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This report summarizes performance data for student assessments associated with
the three professional programs housed in the IUPUC division of education. The first
program is Elementary education, and the additional are the dual license programs in
English as a Second Language and Special Education. All candidates admitted into the
IUPUC Division of Education Elementary Education program complete the requirements
for a B.S. in Elementary Education. Through the spring semester of 2013, candidates could
choose to complete a certification program in four areas: reading specialist, special
education, education technology, and English as a second language. Because of state
requirements for candidates to complete a concentration equivalent to a minor alongside
the Elementary Education degree, the IUPUC Division of Education is transitioning to a
program model where only special education and English as a second language will be
offered as dual license programs. In this report, we report data from candidates enrolled in
the B.S. in Elementary Education, as well as candidates completing a dual license in either
English as a second language and special education.
The Division of Education at IUPUC collects division-specific student performance
data by way of three separate outcome frameworks. The first is the IUPUC Student
Learning Outcomes (SLOs). Framework. The General Education Board at IUPUC developed
the SLO framework as a replacement for the IUPUI-specific Principles of Undergraduate
Learning (PULs). This framework defines a set of campus-wide expectations for all
undergraduate students. In the fall of 2012, the university collected the first round of SLO
data, with a second round collected in the spring semester of 2013. This report summarizes
the academic year 2012-2013 and represents the performance of two groups, preprofessional students and teacher candidates enrolled in courses identified as general
education courses. The second framework, the Critical Components of Effective Teaching
(CCETs), is specific to the division and replaces the IUPUI Principles of Teacher Education
(PTEs) framework. The CCET framework defines expectations for all undergraduate
students formally admitted into the professional program in elementary education. The
2012-2013 academic year marks the second round of CCETs data collection. The third
framework is the PRAXIS II assessment framework for the exams that candidates are
required to take for certification. For IUPUC Elementary Education majors, the Praxis 0011
and 0300 assessments (0011: Elementary Education: Curriculum, Instruction and
Assessment and 0300: Reading Specialist) are required for all Elementary Education
program completers. In addition, candidates seeking dual licensing in either English as a
Second Language or Special Education are required to take the Praxis 0361 and 0543
(0361: and 0543: Special Education: Core Knowledge and Mild to Moderate Applications).
The frameworks for the four Praxis assessments are shown in Appendix X.

I. Learning Outcomes
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IUPUC Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)
The IUPUC General Education Student Learning Outcomes assessment framework
was piloted in the spring of 2012 and implemented in the fall of 2012. The framework is
organized into three categories: Foundational Skills, Areas of Knowledge, and Modes of
Inquiry. In the fall of 2012 and spring of 2013, data were collected for the following SLOs.
The complete Framework is provided in Appendix A.
1. Discovers, explores, and analyzes ideas taking into account diverse sources and
viewpoints; presents the results in writing with attention to appropriate genres,
audience expectations, and rhetorical concepts
2. Demonstrates both a) proficiency in oral discourse in a variety of formats and b) the
ability to critically evaluate oral presentations according to established criteria
3. Solve problems and be able to make inferences by application of appropriate
mathematical models
IUPUC Critical Components of Effective Teaching (CCETs)

The division has revised the formal assessment system for accreditation based on a
new conceptual framework (Critical Components of Effective Teaching, CCETs: Appendix A)
and a new program established in anticipation of the division’s next NCATE (National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education) accreditation report to be submitted in the
fall of 2014 and in response to changes to the state of Indiana’s teacher licensing policies.
The Revisions to Professional Educator Preparation (REPA) led the division to develop
areas of concentrations and revisions of program credit hours in order to be in compliance
with the new licensing requirements mandated by the state. The division found that the
Indiana University Principles for Teacher Education (PTEs) no longer captured the learning
outcomes sought by the revised programs. In the spring of 2012, the IUPUC DoE faculty
approved the CCETs as the conceptual framework the division will utilize moving forward.
The CCET outcomes are aligned with the standards of the division’s accrediting
professional organization, the Association for Childhood Education International (ACEI).
The ACEI standards are included in Appendix A.

