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STATE OF OKLAHOMA RECOGNITION REPORT ON 
THE PREPARATION OF SECONDARY MATH TEACHERS


This is:        		
x an existing program	 a new program       

This report is in response to a(n):
 *Initial Review	 *Revised Report	x *Response to Condition	

*__St. Gregory’s University________________________________________
[insert name of institution submitting the program report]

*____Oct. 22, 2013_______________________[insert date of review: Month/Day/Year]

	*Program(s) Covered by this Review:
Mathematics Education







	*Program Type:

x Initial teacher license in field

 Advanced program leading to another professional role 


	*Award or Degree Level(s) 

Initial
x Baccalaureate
 Post baccalaureate
 Initial Master’s
 Endorsement, Certificate, or License
(specify)________________
_______________]

Advanced
 Master’s
 Post Master’s
 Specialist 
 Doctorate 
 Endorsement, Certificate, or License
(specify)________________
_______________]




PART A—RECOGNITION DECISION (see Section G for specifics on decision)

A.1—Decision on recognition of the program(s):

 Recognized
x Recognized with conditions
 Recognized with probation – previously recognized program
 Further development required – program not previously recognized
 Not recognized* - third or subsequent submission
*A program can receive a decision of Not Recognized only after two submissions are unsuccessful in reaching either Recognized or Recognized with Conditions. 



A.2—Test Results (from information supplied in Assessment #1)

The program meets or exceeds an 80% pass rate on state licensure exams:

x Yes 	 No 	 Not applicable      Not able to determine

Comments:  



A.3—Summary of Strengths:





PART B—STATUS OF MEETING STATE STANDARDS
M = Met	NM = Not Met		MWC = Met with Conditions 
PM = Potential to Meet (for new programs with no data)

	
Standards
	
	Specific Program or Level[footnoteRef:1] [1:  More than one column may be used for standards decisions if the program report encompasses more than one program. ] 

	Specific Program or Level 

	MATHEMATICS PREPARATION FOR ALL MATHEMATICS TEACHER CANDIDATES

	Standard 1.  Knowledge of Problem Solving. Candidates know, understand and apply the process of mathematical problem solving.
	MWC
	

	Comment: 
The program indicates that Assessments #1, Oklahoma Subject Area Test; Assessment #2, Grade Point Average, Assessment #4, Monitor Report for Student Teaching; Assessment #5, Student Learning Impact Project; and Assessment #6, Oklahoma General Education Test support Standard 1.

Assessments #1, #2, #4, #5 and #6 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 1.  

The data for Assessment #1 is not in a tabular form, does not identify the sub score areas or provide a format to indicate the proportion of candidates that meet the minimum passing score in each area.  The program’s strengths and weaknesses would be more easily recognized with a more complete presentation of the sub score data.

Assessment #2 is presented in the appropriate NCATE grade-report table which was included in the previous report.  The data now entered in the table is however not interpretable.    The “Average course grade” is given in letter grade notation as a ratio.  The lack of a range may be attributed to reporting only one student for all courses but an indication of (NA) would be helpful. All grades should be reported as values determined from a scale of values assigned to the letter grades.

The program has reported date for Assessment #4.  The data has not been provided for each element of the Student Teaching Monitor Report with Rubric.  The data in Table 4 report the candidates’ overall performance on components which combine results on several elements from the rubric instead of reporting performance on each of the rubric elements which have been aligned to standards. The only element of the rubric aligned with Standard 1is also aligned with another standard.  Requirements within assessments must be designed to measure and report competency on a single standard or standard element.

The program has reported date for Assessment #5.  The data in table under 2g is based on the rubric in Attachment H, Student Learning Impact Project Evaluation (MATH).  The total reported in the footnote to the table does not correspond to the sum of the values in the table.   The data from Attachment H aligned with Standard 1reports the candidates’ overall performance on a combination of six standards.  Requirements within assessments must be designed to measure and report competency on a single standard or standard element.

The data for Assessment #6 has not been shown to align with Standard 1. The data is not in a tabular form.  The only sub scores identified in the list are those for which a perfect score is reported.  The report has not been designed to include the proportion of candidates that meet the minimum passing score in each area.  The program’s strengths and weaknesses would be more easily recognized with a more complete presentation of the sub score data.


	Standard 2.  Knowledge of Reasoning and Proof. Candidates reason, construct, and evaluate mathematical arguments and develop an appreciation for mathematical rigor and inquiry.  
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #5 support Standard 2.

Assessments #1, #2, #4, and #5 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 2; see comments under Standard 1.


	Standard 3.  Knowledge of Mathematical Communication. Candidates communicate their mathematical thinking orally and in writing to peers, faculty and others.  
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #3, #4, #5 and #8 support Standard 3.

