all EPP-wide
data in CAEP Standard 3, such as the Recruitment and Retention Plan (3.1.1),
Applicants/Admits/Enrolled (3.2.1), Transition Point Data (3.4.3), Graduate
Info Compared to Admissions (3.4.4). The same process also holds for all
EPP-wide data in Standard 4, such as Program Completers (4.1.5), Jobs for
Program Completers (5.3.3), KTIP Results (4.2.1), Alumni/Principal Survey
(4.3.1), and New Teacher Survey (4.4.1).

Data analysis and setting of program priorities are natural outcomes of the
EPP's QAS process. Examples of program and EPP-wide items that have been
identified over the past three years are documented in the Quality Assurance
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Report Summary (5.1.6). Finally, the QAS supports disaggregation of data by
certification area and other dimensions, which include the required EPSB field
and clinical experience criteria and the Kentucky Teacher Standards that
candidates must meet throughout their education program. The Cumulative
Progress Report (5.1.7) is used to document the above requirements in the
Foliotek electronic portfolio system.

5.2. The EPP’'s Quality Assurance System relies on relevant, verifiable,
representative, cumulative, and actionable measures, and produces empirical
evidence so that interpretations of data are valid and consistent. The Relevant
and Verifiable Table (5.2.1) outlines each proprietary and EPP-created
assessment and survey used within the EPP.

Relevance. All rubrics have been tagged to the Kentucky Teacher Standards
and to the INTASC Standards and Categories. Additionally, in order to
establish relevance for EPP-wide assessments, the EPP uses Lawshe's Content
Validity Methodology for the four EPP-created assessments that require
validity and inter-rater reliability verification. The lesson plan and
implementation evaluation rubrics were developed by a group of P-12 and
university clinical educators in summer 2015. Once developed, the rubrics
were piloted during the 2015-16 academic year. In fall 2015, the rubrics were
reviewed by various stakeholders, such as TEC and TEAC members, using the
Lawshe method to determine content validity. In summer 2016, the piloted
lesson plan and implementation rubrics were reviewed again by a group of P-
12 and university clinical educators. The group provided feedback, and made
changes to several components and evaluation statements of the rubrics. The
revised rubrics were then implemented starting in fall 2016. During the same
semester, the revised rubrics were reviewed by P-12 program advisory boards
and university clinical educators to determine content validity using the
Lawshe method. Consequently, the lesson plan and implementation
evaluation rubrics have had two validity checks, thereby assuring valid and
reliable data. In addition to content validity, inter-rater reliability has also
been established. PCEs and UCEs were first trained on the lesson plan and
implementation evaluation rubrics before fall 2016 semester began. During
the EPP candidate’s final teaching session in the clinical experience semester,
the PCE and UCE independently evaluated the candidate using the rubrics.
Both PCE and UCE entered their evaluations in Foliotek. Data from their
independent assessments were then compared to determine the percent of
agreement or inter-rater reliability (IRR) of each component of the rubrics.
Each IRR was determined to be at 0.80 or higher.

The technology assessment rubric and the rubric for the final reflection of
clinical experience were both piloted during the 2016-17 academic year. The
content validity and inter-rater reliability for each rubric were determined,
and are outlined in the EPP-created assessment information uploaded in
AIMS. Both rubrics were found to be valid and reliable. All other EPP-wide
assessments are either surveys or proprietary assessments and, in
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accordance with CAEP guidelines, do not need to have validity and reliability
measures determined.

To follow candidates through their education programs, three transition points
have been established. The first one is at admission to the education

program. The second one is at the entrance to the clinical experience. The
third transition point is at program completion. Data are kept on candidates at
each transition point for each program (3.4.2), and reviewed as part of the
quality assurance system (3.4.3).

Verifiable. Each semester, the Teacher Education department chair works with
the technology coordinator to ensure that PCEs and UCEs have submitted
their required assessments in the Foliotek system. These assessments include
the lesson plan, lesson implementation, and dispositions evaluations, as well
as the semester reflection, cumulative progress report, and other required
Foliotek documentation. At the end of the academic year, the technology
coordinator downloads the data from Foliotek, and begins the Quality
Assurance System for another year.