The particular assessment discussed in this report is a two-semester long student
teaching evaluation (a performance assessment administered in the senior year of the
program). The student teaching evaluation is administered in each semester of the
candidates’ senior year and was developed to capture evidence of candidates’ ability to
implement best practices in K-6 classroom settings. In total, there are twenty-six individual
learning outcomes associated with this assessment. For the purposes of this report, the
focus will be on five primary learning outcomes that define the skills, knowledge and
dispositions expected of the elementary education candidates by program completion. The
primary learning outcomes measured by the assessment are as follows:
• Candidate demonstrates knowledge of student learning and development (CCET 4)
Knowledge of Student Learning

•
•
•
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Candidate creates an environment where K-6 students are fully engaged and on task
and within which diverse opinions are encouraged and nurtured. (CCET 4.b, 4.d)
Learning Environment
Candidate implements lessons that are creative, engaging, and appropriate for the
learning community. (CCET 4.a, 4.c) Lesson Implementation
Candidate builds productive learning relationships with students (CCET 4.e)
Teacher/Student Relationship

PRAXIS Certification Exams Frameworks
In order to recommend candidates for certification in the state of Indiana, IUPUC
Division of Education confirms that students have satisfactorily completed a stateapproved program and have met any state required stipulations, including the receipt of a
passing score on the state-required PRAXIS exam in their certification area(s). All
candidates enrolled in the division must complete the elementary education program.
Candidates may choose a concentration leading to certification in the additional areas of
English as a Second Language and Special Education. For certification in Elementary
Education (all IUPUC candidates), the state required assessments are the Praxis 0011 and
0300 assessments (0011: Elementary Education: Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment
and 0300: Reading Specialist). Candidates seeking dual licensing in either English as a
Second Language or Special Education are required to take an additional exam specific to
the license area, either the Praxis 0361 or 0543 (0361: and 0543: Special Education: Core
Knowledge and Mild to Moderate Applications). The state of Indiana requires these exams
as additional proof that each candidate requesting licensure has obtained the knowledge
and skills necessary to perform at a satisfactory level as a teacher in K-6 classrooms. The
content categories of each assessment are summarized below. A full description of each
exam, as provided by the Education Testing Service, ETS, is available in Appendix A.

