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BOARD OF EXAMINERS ONSITE REPORT: 

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT PATHWAY 

Summary for Professional Education Unit 

Institution:  University of Tulsa 

Team Recommendations on Meeting Standards: 

Standards Initial Advanced 

1.  Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions Met Met 

2.  Assessment System and Unit Evaluation Not Met Not Met 

1.  Field Experiences and Clinical Practice Met Met 

2.  Diversity Met Met 

3.  Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development Met Met 

4.  Unit Governance and Resources Not Met Not Met 
 

N/A = Not Applicable (Programs not offered at this 

level)  

 

Team Recommendations on Movement Toward 

Target: 

Standards Initial Advanced 

1.  Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional 

Dispositions 

  

1.  Assessment System and Unit Evaluation   

2.  Field Experiences and Clinical Practice Emerging Emerging 

3.  Diversity   

4.  Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development   

5.  Unit Governance and Resources   
 

N/A = Not Applicable (Programs not offered at this level) 
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I. Introduction 

I.1 Brief Overview of the institution and the unit. 

As provided in the Institutional Report (IR) submitted by the Professional Education Unit 

(PEU), the University of Tulsa (TU) is a private, independent, doctoral-degree-granting 

institution located in Tulsa, Oklahoma. TU offers more than 60 undergraduate majors, 36 

graduate majors and 12 doctoral programs within its four colleges. In the fall of 2015, the 

university enrolled 4,167 students, with 3,478 undergraduates and 1,193 graduate and law 

students.  

The mission of the University of Tulsa focuses on the core values of excellence in 

scholarship, dedication to free inquiry, integrity of character, and commitment to humanity. 

The IR stated that the university achieves its mission by educating men and women of diverse 

backgrounds and cultures to: 

● become literate in the sciences, humanities and arts 

● think critically and write and speak clearly 

● succeed in their professions and careers 

● behave ethically in all aspects of their lives 

● welcome the responsibility of citizenship, service and leadership in a changing world 

● acquire the skills and appetite for lifelong learning 

At the undergraduate level, the university realizes this mission through the Tulsa Curriculum 

as well as the requirements of the students’ chosen major. The Tulsa Curriculum includes 

innovative humanities-based general courses of study that emphasize the development of core 

skills in writing, mathematics, and foreign languages; the curriculum is organized into blocks. 

The School of Urban Education (SUE), located in the Henry Kendall College of Arts and 

Sciences, serves as the PEU for the preparation and certification of all teacher candidates 

enrolled at TU. The college houses sixteen departments, including the SUE and the Education 

Studies Department. The SUE coordinates applications for Admission to Teacher Education, 

offers Professional Education courses integrated with early field experiences, and coordinates 

the application, placement, and supervision of student teachers. In addition, the SUE is 

responsible for monitoring teacher candidates’ transition points and progress toward attaining 

degrees. 

According to the IR, the SUE functions under the leadership of the Director who serves as 

department chair and reports directly to the Dean of Arts and Sciences and indirectly to the 

Provost of the university. The Teacher Education Council (TEC) serves in an advisory 

capacity to the unit; faculty members from each of the K-12 and secondary certification areas 

are invited to participate. The TEC is responsible for reviewing candidate, program and unit 

data and for making recommendations for program modifications to improve the unit’s 

performance. 

The following initial programs are offered at TU:  elementary education, exercise and sports 

science (health and physical education), deaf education, instrumental music education, vocal 

music education, foreign languages education, history education, math education, English 
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education, and sciences education. Theatre education and art education are currently on 

hiatus. At the graduate level, TU offers two master’s degrees leading to initial certification: 

an M.S. in speech language pathology (leading to initial licensure by the State of Oklahoma 

and national certification as a speech-language pathologist) and a master’s of education 

(M.Ed.) tied to initial certification in a specific content area. 