Representative. PCEs, UCEs, and other stakeholders periodically review
evaluation practices and teacher candidate assessments to minimize bias and
ensure fairness. As part of the TEC and TEAC processes, two evaluators (P-12
and university clinical educators) are used to reduce bias and ensure fairness.
Both evaluations are used to determine candidate's grade and movement to
the next transition point. Field and clinical experience assessments are
independently completed by both PCEs and UCEs. The data from the
independent evaluations are then aggregated and compared as part of the
annual data review and analysis. Additionally, assessments are aligned with
state and national standards, resulting in outcomes that are fair, accurate,
and consistent. Review sessions are also held at the beginning of each
semester to train PCEs and UCEs in the use of the identified scoring
instruments. The systems'’ operations, comprised of data from Foliotek,
Praxis, SurveyMonkey, and SAP, allow for disaggregation of data by
certification area and other dimensions.

Cumulative. Data from the EPP quality assurance system includes at least
three or more cycles of administration and collection of all EPP-wide
assessments (see assessment data in Standards 1, 3, and 4). In addition,
data is published on the EPP Data Dashboard, and is available for all
stakeholders to review on a continuous basis.

Actionable. Data from the EPP quality assurance system are accessible on the
College of Education and Human Services website (5.4.3). As a result of
several reviews during the Continuous Improvement Cycle (5.1.1), decisions
are made about the strengths and areas for growth within each program.
Program faculty review the data and determine what changes will be made to
the program. The TEC and Quality Assurance Committee review data across
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programs to identify and suggest EPP-wide changes. Data provide the
information needed to determine what, if any, changes will be made within a
specific program or EPP-wide (5.1.6).

5.3 As noted in the EPP-Wide Quality Assurance System Process (5.1.2),
modeled in the Continuous Improvement graphic (5.1.1) and described in
sections 5.1 and 5.2, the EPP Quality Assurance System ensures that data are
systematically collected, analyzed, monitored, and reported throughout the
academic year. Program faculty and TEC members review data during their
monthly meetings, P-12 advisory boards review data twice each year, and the
QUAC group reviews program and EPP-wide data annually.

Each year, program facilitators develop a Quality Assurance Report (5.1.5)
that discusses the strengths and challenges identified by the EPP
assessments, such as the Praxis exams, dispositions survey, or lesson plan.
The report is completed and discussed at the annual QUAC meeting. To
ensure that results of program modifications are monitored and adjusted, the
first question on the form asks the program to review and discuss program
changes that were identified in the previous year's Quality Assurance Report.
It also asks the program to identify changes that were previously initiated and
the impact of those changes on teacher candidates and/or the program.

The Quality Assurance Report Summary (5.1.6) was developed to
systematically review the data and program modifications during the last
three Quality Assurance Committee meetings. The summary documents the
priorities established by each program and the results of the changes (if
available) on programs, candidates, and P-12 students. The summary
identifies that 100% of program and EPP-wide changes were based on
identified data. All data included within the continuous improvement process
are tracked over time. Assessment data included in Standards 1 to 4 are
shared annually with faculty, and are posted on the EPP Data Dashboard to
ensure monitoring and review of data and to give stakeholders the ability to
track results over time.

A group of university faculty in the elementary, middle grades, and secondary
education programs formed an Innovative Programs group that meet to share
information on innovative practices they initiated in their respective

programs. This group has met several times throughout the year to
collaborate and discuss the innovative practices they have developed and/or
implemented in partnership with P-12 school districts. The Innovative
Programs group collected data each semester, and will share the results of
their projects with UCE and PCE colleagues, both inside and outside of the EPP
(5.3.1). The group will continue to review the data and determine which
programs they might replicate during future semesters.

The EPP collaborates closely with two partner school districts (one urban and
one suburban) to identify selected program completers' teaching performance
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and impact on P-12 students during their first few years of teaching. These
districts provided the results of annual principal evaluations, P-12 student
growth data, and student voice survey results. The EPP also systematically
compared the program admissions and exit data for each of the identified
program completers to determine their progress in the program and their
performance as first year certified teachers (5.3.2). Analysis of extant data
indicates that the selection criteria for the education programs are
appropriate for candidates to successfully complete the program and become
effective teachers. Most of the identified program completers graduated from
their program with higher GPAs, and all program completers were evaluated
by their school principals as "Developing™ (which is the target score) or higher
during their first year of teaching.