The framework design of the Praxis 0011 (required of all program completers),
Elementary Education: Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment, includes assessment of
the content generally taught in elementary grades (reading/language arts, mathematics,
science, social studies, arts and physical education, as well as the planning of curriculum,
design of instruction, and assessment of learning. Thirty-five percent of the exam is made
up of Reading and Language Arts content and pedagogy and 20% of Mathematics content
and pedagogy. The areas of Science, Social Studies, and Arts and Physical Education each
contribute to 10% of the exam. The final content category, reflected by 15% of the exam, is
termed as “General Information about Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment.” The
framework design of the Praxis 0300 (required of all program completers), Reading
Specialist, includes the categories of (1) Theoretical & Knowledge Bases of Reading, (2)
Application of Theoretical & Knowledge Bases of Reading in Instruction, (3) Application of
Theoretical & Knowledge Bases of Reading in Diagnosis & Assessment, and (4) Reading
Leadership (percentage of exam in each category, respectively, 18%, 45%, 27%, 10%).
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The framework for the certification test required of candidates seeking a dual
license in Special Education, Praxis 0543 (Special Education: Core Knowledge and Mild to
Moderate Applications), includes the categories of (1) Development and Characteristics of
Learners, (2) Planning and the Learning Environment, (3) Instruction, (4) Assessment, (5)
Foundations and Professional Responsibilities, and (6) Integrated Constructed-response
Questions (comprising 14%, 17%, 17%, 14%, 13%, and 25% of the exam, respectively).
Lastly, candidates seeking dual licensure in English as a Second Language are
required to take the Praxis 0361 (English to Speakers of Other Languages), consisting of
the content categories of (1) Foundations of Linguistics and Language Learning (includes a
listening portion), (2) Planning, Implementing and Managing Instruction, (3) Assessment,
and (4) Cultural and Professional Aspects of the Job (comprising 40%, 30%, 15%, and 15%
of the exam).
II. Assessment Measures
The degree to which teacher candidates meet SLO expectations was measured
across several IUPUC General Education courses in the fall semester of 2012 and the spring
semester of 2013. Both teacher candidates formally accepted into the Elementary
Education program and future candidates, not yet accepted into the program but
anticipating applying to the program, were evaluated on the three SLOs discussed earlier.
Candidates’ knowledge and understanding were measured on a five-point scale ranging
from pre-skill level to exemplary level. Results are collected and distributed to divisions
based on the candidates declared major. Results are not provided based on status in the
program; therefore it is not possible to know how scores vary within the division based on
program status (accepted or yet to apply). Rubrics for the SLO assessments are provided in
Appendix B.
The CCETs assessment (student teaching evaluation) is administered in both
semesters of the candidates’ senior year. The evaluation instrument is completed by the
supervising classroom teacher and the university supervisor based on multiple classroom
observations of candidate performance. For the purpose of this report, results from the five
evaluation categories described earlier are presented from the fall semester of 2012 and
the spring semester of 2013. These categories relate to the CCET cluster of “Teaching all
Learners” and have been identified as important indicators for informing program
improvement efforts. The candidates were assessed on a four-point scale ranging from the
“unsatisfactory” level to the “exemplary” level. The target performance for all DoE
candidates is that of “developing professional.” The detailed descriptions of the scoring
categories for each of the CCET indicators are given in Appendix B and help to differentiate
between the levels of performance expected in each category.

Teacher candidates typically sit for the PRAXIS assessment close to the end of their
time in the program. In order to be recommended for licensure in the state of Indiana, a
candidate must take and pass the appropriate PRAXIS assessment. Scores are shared with
the state and reported to the institution in the form of percent passing.

III. Assessment Findings
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SLO Results
The results from the IUPUC SLO assessments for academic year 2012-2013 indicate
that candidates’ performance is lowest overall within the indicators of SLO 3: Solve
problems and be able to make inferences by application of appropriate mathematical
models (Table 3). In particular, performance is lowest for the two indicators, “Explain
information given in mathematical form” and “Calculation,” both receiving an average score
of 2.6 for Division of Education candidates. This score indicates that the Division’s
candidates currently fulfilling general education requirements are providing evidence of
the development of an emerging or basic understanding of these topics. Performance
within the other two outcomes measured this academic year shows that Division of
Education candidates provided evidence of developing at least a basic understanding of the
topic areas within each outcome.

Highest performance for Division candidates was within SLO 2: Demonstrates both
a) proficiency in oral discourse in a variety of formats and b) the ability to critically
evaluate oral presentations according to established criteria. The topical area showing the
most development was the ability to analyze public discourse where Division candidates’
average score was 4.3, approaching evidence of exemplary performance.

Performance within SLO 1: Discovers, explores, and analyzes ideas taking into
account diverse sources and viewpoints; presents the results in writing with attention to
appropriate genres, audience expectations, and rhetorical concepts, was consistent, with all
average topical scores just over 3, evidence of performance over a basic level of
understanding.
Table 1
Division of Education Performance SLO 1

Table 2

Division of Education Performance SLO 2
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Table 3
Division of Education Performance SLO 3

CCETs Results
All Division of Education candidates are evaluated on Indicators 2 – 5 in the third
semester of the program during the student teaching portion of the semester. This student
teaching placement is the general elementary education placement. Indicator 1 is
measured in the fourth semester of the program, during the student teaching placement
involving the candidate’s dual licensure area or concentration area. The elementary
education program, English as a second language (TESOL) and Special Education (CEC)
candidates are evaluated on indicator 1. Candidates choosing a concentration in the areas
of computer education or middle grades content are not evaluated on indicator 1, as these
programs require a different student teaching evaluation form. The results for indicator 1
in Table 4 show results disaggregated by elementary, TESOL, and CEC candidates and the
total number of candidates evaluated do not correspond with the numbers in the other
indicators because some candidates opted for the other programs mentioned earlier.