Additional master’s programs do not lead to certification. The master’s degree in science in 

mathematics and science education (MSMSE) is a collaboration between Urban Education 

and the College of Engineering and Natural Sciences. It is designed to advance the 

knowledge base and skill sets of in-service teachers and others with degrees or work 

experience in STEM fields and math disciplines. The master’s degree of teaching arts (MTA) 

provides graduate students the opportunity to jointly study professional education in 

combination with a specific academic discipline (e.g., art, English, history). This program is 

designed to advance students’ knowledge and skills in a content area they plan to teach. The 

Master of Arts (MA) is offered by the Department of Educational Studies. The graduate 

students enrolled in this program prepare for work as researchers or as policy analysts or to 

continue their studies at the doctoral level. 

 

1.2 Summary of state partnership that guided this visit. Were there any deviations from 

the state protocol? 

This state-only visit included a seven-member review team, including one P-12 

representative and one state consultant from OEQA. 

 

1.3 Indicate the programs offered at a branch campus, at an off-campus site, or via 

distance learning? Describe how the team collected information about those programs 

(e.g., visited selected sites, talked to faculty and candidates via two-way video, etc.). 

n/a 

 

1.4 Describe any unusual circumstances (e.g., weather conditions, readiness of the unit for 

the visit, other extenuating circumstances) that affected the visit. 

The unit did not provide an addendum prior to the visit; rather, considerable documentation 

aimed at addressing some of the areas of concern and items for verification listed in the 

offsite report were provided in hard copy form in the campus workroom. The unit was also 

asked to provide evidence to satisfy the team’s questions once on site. The team made sure 

to review all documentation available during the onsite visit. The list of documents, as 

reported by the unit, is provided as Appendix A. The unit was given the sign in sheets of all 

who were interviewed during the onsite visit, and the list of names is included as Appendix 

B. 
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I. Conceptual Framework 

 

The conceptual framework establishes the shared vision for a unit's efforts in 

preparing teaching, candidate performance, scholarship, service, and unit 

accountability. The conceptual framework is knowledge based, articulated, shared, 

coherent, consistent with the unit and institutional mission, and continuously 

evaluated. 

II.1 Provide a brief overview of the unit's conceptual framework and how it is integrated across 

the unit. 

As provided by the IR, the core values and the mission of TU inform the conceptual 

framework (CF) of the SUE. Students are expected to develop the intellectual underpinning 

for life in a free and democratic society. The college seeks to produce and disseminate 

knowledge and artistic expression at the highest levels, drawing on the unique opportunities 

provided by a student-centered learning community within a research university. The 

college’s rigorous curriculum challenges, enriches, and expands students’ conceptions of the 

world, preparing them to ask compelling questions, address complex problems with creative 

solutions, engage respectfully and knowledgeably with diverse people and their cultures, 

speak and write persuasively and professionally, and contribute to the advancement of 

society in productive and meaningful ways. 

The CF and mission of the SUE is to develop professional educators who are: 

● Subject matter experts, 

● Transformative  professional  educators, 

● Ethical, dedicated representatives of the profession, 

● Equipped to advance every child’s learning amid the social, economic and cultural 

diversity found in the classroom and surrounding community, and, 

● Practicing scholars of educational research. 

By being subject matter experts, graduates master the knowledge and skills of their chosen 

major, as well as develop the ability to think critically and speak and write clearly in the 

appropriate genres for their field of study. In addition, they have a foundation in the liberal 

arts and sciences that allows them to locate their subject area in historical, social, and 

philosophical contexts. 

By being transformative professional educators, graduates are equipped to advance every 

child’s learning amid the social, economic and cultural diversity in the classroom and 

surrounding community. They breach the barriers that limit curiosity, connect to students, 

the schools’ community and the world, and develop technological skills that enrich learning 

for all students. 
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By being ethical, dedicated representatives of the profession, graduates are driven by an 

articulated philosophy of education and by the professional dispositions of the field. They 

take seriously their role as teachers and leaders in our society and behave ethically in all 

aspects of their lives. They value fairness and a belief that all children can learn. They hold a 

personal teaching philosophy which models a positive outlook toward all students, faculty, 

staff, parents, peers, and stakeholders in the community. They prepare to become influential 

members of their profession and seek to develop skills and dispositions for lifelong learning. 