Data, including various demographics such as gender, racial/ethnic, GPA,
Praxis Case test scores, and ACT scores, are collected at admission to the
education program, and then compared to completers' exit GPAs and other
criteria in Evidence 3.4.4. Analysis of collected data reveals that the entrance
requirements for education programs are appropriate for developing
successful candidates and program completers. Most programs had very few
candidates drop out or withdraw, with many programs having a 100%
graduation rate. In addition, when education candidates' GPAs are compared
to GPAs of students enrolled in non-education majors, the education
candidates fare very well, typically with GPAs that are equal to or higher than
their counterparts. Perhaps the best indicator of successful program
completers is the number who are employed as teachers after graduation
(5.3.3). For the 2013-14 completer cohort, we located 57% of the graduates,
and 100% of them were employed as teachers in 2014-15. For the same
cohort, 59% were located the next year, and 100% of them were employed
as teachers in 2015-16. For the same cohort the following year, 48% of
completers were located, and all but two were employed as teachers in 2016-
17. Similar results were found for the 2014-15 and 2015-16 cohorts of
program completers. The employment data indicates that program completers
are being hired and retained as teachers in area school districts.

5.4 As a part of the continuous improvement cycle detailed in the previous
section, measures of completer impact are included in the process, and are
drawn from a variety of data sources. The eight outcome and impact
measures, listed in this evidence, are appropriately monitored and reported
together with the following considerations: accurate analysis of trends;
comparisons with benchmarks; evidence of corresponding resource
allocations; and future direction informed by data.

For example, P-12 student learning/development data comes from the
Kentucky Professional Growth and Effectiveness System (PGES) (4.1.4) and
selected local school district data (4.1.5). The COEHS associate dean is tasked
with identifying which school district partners hire program completers. Once
the match is identified, the EPP requests selected school district partners to
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send teaching effectiveness and student learning data for program completers
they hired. The data is reviewed and analyzed, with stakeholders looking for
relevant trends that inform the EPP of needed program changes to develop
high quality completers. Current data indicate EPP program completers are
successful teachers who are positively impacting P-12 student learning and
development through their first three years of teaching (4.1.5). These eight
outcome measures are posted on the EPP Data Dashboard (5.4.1), and are
available to all stakeholders, including candidates, program faculty, College of
Arts and Sciences faculty, P-12 program advisory groups, the Teacher
Education Committee, and the Quality Assurance Committee.

5.5 As indicated in previous sections, a wide variety of appropriate
stakeholders including candidates, alumni, employers, practitioners, and
school and community partners are involved in program evaluation,
improvement, and identification of models of excellence. For example, at the
program level of the continuous improvement cycle, program advisory
committees, comprised of P-12 clinical educators, administrators, program
completers, and current candidates meet with program faculty twice a year as
part of the ongoing decision-making process required for program monitoring
and evaluation (2.1.3).

In addition to program level stakeholder involvement, the Teacher Education
Committee (TEC) (5.2.2) meets monthly as a part of the ongoing EPP-wide
decision-making processes (5.5.1). The TEC, comprised of internal and
external stakeholders of P-12 clinical educators and university clinical
educators, including College of Arts and Sciences faculty and administrators,
reviews data and inputs from programs, and makes decisions that impact the
entire system. The TEC is also the final EPP decision-making body on all
program curriculum items. All program curriculum changes must be discussed
and approved by the TEC before it leaves the EPP and moves to the university
level. Additionally, P-12 clinical educators complete a survey at the end of
each semester giving feedback on how candidates perform on each standard
and the strengths and challenges of the programs that prepared teacher
candidates (2.1.10).

Finally, at the end of the academic year, program representatives serve on
the Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) to review and discuss the data from
each program (5.2.3). Each program develops a Quality Assurance Report
(5.1.5), which is then reviewed by QAC during its annual meeting (5.1.4).
Based on the most current data, the QAC discusses findings across programs,
and makes recommendations for program changes, with the ultimate goal of
developing candidates who will positively impact P-12 students.

The first example of diverse stakeholders influencing EPP decisions is the P-
12/University Task Force (2.1.5) that was created in 2013-14. Diverse
stakeholder involvement was critical to achieving the purpose of the task
force, which included developing priorities to review and revise the education
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programs to meet the needs of the 21st century P-12 student and educator.
his collaborative effort led to the development and recommendations of
revised and updated admissions criteria, field and clinical experiences, and
pedagogy course changes.

he second example of diverse stakeholder involvement in EPP decision-
making was developing and validating three main EPP-wide assessment
rubrics (dispositions, lesson plan, and lesson implementation). For example,
he lesson plan and implementation evaluation rubrics were developed by a
roup of P-12 and university clinical educators during summer 2015. Once
eveloped, they were piloted during the 2015-16 academic year. During fall
015 the new rubrics were also reviewed by various stakeholders, using the
Lawshe method, to determine content validity. During summer 2016 the
piloted lesson plan and implementation rubrics were reviewed again by a
roup of P-12 and university clinical educators. The group provided feedback
nd made changes to many of the components and evaluation statements on
he rubrics. The revised rubrics were then implemented during the fall
emester of the 2016-17 academic year (2.1.3). During the same semester
he revised lesson plan and implementation rubrics were reviewed by PK-12
linical educators and university clinical educators to determine content
alidity using the Lawshe method.