As seen in Table 4, none of the candidates’ evaluations were scored at the
“unacceptable” level, and very few candidates fell within the “underdeveloped” level.
Overall averages for the five indicators were consistent, with average scores of 3.1 in all but
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one category. It is important to note that target scores for candidates as established by the
Division is “Developing Professional;” therefore, an average of slightly over 3 is in line with
Division goals for student learning.
Even though numbers were small within the TESOL and CEC programs, the average
scores for candidates choosing to pursue a dual in either of the two areas realized was
higher than their general elementary education counterparts. The six candidates enrolled
in these programs realized over a ½ point gain on their general elementary education
classmates. This score does not necessarily indicate growth within the program, and may
be attributed to the quality of candidates pursuing dual licensure.

Table 4: Percent of Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 Graduates Assessed at CCET-aligned
Learning Objectives
CCET-aligned
Indicator

Unacceptable

2.Learning
Environment
3.Lesson
Implementation
4.Instructional
Activities
5.Teacher/
Student
Relationship

0% - (0)

Average
Indicator
Rating
El.
Ed
– El.
Ed
– El.
Ed
- El. Ed – 3.1
14%(2)
57%(8)
29%(4)
TESOL –
TESOL
- TESOL–
TESOL3.7
0%(0)
33%(1)
67%(2)
CEC – 3.8
CEC – 0%(0)
CEC – 25%(1) CEC – 75%(3)
6% - (2)
77% - (24)
16% - (5)
3.1

0% - (0)

6% - (2)

1. Knowledge of El. Ed – 0%(0)
Student Learning TESOL –0%(0)
CEC – 0%(0)

0% - (0)
0% - (0)

Underdeveloped

Developing
Professional

Exemplary

6% - (2)

77% - (24)

16% - (5)

3.1

3% - (1)

68% - (21)

29% - (9)

3.3

77% - (24)

16% - (5)

3.1

PRAXIS Assessment Results
Pass rate data for the PRAXIS assessment is released to teacher education programs
by the Indiana Department of Education. Disaggregated data are not provided; therefore,
gleaning specific information from the assessment results is not possible. However, in 2011
– 2012, IUPUC candidates demonstrated high levels of knowledge that exceeded the state
cut-off scores in the required Praxis Assessments Elementary Education Curriculum and
Instruction Assessment (0011) and Reading Specialist Assessment (0300). The state cut
rates for these assessments are 165 and 370, respectively. IUPUC Division of Education
candidates’ average scaled scores were 181 and 540, respectively. The pass rate for the 33
program completers was 100% for both assessments. Likewise, 100% of IUPUC candidates
seeking dual licensure in English as a Second Language or Special Education passed the
associated PRAXIS assessments in their respective dual license area.

IV. Actions Taken in Response to Findings
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Elementary Education Program
Results from the three assessments shared in this report have informed the
elementary education program in multiple ways. First, the results of the PRAXIS test have
confirmed that program completers possess the knowledge necessary to become a teacher
in the state of Indiana. The consistent 100% pass rate realized by the Division’s candidates
indicate that all candidates benefit from the experiences that the program provides.