By being practicing scholars of educational research, graduates master the art and skill of 

teaching through coursework and field-based experiences that integrate theory and practice. 

This includes general professional knowledge, general skills of teaching and specific skills of 

teaching their subject area. 

By being equipped to advance every child’s learning amid the social, economic and cultural 

diversity found in classrooms and surrounding communities, graduates develop and modify 

their teaching methods to ensure inclusion and learning of all children in the classroom, 

being sensitive to diverse backgrounds, cultures, abilities, and learning differences. They use 

technology effectively to meet the challenges of educating diverse students and promote 

positive learning outcomes for all students. 

By being practicing scholars of educational research, teacher candidates learn how to 

integrate theory and practice and to translate research into effective practices in classroom 

environments. They learn how aligning instruction with research-based practices increasing 

the likelihood of improving students’ outcomes. 

The IR reported that minor modifications to the CF (in language for clarity and emphasis) 

were last made in 2011 as the School of Education became the School of Urban Education. 

Program assessments as listed on initial and advanced assessment charts provided during the 

onsite visit demonstrated alignment to the CF. While some candidates indicated that the CF 

elements were listed in course syllabi—an indication validated in sample syllabi—few 

candidates, completers or external stakeholders could articulate the acronym STEEP or what 

the letters represented. 
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III. Unit Standards 

STANDARD 1: CANDIDATE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, AND PROFESSIONAL 

DISPOSITIONS 

 

Candidates preparing to work in schools as teachers or other school professionals know and 

demonstrate the content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and skills, pedagogical 

and professional knowledge and skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all 

students learn. Assessments indicate that candidates meet professional, state, and institutional 

standards. 

 

1.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 

standard? 

 

The SUE employs six tenets from the institutional mission statement. Teacher candidates are to:  

● become literate in the sciences, humanities and arts  

● think critically and write and speak clearly  

● succeed in their professions and careers  

● behave ethically in all aspects of their lives 

● welcome the responsibility of citizenship, service and leadership in a changing world  

● acquire the skills and appetite for lifelong learning [I.13]  

 

Initial certification through undergraduate and graduate programs (Exhibit 1.1 Assessment System 

for School of Urban Education) has an admission requirement of a 2.75 grade point average (GPA) 

for undergraduate and 3.0 grade point average for graduate. The candidates are given multiple 

transition points throughout the program, and the GPA must be maintained each semester. The 

Oklahoma Subject Area Test (OSAT) is recommended but not required upon program completion.  

 

Initial certification candidates in baccalaureate or master’s degree programs must adhere to GPA 

requirements, fulfill state certification requirements and language proficiency, complete a satisfactory 

portfolio review, and complete a minimum number of hours of field experience and student teaching.  

 

Each of the institutional mission statements align directly to those tenets with the Conceptual 

Framework. The mission statement and conceptual framework act as a guide for the assessment 

measures taken within the program. The mission of the SUE is mentioned broadly by faculty and was 

corroborated in on campus interviews. Initial candidates related back to the mission as a means to 

guide content proficiency and an understanding that all children can learn. Initial certification 

candidates must adhere to GPA requirements, fulfill state certification requirements and language 

proficiency, complete a satisfactory portfolio review, and complete a minimum number of hours of 

field experience and student teaching.  

 

Six key assessments indicate essential practices the candidates are expected to accomplish throughout 

the program continuum. The SUE prepares undergraduate and graduate candidates for careers in 

urban education. Further, the unit offers two initial certifications (undergraduate and the graduate-

M.Ed program). There are six nationally recognized initial programs the SUE serves. The teacher 



8 

 

education unit candidates develop content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and skills in 

the following initial certification areas: Elementary Education (1-6), Exercise and Sport Science (K-

12), Deaf Education (K-12), Instrumental Music Education (K-12), Vocal Music Education (K-12), 

and Foreign Languages Education (K-12).  