In closing, the EPP's Quality Assurance System (QAS) outlines a framework
hat embodies the essential elements of the EPP programs, and provides a
blueprint for ensuring coherence among curriculum, instruction, assessment
f candidates, and participation in field and clinical experiences. The QAS
ffers a shared view of how to best prepare EPP teacher candidates to deliver
ducational services to children, youth, schools, families, and communities. It
is a guide for the systematic experiences each program requires of

andidates, and provides the basis for developing quality programs that
acilitate continuous improvement. The EPP works with its clinical partners

nd identified stakeholders to continuously evolve and improve each program,
hile developing candidates who effectively demonstrate the knowledge,

kills, and dispositions to advance P-12 student learning and development.
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I11. Cross-cutting themes

a. Statement of integration of diversity
* i. Analysis of evidence that demonstrates diversity integration

Most education courses include readings and assignments that help prepare
candidates for the diverse contexts found in today's classrooms. Candidates
in the undergraduate initial certification education programs are required to
complete several general education courses that increase awareness of the
importance of diversity. All undergraduate candidates complete one course in
each of the categories of Cultural Pluralism, Global Viewpoints, and Individual
and Society. All initial certification candidates take the following courses that
infuse diversity issues throughout the course objectives. The EDU courses are
part of the undergraduate programs and the EDMT courses are part of the
MAT program.

. EDU 300 - Human Growth and Development; EDMT 611- Studies of the
Learners. The focus is on the process of diverse individual development.

. EDU 305 - Introduction to Education; EDMT 610- Foundation of American
Schooling. Infuses the topics of poverty, race, gender, sexual orientation,
special education, ethnicity, and English Language Learners and the role they
play in educational success.

. EDU 316 - Racism and Sexism in Education; EDMT 622 - Cultural Identity
and Schooling. Focus is on the role cultural identity plays in students’
experiences in schools.

. EDS 360 - Students with Exceptionalities in the Schools; EDMT 621 -
Students w/Exceptionalities in Regular Middle/Secondary Classrooms. Focus
is on general information about disabilities and exceptionalities students may
have, with undergraduate majors participating in a service learning project
that requires interaction with individuals with disabilities.

. Methods Classes - Candidates develop lesson and unit plans that require
them to include modifications/adaptations for diverse learners.

. Field Experience Classes - Candidates implement lesson plans and submit a
written reflection that includes a discussion about diverse learners and results
of teaching diverse learners.

. All Undergraduate and MAT traditional candidates complete a sixteen week
semester of clinical experiences (student teaching). They are required to
develop and implement at least one unit plan or series of lesson plans that
include modifications/adaptations for diverse learners. Candidates also
complete a Teacher Work Sample (TWS) as part of the unit plan in which they
identify at least one "gap" group. Candidates discuss the results of the pre-
and post-assessments, as well as the implications for instruction, for the
identified group of diverse P-12 students. MAT Option 6 candidates complete
the TWS through the Kentucky Teacher Internship Program.

. EDU 315/325/343 - Educational Assessment; EDMT 632-Curriculum Design
and Assessment. Candidates adapt assessments for students with exceptional
needs and review data for various gap groups, which typically include diverse
categories of students.

. EDS 322/323/324 - Planning and Implementing Instruction for Students
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with Exceptionalities; EDMT 621-Students with Exceptionalities in
Middle/Secondary Classrooms. Focus is on strategies for adapting instruction
to diverse learners.

. Physical Education candidates take PHE 500 - Adapted Physical Education.
Focus is on adapting and modifying instruction for students with disabilities.
. IECE and special education candidates complete many courses that include
topics about diversity.

The Dispositions Survey (1.1.1) is one of the EPP wide assessments and is
used to evaluate candidates' proficiencies related to dispositions. The survey
is completed by both the P-12 and university clinical educators during all field
and clinical experiences. Two of the questions on the survey are related to
diversity. A review of the EPP wide data indicates that 96-100% of candidates
in Transition Points 1 (admission), 2 (admission to clinical experience) and 3
(program completion) meet the target criteria of "On target to become first
year profession ready."