Assessments #1, #3, #4, 5 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 3; see comments on #1, #4 and #5 under Standard 1.

The program has provided some data for Assessment #3.  The grade in the methods course in Table 2 is a duplication of Assessment #2, the ranking in Table 3 is a duplicate of Assessment #4 and none of the entries align with Standard 3.  There is no data reported for the Lesson Plan Rubric which has been aligned with this standard.

The program has provided some data for Assessment #8.  The values in 2.g do not correspond with the scale values used in Attachment L.  The data from Attachment L aligned with Standard 3 reports the candidates’ overall performance on a combination of standards.  Requirements within assessments must be designed to measure and report competency on a single standard or standard element.  The report has not been designed to include the proportion of candidates that meet the minimum passing score in each area.


	Standard 4.  Knowledge of Mathematical Connections. Candidates recognize, use, and make connections between and among mathematical ideas and in contexts outside mathematics to build mathematical understanding.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #3, #4, #5 and #8 support Standard 4.

Assessments #1, #3, #4, #5 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 4; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 5.  Knowledge of Mathematical Representation. Candidates use varied representations of mathematical ideas to support and deepen students’ mathematical understanding.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #3, #5 and #8 support Standard 5.

Assessments #1, #3, #5 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 5; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 6.  Knowledge of Technology.  Candidates embrace technology as an essential tool for teaching and learning mathematics.  
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #5 and #8 support Standard 6.

Assessments #1, #5 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 6; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 7.  Dispositions.  Candidates support a positive disposition toward mathematical processes and mathematical learning.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #4, #5 and #8 support Standard 7.

Assessments #4, #5 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 7; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 8.  Knowledge of Mathematics Pedagogy. Candidates possess a deep understanding of how students learn mathematics and of the pedagogical knowledge specific to mathematics teaching and learning.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #3, #4, #5 and #8 support Standard 8.

Assessments #3,  #4, #5 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 8; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 9.  Knowledge of Number and Operations.  Candidates demonstrate computational proficiency, including a conceptual understanding of numbers, ways of representing number, relationships among number and number systems, and the meaning of operations.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2 and #8 support Standard 9.

Assessments #1, #2 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 9; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 10.  Knowledge of Different Perspectives on Algebra.  Candidates emphasize relationships among quantities including functions, ways of representing mathematical relationships, and the analysis of change.  
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #8 support Standard 10.

Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 10; Assessment #4 was used in this assessment, see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 11.  Knowledge of Geometries.  Candidates use spatial visualization and geometric modeling to explore and analyze geometric shapes, structures, and their properties.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #8 support Standard 11.

Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 11; Assessment #4 was used in this assessment, see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 12.  Knowledge of Calculus.  Candidates demonstrate a conceptual understanding of limit, continuity, differentiation, and integration and a thorough background in techniques and application of the calculus.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #8 support Standard 12.

Assessments #1, #2, #4 and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 12; Assessment #4 was used in this assessment, see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 13. Knowledge of Discrete Mathematics.  Candidates apply the fundamental ideas of discrete mathematics in the formulation and solution of problems.  
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, and #8 support Standard 13.

Assessments #1, #2, and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 13; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 14.  Knowledge of Data Analysis, Statistics, and Probability.  Candidates demonstrate an understanding of concepts and practices related to data analysis, statistics, and probability.
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, and #8 support Standard 14.

Assessments #1, #2, and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 14; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.

	Standard 15.  Knowledge of Measurement.  Candidates apply and use measurement concepts and tools. 
	MWC
	

	Comment:
The program indicates that Assessments #1, #2, and #8 support Standard 15.

Assessments #1, #2, and #8 do not provide sufficient evidence to support Standard 15; see comments under Standards 1 and 3.




PART C—EVALUATION OF PROGRAM REPORT EVIDENCE

C.1—Candidates’ knowledge of content.   Performance-based standards addressed in this entry could include (but are not limited to) Standards 1-3.  Information from Assessments #1 and #2 should provide primary evidence in this area. (Assessments #6-#8 may also focus on content knowledge.)

Assessment 1 (State Licensure Test), Assessment 2 (GPA), and Assessment 6 (OGET) are well aligned and do assess candidate’s content knowledge.

C.2—Candidates’ ability to understand and apply pedagogical and professional content knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Information from Assessments #3 and #4 should provide primary evidence in this area. (Assessments #6-#8 may also focus on pedagogical knowledge, skills, and dispositions.)

Assessment 3 (Lesson Plans),  Assessment 4 (Rubric: Monitoring Report for Student Teaching), Assessment 5 (Rubric:  Student Learning Impact Project Evaluation), and Assessment 8 (Teacher Education Portfolio) are well aligned and do assess candidate’s pedagogical and professional content knowledge, skills, and dispositions. 