The unit has three program areas with full recognition from specialized professional associations 

(SPAs):  music education, deaf education, and speech and language pathology. The following 

national specialized program area reports are available:  

● National Association of Schools of Music (NASM)-Accredited  

● Council on Education of the Deaf (CED)-Accredited until 2021 

● Council on Academic Accreditation in Audiology and Speech and Language Pathology 

Accredited until 2022 

 

Onsite interviews with initial candidates, faculty and community partners provided substantiated 

evidence the unit is working to continuously impact candidates’ experiences and content knowledge 

and skills, professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn. Additionally, the advanced 

program data notebook provided at the onsite visit detailed areas for content proficiency, and pilot 

data were available for the PDAI dispositional survey.  

 

The unit did not receive state or national recognition for the following initial teacher preparation 

areas: Baccalaureate-English Language Arts (6-12), History Education (6-12), Mathematics 

Education (6-12), Science Education (6-12), and Theatre (K-12), Art (K-12). The theatre and art 

education program is on hiatus due to low enrollment. The following initial graduate programs did 

not receive state or national recognition for the following programs: Master-History Education (6-

12), Math Education (6-12), English Education (6-12), and Sciences Education (6-12). 

 

Additional Findings for Advanced Preparation Programs:  

Onsite evidence review provided updated information regarding advanced candidates’ content 

proficiency and in-depth knowledge. The School of Urban Education and the Department of 

Educational Studies both offer courses for advanced teacher preparation, however, onsite interviews 

provided information regarding the separate content related role of SUE. The Department of 

Educational Studies was designed to teach research processes. Artifacts submitted during the onsite 

review corroborated that the admission procedures for MSMSE applicants have a thorough review 

process. A team of faculty members review the applicant files and analyze GPA for content 

proficiency as well as dispositional indicators marked within the philosophy essay and letters of 

recommendation. The review team meets with the content area advisors and the team makes 

recommendation for admission to the graduate school dean. To further validate advanced candidates 

content knowledge, the unit requests a certification officer to assess the content level knowledge for 

each applicants existing certification and course transcripts.  

 

The unit provided documented evidence onsite which indicated that each advanced program 

applicant received a thorough review of documents and transcripts submitted for the specific content 

area, e.g. the Sciences -Earth, Biology, and Chemistry, Math, English, Social Studies/History, 

Elementary Education, Specialized Program Area.  

 

The unit provided a comprehensive spreadsheet during the onsite visit which provided content area 

GPA for each admitted candidate. The unit provided onsite analysis for advanced programs in the 

following areas: Understands Theories of Pedagogy and Demonstrates How Students Learn, Content 
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from Teaching Evaluations (subject area knowledge), Demonstrates Classroom Behaviors Consistent 

with Belief All Students Can Learn, and Assessing Student Learning.  

 

Onsite review of evidence provided indications that advanced candidates have multiple opportunities 

to integrate content pedagogy within the program. The Lesson Plan Evaluation data from 2015-2016 

indicate that advanced candidates are scored in learning objectives, depth of knowledge, multiple 

intelligences, direct instruction and guided and independent practice among other indicators. The 

MSMSE and MTA provide total scores for 2015-2016 

 

The EPP offers two advanced programs (MTA and MSMSE), which are non-certification based. 

Advanced programs (Exhibit 1.1 Assessment System for School of Urban Education) have an 

admission requirement of a minimum 3.0 grade point average, GRE or TOEFL scores (international 

students), statement of purpose essay, three letters of reference and undergraduate transcripts.  

 

The unit is currently seeking institutional recognition for the following advanced teacher preparation 

areas: Master of Science in Math and Science Education (MSMSE) (non-certification) and the Master 

of Teaching Arts (MTA) (non-certification).  

1.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement 

Please respond to 1.2.a if this is the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level. If it is 

not the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level, respond to 1.2.b. 

1.2.a Movement Toward Target. Based on the criteria for Movement Toward Target, provide a 

summary of the unit's performance. n/a 

1.2.b Continuous Improvement. What activities and outcomes demonstrate that the unit has been 

engaged in continuous improvement? 