The EPP wide Lesson Planning assessment (1.1.2) found similar results for
Transition Point 2. Five of the nine components evaluate candidates' abilities
to plan lessons for diverse students. In the Learner and Learning category 99-
100% of candidates met the target of "Emerging"; Content and Knowledge
97-98%:; Instructional Practice 90-100%; and Professional Responsibility 92-
99%. The EPP wide Lesson Implementation assessment (1.1.3) has seven of
fourteen components related to evaluating candidates' ability to implement
instruction for diverse students. In the Learner and Learning category 98-
100% of candidates met the target of "Emerging"; Content and Knowledge
96-100%:; Instructional Practice 95-100%; and Professional Responsibility 92-
99%.

For transition point 3 the evaluation target was raised to "On Target" for both
the lesson planning and lesson implementation EPP wide assessments. In
reviewing TP3 data the percent of candidates meeting the target was
generally lower than TP2. For the Lesson Planning assessment, the Learner
and Learning category had 71-85% meet the criteria; Content Knowledge 80-
87%; Instructional Practice 75-97%; and Professional Development 85-95%.
For the Lesson Implementation assessment, the Learner and Learning
category had 81-99% meet the criteria; Content Knowledge 76-94%;
Instructional Practice 75-99%; and Professional Development 83-93%.
Collectively, the results for all three assessments and all three transition
points indicate that generally candidates have the dispositions to teach
students from diverse backgrounds, as well as the ability to plan and
implement lessons to meet the needs of all children.

In addition, all candidates are required to complete a semester reflection and
upload it in Foliotek (3.4.5). As part of their reflection, candidates are
required to give detailed information about the characteristics of the P-12
students they worked with during the semester (i.e. gender, race/ethnicity,
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special needs) and the implications for developing future instructional
materials. In the two components related to diversity on the reflection rubric
(1.2.2) 94-98% of candidates met the "target” criteria.

The EPP offers opportunities for candidates to interact in school settings with
school district and higher education personnel who are diverse relative to
ethnicity, race, socio-economic status, gender, exceptionalities, language,
religion, sexual orientation, and geographical area. In addition, candidates
complete courses from other departments on campus which gives them
additional opportunities to interact with faculty of diverse backgrounds and
experiences. On a regular basis, candidates have the opportunity to learn
from scheduled speakers of diverse backgrounds and experiences that come
to the NKU campus for events such as International Education Week, Martin
Luther King Day, Black History month, and National Hispanic Heritage month.
More specifically, the EPP has sponsored several Think Tanks over the past
several years. This series has included the following speakers and topics: Dr.
Julian Vasquez Helig, Addressing Educational Justices Through Community
Based Reforms; Teddy Kremer, Don't Tell Me What I Can't Do. Let Me Show
You What | Can Do; and Dr. Crystal Laura, If Black Lives Matter- At School,
Too- Then Act Like You Know. The EPP is also hosting a national symposium,
"Teacher Diversity Matters" in September 2017. This is a symposium on the
topic of preparing, recruiting, and retaining teachers of color.

The EPP is a member of COST, the Consortium for Overseas Student Teaching
and has sponsored, on average, 2-3 undergraduate candidates per semester
in an international student teaching experience of at least 8 weeks, ranging
from South Africa to Australia. The EPP, in collaboration with the NKU Office
of Education Abroad, has offered several study abroad programs for
undergraduate education candidates over the past several years, including
programs in Mexico, Ghana, and South Africa.

The Kentucky Department of Education indicates that 97% of school-based
faculty in the northern Kentucky region are of white/non-Hispanic ethnicity.
The EPP P-12 clinical educators are of similar ethnicity. The EPP continues to
work with schools to identify and select P-12 clinical educators and gives
priority to those who come from diverse backgrounds, among other selection
criteria. EPP faculty have many direct experiences working with diverse
students or in situations, ranging from P-12 teaching experience in diverse
schools, research on topics of diversity, and presenting professional
development seminars on improving diverse students’' academic achievement.
Faculty bring all of their rich multicultural experiences back to the NKU
classroom to create an awareness of the importance of diversity and its
impact on candidates' teaching and student learning.

During 2016-17 the Inclusive Excellence Committee, one of the college’s
standing committees, recommended that a dean's office position be created
to have responsibilities for coordinating inclusive excellence activities.
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Consequently, a new assistant dean position was created and will begin in
July 2017. The EPP also sponsored an equity audit during 2015-16 that was
designed to offer candidates, faculty and staff insights about their perceptions
related to diversity/inclusive excellence within the college. The audit results
were used to establish baseline data for the college and develop a strategic
work plan and benchmarks to address areas for improvement in curriculum,
practice, and policies. The college continues to work on the goals established
by the equity audit.