Results from the SLO data indicate that the Division’s candidates continue to
struggle more in knowledge and application of mathematics and science, and excel in
communication and written skill. Many would argue that this finding is characteristic of
candidates in many elementary education programs. The Division recognizes that
candidates require additional preparation in math and sciences and has implemented
various measures within the methods classes that provide additional content-focused
pedagogical experiences, including hands-on science labs and numerous opportunities for
problem solving in mathematics. The Division has made a conscious effort to supplement
content-focused activities in the sciences so that candidates not only learn methods to
teach young children, but also develop deep, conceptual knowledge of content included in
the elementary curriculum. The SLO data add a new level of understanding that before was
limited to the interpretation of course grades. Moving forward, the Division will continue to
be better prepared to focus interventions where they are needed based on the topical
indicators within each Student Learning Outcome (SLO).
Results from the CCET assessment of student teaching may indicate that the
candidates’ results may be experiencing a ceiling effect. Since the Division’s target
performance is “developing professional” and the average candidate performs above that
level, it is important to target interventions to candidates who score at the
“underdeveloped” level. A few semesters ago, the Division implemented a new student
teaching model in which candidates complete two separate placements, the first in the
third semester of the program. Once the first placement is completed, the candidates
complete additional coursework in an eight-week intensive format before beginning the
second placement. The CCET assessment has helped identify candidates needing additional
interventions prior to the final semester of student teaching. Once identified, the individual
candidates are offered individually focused support in the areas that were evaluated as
underdeveloped. This support could range from one-on-one mentoring, to providing
supplemental materials to support areas such as classroom management, student
engagement, and instructional planning, implementation, and assessment (among others).

Results from the PRAXIS assessments indicate that IUPUC DoE program completers
meet the requirements for licensure set by the state. The Division will continue to monitor
the results, as well as the goals the for our program enrollment in our Title II Institutional
Report Card. The Division will have one more semester of PRAXIS II assessment data prior
to the transition of the Indiana state-specific teacher assessment, Indiana Core Assessment,
to be implemented January 1, 2014. With the implementation of the new assessment, it will
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be necessary to carefully monitor student performance as it will be impossible to link the
existing PRAXIS II data to the Indiana Core Assessment for purposes of trend analysis.
Special Education Program

Program-specific assessment data designed to evidence
sufficient mastery of Council for Exceptional Children standards for Mild Intervention
Programs has been collected over several academic years for dual license special education
teacher candidates at IUPUC in order to meet NCATE program requirements for national
recognition. Though special education teacher candidates perform consistently at the
“exemplary” or “developing professional” levels across program assessments overall,
relative weaknesses were identified within Special Education Program Assessment 7:
Individual Assessment and Instructional Planning. Data derived from this program
assessment rubric, as well as candidate self-report, specifically evidenced lower teacher
candidate performance on interpreting assessment results to inform instructional planning
and IEP development, particularly when interpreting formal assessment tools. As a result,
this program assessment, as well as course content in K426: Assessment and Instruction,
were revised in 2012 to provide teacher candidates with more experience in conducting,
scoring, and reporting K-12 student assessment data using formal measurement tools.
Initial data from the past academic year indicates that increased familiarity with the tools,
including scoring and reporting of associated subscales, has enhanced teacher candidates’
ability to interpret assessment results, and more specifically, to apply these results when
developing student instructional goals and related lesson planning.
English as a Second Language (ESL) Program

Those candidates who choose and successfully obtain a dual license in English as a
Second Language consistently outperform their non-dual license colleagues on CCETs
measures. Therefore, there have been few modifications to the ESL program based solely
on assessment results. The major program change has been the addition of a course to the
program of study for ESL dual-license candidates, EDUC L-403 Assessment Literacy for
Cultural and Linguistic Diversity. The need for a course, such as this one, was identified
through collaborations with local school district personnel and ESL teacher education
faculty at IUPUI. As the populations that are served by IUPUC DoE become more and more
diverse, the need continues to grow for our candidates to identify and track students’
English proficiency levels. This course prepares candidates seeking a dual license in English
as a Second Language to navigate through the proper assessments, as well as preparing for
them to interpret and react to assessment results.
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Appendix A
Assessment Frameworks

IUPUC Student Learning Outcomes Framework: p. 11

IUPUC Division of Education Critical Components of Effective
Teaching Framework: p. 12
PRAXIS Frameworks: pp. 12 - 22
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Appendix B
Assessment Instruments
SLO Assessment Rubrics: pp. 24- 26
CCETs Assessment Rubric: p. 27
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