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With regard to the ability of completers to be hired in education positions for which they have been prepared:

Career placement data indicates Duquesne graduates are generally successful in their pursuit of employment and in the pursuit of post-
graduation educational endeavors. The percent of School of Education graduates who have either attained employment or continued
their education at the graduate level or higher within 6 months of graduation range from 77-84% across the three most recent academic
years where data is available. (Note: this includes students who committed to volunteer service like Teach for America). These rates
have remained consistent and fall within reasonably expected levels for a time period of six months post-graduation. It must be noted
that Duquesne’s Office of Career Development is still processing and finalizing data about 2017-18 AY post-graduation career outcomes
as of the date when this version of the annual report was published. When this data is available, the annual report will be updated with

the relevant data.

With regard to student loan default rates and other consumer information:

Duquesne’s programs have more positive outcomes compared to those at other institutions. Specifically, student loan default rates for
the Duquesne School of Education are substantially lower than the national averages. In the past seven years, Duquesne’s default rates
have ranged from 2.2-3.5%; whereas the national averages have ranged from 10.8-14.7%

With regard to dissemination and utilization of results:

In terms of how the measures are shared, this is an area where the School of Education believes it can improve upon and do better. To
improve dissemination of data to stakeholders and leadership within the School of Education community, the SoE is in process of
developing a “Data Dashboard”, a visualization tool that will support more efficient update and review of the annual reporting measures
and other indicators deemed important by SoE leadership. An initial draft of the data dashboard has been completed and has been
utilized by the School of Education’s Leading Teacher Quality Council through the 2018-19 AY. The group will continue to build up and
refine the dashboard as they continue to integrate it and utilize it within decision-making practices.

Additionally, the Annual Report is published on the School of Education’s main landing page on its website. It is also emailed to all School
of Education faculty and staff who are, in turn, asked to share and disseminate it with their respective constituencies who may have an

interest in the contents of the report.
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e How are progress and results tracked?

o The Leading Teacher Quality Council (LTQC) is charged with overseeing, tracking, and stewarding the quality assurance system.
The LTQC uses a four stage process as the framework for tracking progress and results. This process involves: 1) Defining
goals/outcomes/areas of focus, 2) Developing assessment methods, 3) collecting, reviewing, and evaluating data, 4) determining
action steps for improvement. The process then repeats as a loop, wherein goals, outcomes, and areas of focus are updated and
informed based on the results of the previous cycle.

o To facilitate the review of progress and results, the Director of Assessment & Accreditation has created a data dashboard that is
reviewed by the LTQC at the beginning and end of each semester. The LTQC reviews all data collected from the most recent
cycle of assessments and uses this to set priorities and establish areas of focus and improvement for the semester ahead.

o To facilitate the tracking and records of progress, all processes documented and catalogued in LTQC minutes. At the program
level, all programs enter yearly, annual updates about the assessment of their outcomes in the WEAVE assessment information
management system. Additionally, the SoE has created its own, in-house data storage, management, and retrieval system call
JED (the just-in-time education data system). Beyond this, SPA reports and the CAEP Annual Report also serve as records of
assessment, progress, and action.

o Additionally, under the provision of a new university strategic plan, the School of Education is undertaking a review and update
of its school-wide goals and the means by which it plans to assess and track the achievement of those goals. The SoE leadership
team is using a “Balanced Scorecard” framework to outline higher level goals, objectives, and measures. A final version of the
updated strategic plan is expected to be ready in Fall 2019. Accordingly, the LTQC plans to lead a review of the Leading Teacher
Program (LTP) curriculum in light of the updated strategic plan and school-wide goals to determine if there are ways the LTP
curriculum, goals, and assessment methods can be updated in ways that more effectively align with the SoE’s strategic priorities.

e What patterns across preparation programs did the provider identify?

o Interms of content, learning, and academic competencies and skills, the data from the quality assurance system indicates
Duquesne’s candidates are exhibiting high levels of achievement across all programs. Apart from this, there were a few areas
related to the assessment of competencies that were identified as areas for improvement these include:

= Feedback from several SPA program reports indicated that the state PDE 430 evaluation instrument did not sufficiently
meet CAEP’s standards for quality and rigor in design of instrumentation. Accordingly, Duquesne’s SoE obtained
permission from PDE to develop an expanded and complementary rubric that would be administered as an addendum
to the PDE 430 evaluation to better ensure candidates’ performance data is collected in a more descriptive, direct, and
objective way.