The COEHS includes candidates from many backgrounds and demographics,
including age, gender, religious groups, sexual orientation, ability, socio-
economic status, and racial/ethnic diversity. The EPP typically has a large
number of nontraditional adult candidates in the initial certification programs.
Rural, urban, and suburban localities are all within 15 minutes of the NKU
campus and the EPP has candidates that commute from each of those
localities. However, the percent of candidates from underrepresented
minorities is lower than the institution's. The EPP has developed several
recruitment and retention efforts, one of which is the Minority Educator
Recruitment & Retention Scholarship (MERR) offered through the state of
Kentucky. Evidence 3.1.1 outlines all of the EPP strategies, including the
creation of the Black and Brown Educators of Excellence student group and
sponsoring the Cincinnati Public Schools Advanced Placement boot camp. The
EPP also collaborates very closely with the NKU Office of Admissions to
support recruitment of diverse candidates. Activities include participation in
recruitment fairs and informational sessions offered to potential candidates in
the community.

Candidates in all programs are required to work with students from diverse
backgrounds during their field and clinical experiences, with at least one field
experience placement in a diverse school. Undergraduate candidates are
placed in a diverse urban school (typically Covington, Newport, Erlanger, or
Cincinnati Public) during their admissions' field experience. In each
succeeding semester, field experience professors place candidates in as
diverse schools as possible. A final check occurs before the clinical experience
placement is made. Any candidate who has not been in a diverse school is
then placed in one. Candidate placements are tracked each semester via the
cumulative progress report on Foliotek (5.1.7). During their field and clinical
experiences initial certification candidates complete specific activities that
focus on areas of diverse needs. These include developing adaptations for
students with exceptionalities or identifying gap groups during the Teacher
Work Sample. Candidates interact with and receive feedback from P-12 and
university clinical educators during field experiences, clinical experiences, and
evaluation conferences. Candidates are also required to complete reflective
activities that focus on diversity during each of their field and clinical
experiences. Initial candidates share their challenges and successes related to
teaching diverse students in P-12 schools with other candidates and faculty.
Peers informally give feedback in course discussions and more formally
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through focused questions on Blackboard. For example, Special Education
candidates formally critique their lesson's effectiveness to align instructional
strategies with individual student strengths and needs. Since diversity is
embedded throughout each program'’s standards, candidates have many
interactions and discussions about issues of diversity. They encourage each
other through reflective dialogues to assess their skills, dispositions, and
beliefs about interacting with diverse groups.

b. Statement of integration of technology
i. Analysis of evidence that demonstrates technology integration

The EPP is committed to the integration, infusion, and application of
technology to enhance instruction and advance student learning. All
candidates in the initial certification programs must meet all ten Kentucky
Teacher Standards for successful completion of their programs. Standard 6 is
the technology standard and states "The Teacher Demonstrates the
Implementation of Technology.” As part of their methods courses and field
experiences, candidates are required to develop lesson and unit plans that
provide strategies for using technology to enhance student learning. More
specifically, the model lesson plan (1.2.8) includes a resource section where
candidates are required to identify the technology used in the lesson. During
their clinical experience candidates are required to develop a unit or series of
lessons that required identifying the technology that will be used (1.4.1). To
develop their technology skills, initial certification candidates must
successfully complete an educational technology class, as well as assignments
in various content and pedagogy courses. IECE and special education
candidates complete an assistive technology course to help them determine
how to plan for and implement assistive technology for students with
disabilities.

The 2015-16 EPP-wide Lesson Plan assessment (1.1.2) had one component
that was aligned to technology "Uses technology to design and plan
instruction". 87-98% of candidates met the target criteria in Transition Point
2 (TP2, admission to clinical experience) with most programs having a 100%
met rate. 82-93% met the target criteria in Transition Point 3 (TP3, program
completion) with candidates in several programs showing a low percentage of
meeting the target- IECE, Secondary Math, Music, and Social Studies. The
EPP wide Lesson Implementation assessment (1.1.3) has one component
aligned to technology "Uses technology during instruction”. 98-100% of
candidates met the target during TP2, with almost all programs having a
100% met rate. 84-98% of candidates met the criteria during TP3, with
several programs scoring below 90% met during one or more semesters:
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Middle Grades Math, Science, Social Studies; Secondary English, Social
Studies, Music; IECE; Special Education; and MAT Option 6 Secondary
English. The data indicates that candidates are generally well skilled in the
use of technology for planning and implementing instructional lessons.