 

The IR and offsite data review provided an overview of the initial and advanced programs relating 

to Continuous Improvement. The onsite interviews and evidence indicate the unit is on the 

Continuous Improvement pathway in several areas. The unit identified that candidates have an in-

depth knowledge of their respective content areas. Careful review of the Conceptual Framework 

and the SUE Mission statement indicate that candidates are content and subject matter proficient 

and that information is embedded throughout the program. Onsite evidence substantiated that 

while successful completion of state subject area test is not required, those candidates who 

complete the program have high pass rates. Candidates develop meaningful learning experiences 

and believe that they can help all students learn. Candidates’ have a variety of field experiences 

and opportunities to work with students from diverse backgrounds and exceptionalities.  
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1.3 Areas for Improvement and Rationales 

1.3.a What AFIs have been removed? 

(1) The unit lacks sufficient evidence that candidates in the advanced programs, with the 

exception of the Masters in Speech and Language Pathology, demonstrate an in-depth knowledge 

of the content that they teach. (Advanced) 

 

Removal Rationale:  A thorough review of documents and additional evidence provided during 

the onsite visit indicate that advanced programs (MSMSE and MTA) are reviewed on content 

proficiency prior to admission into the Advanced programs. The advanced candidates meet a 

minimal grade point average and transcripts are evaluated based on content-based specialized 

program areas. 

(2) The unit lacks sufficient evidence that candidates demonstrate an in-depth understanding of 

the content of their field and of the theories related to pedagogy and learning. (Advanced) 

 

Removal Rationale:  Onsite interviews and an artifact compiling all advanced program data 

indicate that advanced students are assessed on content proficiency at admission into the 

program, and at field experiences and completion of the PDAI self-assessment survey. 

(3) The unit lacks sufficient evidence that candidates demonstrate in-depth professional and 

pedagogical knowledge and skills. (Advanced) 

 

Removal Rationale:  Initial and advanced program data and reports indicate that candidates have 

embedded opportunities to demonstrate in-depth professional and pedagogical knowledge 

through admission requirements, candidate reflection, faculty assignments and PDAI surveys.  

(4) The unit lacks sufficient evidence that candidates thoroughly understand the major concepts 

related to assessing student learning, regularly apply them in their practice, and make data-driven 

decisions so that all students can learn. (Advanced) 

 

Removal Rationale:  Onsite interviews with Advanced program faculty and candidates 

identified the graduate program admission rigor. Additionally, initial and advanced graduate 

programs are engaged in research projects in the public school setting. According to the graduate 

student summary and evidence in the graduate data notebook provided onsite, candidates use data 

to inform decisions and track progress in the capstone assignment.  

(5) Candidates are not familiar with professional dispositions and no evidence is available to 

demonstrate classroom behaviors that are consistent with the ideal of fairness and the belief that 

all students can learn. (Initial and Advanced) 

 

Removal Rationale:  In the onsite interviews with candidates and thorough review of the PDAI 

pilot survey format and results, the sample Teacher Work Sample and advanced research 

capstone format, the evidence is indicated initial and advanced candidates have opportunities to 

demonstrate classroom behaviors and the belief that all students can learn. 

 

1.3.b What AFIs are continued from last visit?  n/a 
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1.3.c What new AFIs are recommended? 

(1) The onsite data written in the “The Programs at the University of Tulsa” indicated the 

following programs are not recognized in the state or national accreditation standards: 

Initial/Advanced 

History Education (6-12) 

Math Education (6-12) 

English Education (6-12) 

Sciences Education (6-12) 

As a result the unit cannot recommend candidates in these areas.  

 

AFI Rationale:  Initial and Advanced specialized program areas are not recognized by state or 

national accreditation standards. Candidates in the content areas listed cannot be recommended 

for certification in either area.  