= A gap analysis revealed a need to adapt candidate’s final portfolios (at both the initial and advanced levels) in order to
support assessment of outcomes that could be benchmarked and compared across all programs in a meaningful way.
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What steps have been taken to create specific evaluations for the field placements?

As reported in the April 2015 annual report, the Middle Level and Secondary Education programs moved to a common field experience
evaluation rubric that includes all PDE required field competencies for all courses. These common rubrics are used to evaluate the field-based
assignments that are articulated with pedagogy courses. Course faculty evaluate each candidate’s individual performance with feedback from
mentor teachers. At the Program level, faculty review field experiences across freshman to senior to assure that Levels, |, Il and Il are
differentiated and that candidates are prepared for student teaching. Faculty also discuss candidates that are experiencing difficulty in field
placements. The capstone student teaching experience is evaluated with a PDE-required evaluation form (PDE 430). These data are loaded into
the JED system and utilized in determining candidates’ eligibility for state certification and to generate aggregated results of candidates’
capstone rating for each education major area. Based on feedback from SPA program report submissions in 2017 and 2018, the SoE learned that
the state PDE 430 evaluation instrument that is used in the student teaching field experience did not sufficiently meet CAEP’s standards for
quality and rigor in design of instrumentation. Accordingly, Duquesne’s SoE obtained permission from PDE to develop an expanded and
complementary rubric that would be administered as an addendum to the PDE 430 evaluation to better ensure candidates’ performance data is
collected in a more descriptive, direct, and objective way. The assessment is now designed to more effectively collect precise information about
specific skills and competencies that can be used to support program evaluation and improvement.

In Advanced EPPs (e.g., Educational Administration, Instructional Technology, Reading Specialist, School Counseling, School Psychology), all
candidates are required to complete some combination of field experiences and a capstone practicum internship. The ESL program is an
Educational Specialist certificate program and requires field experiences articulated with four courses in the program. These experiences are
evaluated with rubrics developed by each EPP and assessment results are collected to document individual candidate performance and for PDE,
accreditation and SPA reporting purposes. The field evaluation rubrics are designed to comport with both SPA and CAEP standards and have
been refined in 2018 based on feedback received from SPA program report submissions.

As reported in the 2016 annual report, the electronic field request system was also fully implemented allowing for creation of records of the
placements for each candidate and to collect information more systematically on the types of school districts in which the placements take place
(e.g. urban suburban; private, public, charter).
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NCATE: Area for Improvement related to Standard 4 cited as a result of the last CAEP review (2012):
The unit lacks sufficient evidence that candidate proficiencies related to diversity are assessed, and that the data are used to provide
feedback to candidates and faculty for improving candidates’ knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions.

Context: When designed and then implemented in 2001, the Duquesne University Leading Teacher Program (LTP) included Diversity as one of
three central themes and was defined, as “a leading teacher is an advocate, creating learning experiences that demonstrate sensitivity,
acknowledging students of all abilities, and valuing human differences”. The LTP was based on an infusion model, that is, the LTP Diversity theme
and related domain competencies were infused throughout our initial preparation programs based on alighment with course objectives in
syllabi, projects and rubrics for project evaluation. Individual certification programs were permitted to infuse the conceptual framework tenets
in their courses and develop assessments for their respective program. This resulted in a variety of approaches to addressing the knowledge,
skills and dispositions associated with the diversity theme in addition to a variety of assessments. During the self-study process of our 2012
NCATE continuing accreditation review, we acknowledged the need to develop common assessments for diversity competencies across the Unit
to facilitate collecting individual candidate data and aggregating data by program.