A technology assessment (1.5.2) was also developed to determine how well
candidates meet the National Educational Technology Standards for Teachers.
The assessment has five components with 53% to 100% of candidates
meeting the target criteria. The component with the lowest evaluation was
"Engage in professional growth and leadership™ which was evaluated through
candidates completing a Screenshot Web 2.0 tutorial; another component
"Facilitate and inspire student learning and creativity"”, evaluated through a
podcast, had a 65% met rate. The component, "Model digital age work and
learning,"” evaluated through a Google document had the highest pass rate at
98% The professors of the technology classes have identified the two low
scoring components as topics for further development and improvement.

All undergraduate and MAT candidates are required to develop and maintain
an electronic portfolio in Foliotek during their professional semesters. The
portfolio requires candidates to use technology to document their knowledge,
skills, and dispositions as outlined in the portfolio rubric and aligned with the
appropriate state and national standards (3.4.5). Through various forms of
instructional technology candidates learn how to create meaningful
experiences and personalized learning for P-12 students. Computers and
information technologies offer candidates a myriad of possibilities to bring the
digital world into the classroom. Education faculty are committed to modeling
positive technology usage by seamlessly infusing technology into their lessons
and require candidates to do the same.

The use of technology is infused throughout all initial certification programs.
Nearly all courses incorporate the use of Blackboard to organize assignments,
make course materials available, display grades to students, and conduct
online discussion assignments. Faculty also use a wide array of technologies
and technologically-based instructional strategies, including the use of
PowerPoint, voice over, video, web quests, interactive websites, blogs,
discussion boards, Wimba, online databases, library databases, SmartBoards,
iPads, and classroom "clickers.” The EPP has also created several courses in
an online or hybrid format. An instructional technology specialist within the
college works with faculty to help develop and implement online courses as
well as infuse instructional technology into courses based in Blackboard. The
entire campus, including most outside areas, are Wi-Fi hotspots that have
both public access and a secure wireless network for faculty and staff.

All faculty and staff have modern technology to complete their work and
enhance their instruction. This includes the faculty member's choice of a
desktop or laptop (Mac or PC) with a plethora of University-supported
software. In addition, most faculty have a university-issued iPad for
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instructional and personal use. Faculty members may also use University-
licensed software on their personal computers. The EPP has digital cameras
and projectors for use during presentations, meetings, or events. All
classrooms are "smart" classrooms that contain built in LCD projectors,
document projectors, DVD players, and student response systems. NKU has a
technology replacement plan that replaces faculty and staff computers
approximately every 5-6 years. The EPP has "ownership" of one computer lab
which is used for teaching the instructional technology classes. The EPP also
has a modern mobile computer lab with 20 laptops and an iPad cart with 20
iPads available for faculty to use in their courses. The Smart classrooms,
computer lab and mobile technology labs allow professors to model current
technology being used in surrounding school districts and allows candidates to
practice using the technologies and infusing them in their lesson plans and
instruction.

NKU maintains a 24-hour technology assistance hotline for faculty and
students, with a staff of technicians to add software, repair computers, or
assist with training. Additionally, the IT department offers many professional
development workshops for faculty and staff. Various technology workshops
and one-on-one trainings are available to all EPP faculty and staff throughout
the year. These workshops focus on the use of technologies to use in the
classroom as well as the development and ongoing support of online course
materials.

Every classroom on campus is a "smart classroom” and as a result of the
technological infrastructure, faculty have access to all their resources from
any computer in any classroom. While all classrooms are open to use by any
program on campus, the EPP has first rights on six modern, well-equipped
classrooms located in MEP that accommodate between 20 and 60 students, a
450-person capacity lecture hall, laboratories for instruction in science,
mathematics, computer technology, and literacy methods. Additionally, the
EPP has first rights to four well-equipped classrooms in AHC. This includes a
human performance lab that is designed to measure physiological and
biomechanical principles and houses technology-enhanced instructional
equipment.

Computers and information technologies offer candidates a myriad of
possibilities to bring the digital world into the classroom. Education faculty are
committed to modeling positive technology usage by infusing technology into
their lessons. For example, Blackboard is used for blended and online course
delivery. Blackboard allows educators to provide collaborative activities,
critical reflections, and instructional resources to candidates in both online
and face-to-face courses. Faculty have the opportunity to attend on-campus
technology seminars and workshops to enhance their technological skills.
Faculty and candidates also receive technology support as needed from the
university's Office of Information Technology as well as the Technology
Coordinator and Instructional Design Specialist housed within the EPP. The
technology coordinator works with faculty and students to help with Foliotek
and assists the associate dean in managing data, which is used to track
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tudent progress and assess program effectiveness. The instructional design
pecialist assists faculty in building online course materials and enhancements
or face-to-face courses and regularly conducts individual and group
professional development opportunities that include the latest teaching
echnologies. Monthly "Technology Tips" and information is also sent to all
aculty and staff in the Monday Message communication. The NKU Office of
Information Technology offers a wide array of professional development
essions to help both faculty and staff in the implementation of the student
information system (SAP), the use of Blackboard, and the development of
interactive, online courses.