 

1.4 Recommendations 

 Standard 1 Movement Toward Target 

Initial Teacher 
Preparation Met    X At Target (attained) □ 

Not Met □ Moving Toward Target □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable 

□ 
No Evidence □ 

Not Applicable □ 

Advanced Preparation 
Met  X At Target (attained)  □ 

Not Met  □ Moving Toward Target  □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable  

□ 
No Evidence  □ 

Not Applicable  □ 
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STANDARD 2: ASSESSMENT SYSTEM AND UNIT EVALUATION 

 

The unit has an assessment system that collects and analyzes data on applicant 

qualifications, candidate and graduate performance, and unit operations to evaluate and 

improve the performance of candidates, the unit, and its programs. 

2.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 

standard? 

 

The unit provided assessment system overviews for the initial and the advanced programs in the 

School of Urban Education at the onsite visit. The overviews are aligned to the InTASC Standards 

and reflect the units’ conceptual framework. Interviews revealed that while the systems include 

comprehensive and integrated sets of evaluation measures that are conducted at transition points 

throughout the programs, two key assessments are not mandatory of all candidates, and one 

assessment is in the process of being developed. Also, while evaluation measures have been designed 

to assess candidate performance, there is no evidence of maintaining and providing regular, 

comprehensive information on programs and unit operations. Data from spring 2016 and fall 2016 

(required one year data for focus visit) was not provided for all key assessments. The unit has 

established a process to eliminate bias and test for validity, reliability, and fairness, which is included 

in the job description of the Assessment Coordinator. Two faculty members and the Assessment 

Coordinator make up the Assessment Committee, but no evidence was provided to indicate that the 

system is regularly evaluated by its professional community.  

 

The unit’s assessment system uses Chalk and Wire with the purpose of providing data on candidate 

performance. An Assessment Coordinator has recently been appointed to systematically collect, 

compile, aggregate, summarize and analyze candidate data. Faculty agreed to meet to review all 

semester data gathered from the semester and discuss data driven program changes in May, 2016; 

however, an agenda and/or minutes from the meeting could not be found, and interviews did not 

confirm what took place at the meeting. The next “Data Day” is scheduled to meet again in March, 

2017, under the direction of the Assessment Coordinator, however planning documents, i.e. data, 

agenda, participants, were not provided. The unit has a process in place in the University of Tulsa 

School of Education Student Handbook for processing formal complaints. Complaints and 

documented resolutions are maintained on the X Drive and are restricted, therefore no evidence was 

provided. Interviews with the candidates, both initial and advanced, however, revealed that 

candidates were not aware of this process. 

Annual data days have been planned to evaluate and make any needed changes to course, program 

and/or clinical experiences and unit-level data for both initial and advanced programs, but have yet 

to occur. No evidence could be provided from interviews regarding any program changes based on 

analysis of data. Limited evidence of changes that have been made are reported on The University of 

Tulsa School of Urban Education Data Change Form Tracking List; however, it did not appear to be 

based on data analysis. Constituents of the May Data Day included only faculty, and no agenda or 

minutes were provided. In interviews with candidates, both initial and advanced, it was confirmed 

that candidates are not stakeholders in the assessment process with the exception of end-of-course 

evaluations. Narrative provided in an evidence folder at the on-site visit stated, “At this point, we do 

not see a need to share aggregate data of the whole Teacher Education Program. However, we will 

consider this, as it may be an opportunity for candidates to see what is expected of them and their 

classmates.” 
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2.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement 

Please respond to 2.2.a if this is the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level. If it is 

not the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level, respond to 2.2.b.  

2.2.a Movement Toward Target. Based on the criteria for Movement Toward Target, provide a 

summary of the unit's performance. n/a 

2.2. b Continuous Improvement. What activities and outcomes demonstrate that the unit has been 

engaged in continuous improvement? 

 

The unit is working toward a more comprehensive, systematic assessment system. Interviews 

revealed that they are making plans to involve stakeholder input for a first annual “data day” meeting 

with a time set aside to examine all candidate assessment results, discuss interpretations of the data, 

and make program improvements to be held in the future. 