The 2015 annual report stated that the full faculty reviewed the final Professional Disposition and Diversity statements at the 2014 School of
Education Annual Retreat and began the process of writing indicators that would serve as anchors for developing the performance levels for a
rubric. The input from faculty work groups was summarized and a draft rubric was developed that also incorporated performance indicators
from the new Effective Educator evaluation rubric used to evaluate teachers in Pennsylvania. Feedback on the draft rubric was requested from
the initial instructional certification Program Directors.

An assessment plan for professional dispositions, which includes a focus on social justice and advocacy, culturally sensitive behaviors, and
advocating for the needs of learners, was developed by Instructional | initial Program Directors and the Associate Dean for Teacher Education
and includes multiple assessment points (e.g., end of freshman, sophomore gateway and pre-student teaching). In Spring 2016, the assessment
was first administered to freshmen and sophomores who completed the self-assessment using the finalized rubric in a web based form.
Targeted faculty reviewed the self-assessments to determine if any candidates required feedback or an action plan to address any issues
identified on the Dispositions Survey.

Specifically, dispositions evaluations focus on areas related to diversity and equity and are applied at multiple formative points throughout the
curriculum. In the sophomore year and junior years, candidates’ dispositions are assessed in the following areas: “Promoting and advocating for
social justice and equity by creating culturally responsive and supportive environments by addressing relevant aspects of diversity and related
risk and protective factors”, “Demonstrating culturally sensitive and respectful behaviors in interactions with students, families, communities,
peers, staff, and faculty”; “Identifying and advocating for the unique needs of ALL learners/clients using culturally relevant, evidence based
practices”; “Selecting and implementing relevant evidence-based practices based on the context, the content, and the learner/client”; and “Use
assessment data to justify and revise instructional strategies/interventions based on the context, the content, and the learner/client.” In the
student teaching experience, all of these dispositions are evaluated again in a summative way (although the first administration of this

supplemental dispositions evaluation occurred in Spring 2019). Altogether, the results indicate that candidates are demonstrating positive
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dispositions across all of these areas. In all instances, the strong majority of candidates either meet or exceed expectations related to these
dispositional areas.

As of the 2016-17 year, these assessment results are now included as one of the components that are evaluated at the “Sophomore Gateway.”
At this point in the curriculum, students are evaluated based on several factors (including GPA and academic performance) for admission into
the certification track and for admission to student teaching. The disposition assessment results now serve as a valuable complement to the
Sophomore Gateway evaluations in determine whether or not students are qualified to formally enter into their Professional Educator
Certification Track. If a candidate does not demonstrate these essential dispositions at an a appropriate level, their advisor and the Associate
Dean of Teacher Education reach out to them to engage in conversation and develop a growth plan.

Based on the first three rounds of data from Spring 2016 and Spring 2017, faculty have reviewed the pilot implementation of the rubric to
determine the utility and quality of the data generated, logistical issues in using the web-based system to collect and aggregate data, and
possible revisions to the process. After critical review, the Leading Teacher Quality Council (LTQC) has determined that elements of the rubric
can be more strategically threaded and embedded through all areas of the curriculum. For example, rather than having the full rubric
implemented in a single course during each year of a candidate’s progression, elements of the rubric can be embedded in additional courses
where they are directly relevant to collect additional data points of candidates’ development and growth with regard to these dispositions. This
is an initiative that the LTQC plans to undertake in the 2019-2020 academic year.

Additionally, up to this point, the dispositions assessments have only been administered by faculty who oversee the courses related to
candidates’ level |, 1l ,and lll field experiences. Beginning in Spring 2019, the dispositions assessment was expanded to include student teaching
supervisors to provide an additional, summative point of assessment. The LTQC plans to analyze the student teaching supervisors’ dispositional
evaluations of candidates in relation to evaluations completed by faculty to determine the extent to which they align, correlate, and/or are
predictive.