everal information technologies are used to maintain the EPP's assessment
ystem and includes the COEHS Database, Survey Monkey, and Foliotek. The
ollege's Access Database System is the result of collaborative efforts
between the College of Education and Human Services and the Office of
Information Technology. It provides a mechanism to electronically record EPP
ata, retrieve candidate data from NKU's Student Information System (SAP),
nd generate reports regarding these data. The only data that are entered
into the database are those which are not maintained in the central system
but are required for continuous improvement, such as transition points and
ield experience placement information.

he primary database software is Microsoft Access. Some of the data that is
needed in the database are housed in the SAP system and are automatically
ownloaded to the EPP education database. The Office of Information
echnology is also responsible for providing the programming for the
atabase. Examples of reports generated include a summary of candidates'
Praxis Il Content and PLT scores, field and clinical experiences diversity
placements, and transition points for each program.

everal EPP surveys, such as the alumni and employer surveys, are housed
n the Survey Monkey website and are sent to various stakeholders for their
eedback about the EPP candidates and programs. In addition to the above,
EPP wide assessments are housed on Foliotek. Candidates upload various
ssignments in Foliotek and PK-12 and university clinical educators submit
andidate dispositions, lesson plan, and lesson implementation evaluations in
he Foliotek portfolio system.
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IV. Areas for Improvement (AFIs) from previous accreditation decisions, if any

a. Statement of progress in support of removing the AFI(s)

|No AFls from last accreditation review in 2011.

b. Overview of evidence in support of removing the AFI(s
No Evidence found.

c. Holistic summary statement (through comparison, benchmarking, trend interpretation, etc.) that
provides a narrative explication for how the evidence collection, taken as a whole, demonstrates that

area(s) for improvement are corrected.
|No AFI's from last accreditation review in 2011.
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V. Selected Improvement Plan

a. Provide a description of the selected area for improvement and a rationale for selection.

I verified with Tatiana Rivadeneyra that the Self Improvement Plan is optional
for our spring 2018 visit. Below is the email from her confirming this
statement.

Hello Carol,

Thank you for the email seeking clarity over the Selected Improvement Plan
(SIP) and Northern Kentucky University (NKU).

As | mentioned in the presentation, and further confirmed with Gina
Burkhardt, for EPPs’ with S18 or F18 onsite visits the SIP is optional.
Continuous improvement must now be suitably addressed in required
components 5.3 and 5.4 in Standard 5; as respectively each speaks to data
decision-making, evaluation, improvements of program elements and
process, and future directions.

Northern Kentucky University's next onsite visit will be held in spring of 2018,
and therefore falls under the SIP as optional, please take care to address
continuous improvement.

Note, some EPPs received the SIP within AIMS; others did not, and so that is
why you see. This is due to the CAEP transition toward a uniform
accreditation process.

Hope this information clarifies and helps.

Best,

Tatiana Rivadeneyra, Ed.D.

Director of Selected Improvement and Transformation Initiative Pathways
202.753.1653 Direct

d with

*  b. Identify goals and objectives aligned with the selected area for improvement

IN/A

*  c. Describe the specific strategies and interventions to be implemented in the Selected Improvement
Plan along with a timeline for implementation

IN/A

* d. Present a complete description of the assessment plan that details how each goal or objective is to
be assessed

IN/A

* e. Describe the resources available to implement the plan. This includes staffing and faculty cost (time,
salary, or reassignment time), budgeting impacts such as travel or training costs, expertise, and other
resources

IN/A

If preferred, please upload entire Sl plan as an attachment here.
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Selected Improvement Plan Evidence
No Evidence found.
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State Standard(s) Evidence

Evidence/data/tables (Upload each item of evidence under the appropriate components of the
standard and answer any questions provided by the state.
No Evidence found.
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Please click ""Next"

This is the end of the Self-study Report. You may log out at any time and come back to continue;
your report will be saved.

When you are ready to submit the report click "Next" below. This will take you to the submit button

on the next page. Once you click on "Submit" you will not be able to make changes to the report and
evidence.