C.3—Candidate effects on P-12 student learning.  Information from Assessment #5 should provide primary evidence in this area. (Assessments #6-#8 may also focus on student learning.)

Assessment 5 (Rubric:  Student Learning Impact Project Evaluation) is well aligned and does assess candidate’s effect on student learning.



PART D—EVALUATION OF THE USE OF ASSESSMENT RESULTS

D—Evidence that assessment results are evaluated and applied to the improvement of candidate performance and strengthening of the program (as discussed in Section V of the program report.)





PART E—AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 


Assessment 7(OPTE) is not noted at all within the Section III matrix.  It appears in Assessment #1 and could be combined with the OSAT as a part of the set of state required exams.  











PART F—ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

F.1—Comments on context and other topics not covered in sections B-D:



F.2—Concerns for possible follow up by the Board of Examiners:




PART G:  TERMS AND SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS FOR DECISIONS

 Program is recognized. The program is recognized through the semester and year of the institution’s next accreditation visit in 5-7years. To retain recognition, another program report must be submitted before that review. The program will be listed as recognized through the semester of the next review on websites and/or other publications of the OCTP. The institution may designate its program as recognized by OCTP, through the semester of the next accreditation review, in its published materials. 
Subsequent action by the institution: None. Recognized programs may not file revised reports addressing any unmet standards or areas for improvement. 

X Program is recognized with conditions. The program is recognized through October 2015. The program will be listed as recognized on websites and/or other publications of the OCTP. The institution may designate its program as recognized by OCTP, through the time period specified above, in its published materials. 
Subsequent action by the institution: To retain accreditation, a report addressing the conditions to recognition must be submitted within 18 months of the date of this report, no later than April 2015. The report must address the conditions specified in the box below. Failure to submit a report by the date specified above will result in loss of recognition.

 Program is recognized with probation.  This determination is appropriate only for programs which have been previously recognized. The program is recognized through [date to be filled in by OCTP]. The program will be listed as recognized on websites and/or other publications of the OCTP. The institution may designate its program as recognized by OCTP, through the time period specified above, in its published materials. 
Subsequent action by the institution: To retain accreditation, a report addressing the concerns identified in the recognition report must be submitted within 12 months of the date of this report, no later than [date to be filled in by OCTP].  The unit has the option of submitting a new report for recognition within the same time frame.  Failure to submit a report by the date specified above will result in loss of recognition.

 Further development required.  This determination is appropriate only for programs which have not been previously recognized and indicates the program does not yet satisfy requirements for recognition. 
Subsequent action by the institution: A report addressing the concerns identified in the recognition report must be submitted within 12 months of the date of this report, no later than [date to be filled in by OCTP].  The unit has the option of submitting a new report for recognition within the same time frame.  Failure to submit a report by the date specified above will result in program status changed to Not Recognized.  

 Program is not recognized. Programs that retain recognition from a prior review will lose recognition at the end of the semester in which the accreditation visit is held, unless a revised program report is submitted in or before that semester.
Subsequent action by the institution:  A revised report, addressing unmet competencies, may be submitted within 18 months of the date of this report, no later than [date to be filled in by OCTP]. 
The institution may submit a new program report at any time. Another program report must be submitted before the next accreditation visit.

For further information on due dates or requirements, contact Angie Bookout or Renee Launey-Rodolf at the OCTP 
(405-525-2612).

X  Recognition with conditions: The following conditions must be addressed within 18 months (see above for specific date):

1.  There are only data tables built for Assessment 2(GPA) and Assessment 3(Lesson Plans).  There are no data tables for all other assessment instruments utilized in the program review.  
Data for Assessments #1, #6 and #7 needs to be in a tabular form with the sub score                areas identified and provide a format to indicate the pass-rate of candidates that meet the minimum passing score in each area.  
	The grade point data in Assessment #2 should be reported as values determined from a scale of values assigned to the letter grades. 
	Data needs to be reported for Assessment #3, Lesson Plan Rubric.
	Data needs to be provided for each element of Assessment #4, Student Teaching Monitor Report with Rubric.  
	Data for Assessment #5 in the table under 2g, Student Learning Impact Project Evaluation (MATH) needs to have rubric elements designed to measure and report data on a single standard or standard element.
	Data for Assessment #6 has not been shown to align with Standard 1. 
	Assessment #8 values in 2.g needs to have the scoring system explained relative to the scale values used in Attachment L, Portfolio Grading Rubric.  The rubric elements need to be designed to measure and report data on a single standard or standard element.	
*For new programs, the completion of Section 5 is an automatic condition. 
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