As another means of assessment, in the expanded PDE 430 rubric which was implemented in Fall 2018, the evaluation includes descriptive,
analytic assessments of areas related to “Attention to equitable learning opportunities for all students” and “Flexibility and responsiveness in
meeting the learning needs of students.” In both Fall 2018 and Spring 2019, all student teaching candidates demonstrated “Satisfactory” levels
of performance or higher in these areas.
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Program

Yrs

2011 Cohort

2012 Cohort

2013 Cohort

2014 Cohort

2015 Cohort

Prog
GR
%

Prog
GR
% +2

Univ
GR
%

Univ
GR
% +2

Prog
GR
%

Prog
GR
% +2

Univ
GR
%

Univ
GR %
+2

Pro

GR
%

Prog
GR
% +2

Univ
GR
%

Univ
GR
% +2

Prog
GR
%

Prog
GR
% +2

Univ
GR
%

Univ
GR
% +2

Prog
GR
%

Prog
GR
% +2

Univ
GR
%

Univ
GR
%+2

BSEd, Secondary
Education, English
/Language Arts

46.7

60

66.7

86.7

42.9

47.6

76.2

81

42.

47.4

73.7

78.9

35.7

35.7

71.4

71.4

BSEd, Secondary
Education,
Mathematics

70

70

100

100

31.8

31.8

77.3

81.8

53.

53.3

66.7

66.7

38.5

38.5

61.5

61.5

BSEd, Foreign
Language K-12
(Latin)

N<10

N<10

N<10

N<10

MSEd in Foreign
Language K-12
(Latin)

N<10

N<10

MSEd in Grades
Prek-4

27.3

63.6

44.4

83.3

52.

82.6

52.2

87

61.5

69.2

58.3

91.7

58.3

91.7

MSEd in
Secondary
Education, Social
Studies

73.3

80

80

93.3

84

88

88

92

50

75

50

75

80

80

80

80

85.7

100

85.7

100

MSEd in
Secondary
Education, English
/Language Arts

N<10

85.7

85.7

85.7

85.7

N <10

N<10

N<10

MSEd in
Secondary
Education,
Mathematics

N<10

818

90.9

81.8

100

N <10

N<10

N<10

BS Biological
Sciences,
Chemistry or
Physics / M.S.Ed.
in Secondary
Education

85.7

85.7

100

100

85.7

85.7

85.7

85.7

80

90

80

90

N <10

N <10
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2011 Cohort 2012 Cohort 2013 Cohort 2014 Cohort 2015 Cohort

Program Yrs | Prog | Prog Univ | Univ | Prog | Prog | Univ | Univ Pro Prog | Univ | Univ | Prog | Prog | Univ | Univ | Prog | Prog | Univ | Univ

GR GR GR GR GR GR GR | GR% GR GR GR GR GR GR GR GR GR GR GR GR

% % +2 % % +2 % % +2 % +2 % % +2 % % +2 % % +2 % % +2 % % +2 % %+2
(]

MSEd in Special
Education Pre-K
through 8th Grade
with PreK-4th or
Grades 4-8th
certificate

2 N <10 9.1 9.1 | 72.7 | 818 N<10 90 90 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

MSEd in Special
Education Grades

7-12 with 5 Not active N <10 N <10 N<10
Secondary

Education 7-12
certificate

MSEd in Ed,
Educational
Administration &
Supervision

2 62.5 | 79.2 | 625 | 79.2 | 769 | 84.6 | 769 | 84.6 50 | 625 | 54.2 | 66.7 | 75 75 75 75 | 66.7 | 83.3 | 66.7 | 83.3

EdD, Educational 3 25 |813| 25 | 813 |63 |688| 63 |688| 10 | 65 | 10 | 65 | 7.7 | 23.1| 7.7 | 30.8
Leadership**

*Data for this cohort is not yet available
**Although this program can be completed in three years, a majority of students are working professionals who enroll part time. Based on this, it is not

uncommon, or unexpected that students may take more than three years to complete the program. This is reflected in the substantial increase in graduation rates
amongst students who complete the program in 5 years compared to 3.
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http://www.duq.edu/academics/schools/education/student-teaching-and-fieldexperience/requirements
http://www.duq.edu/academics/schools/education/student-teaching-and-field-placement