 

2.3 Areas for Improvement and Rationales  

2.3.a What AFIs have been removed? n/a 

2.3.b What AFIs are continued from last visit? 

(1) The unit does not have a systematic and comprehensive assessment system (Initial) 
 
AFI Rationale:  Data to support the system was not evident, the OSAT and OPTE are used as key                  
assessments but are not required, and the graduate employer surveys are designated as key 
assessments but are still being developed. 

(2) The unit does not regularly and systematically collect, analyze and evaluate data. (Initial and 
Advanced)    

AFI Rationale:  The unit does not regularly and systematically collect and analyze candidate 
performance data to improve candidate performance, program quality, and unit operations. No 
evidence of an agenda and/or minutes of the May Data Day was provided. The next data day has 
not yet occurred. 
(3) The unit does not regularly and systematically use data for program improvement (Initial and 
Advanced) 
 
AFI Rationale:  The unit does not have a formal system for regularly using data for program 
improvement. 

                        

2.3.c What new AFIs are recommended? 
 
(1) The unit does not involve the professional community in the development and evaluation of 

its assessment system regularly and systematically. (Initial and Advanced) 
 
AFI Rationale:  No evidence was provided to indicate that the system is regularly evaluated by 
its professional community. 



14 

 

(2) The unit does not assess unit operations. (Initial and Advanced) 
 
AFI Rationale:  While evaluation measures assess candidate performance, there is no evidence 
of maintaining and providing regular, comprehensive information on programs and unit 
operations. 
(3) The unit does not have a minimum of two semesters of data (prior to the visit) of candidate 

performance for all of its program and assessment of unit operations. (Initial) 
 
AFI Rationale:  Aggregated and disaggregated data by initial and advanced program, by 
semester and by required year, were not provided. 
(4) The unit does not regularly and systematically conduct graduate and employer follow-up 

surveys. (Initial and Advanced) 
 
AFI Rationale:  Post-graduate employment surveys and graduate surveys are noted as key 
assessments that are still to be developed. Data was not provided for advanced program. 
(5) The unit does not regularly share assessment data with candidates to help them reflect on and 

improve their performance and programs. (Initial and Advanced)    
 
AFI Rationale:  While a description was provided of sharing assessment data with candidates, 
candidate interviews revealed that data is not shared with them. The unit also provided that they 
do not currently share aggregate data of the whole Teacher Education Program with candidates. 

2.4 Recommendations 

 Standard 2 Movement Toward Target 

Initial Teacher 
Preparation Met    □ At Target (attained) □ 

Not Met X Moving Toward Target □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable 

□ 
No Evidence □ 

Not Applicable □ 

Advanced Preparation 
Met  □ At Target (attained)  □ 

Not Met  X Moving Toward Target  □ (emerging or 

developing) 
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STANDARD 3: FIELD EXPERIENCES AND CLINICAL PRACTICE 

 

The unit and its school partners design, implement, and evaluate field experiences and clinical 

practice so that teacher candidates and other school professionals develop and demonstrate the 

knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn. 

3.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 

standard? 

The evidence presented in the unit’s institutional report, observations by the onsite team, and 

interviews with unit faculty, school based faculty and candidates support the continuing 

effort of the unit to design, implement, and evaluate field experience and clinical practice. 

Interviews confirmed that the unit works cooperatively with school partners to design, 

deliver, and evaluate field experiences and that placements are jointly determined by the 

university and the school partner. The university has a Memorandum of Agreement with 

Tulsa Public Schools. Meeting minutes were provided that indicated that the school has held 

a meeting with their partner, Tulsa Public Schools, to determine processes for making field 

placements that benefit both the school and the university and provide appropriate learning 

experiences for candidates. An interview with the Talent Management Director from TPS 

confirmed that student teacher mentors are required to be career teachers with a satisfactory 

TLE score, and have good attendance. Candidate interviews confirmed that they have had 

multiple opportunities to demonstrate knowledge and skills throughout their field 

experiences across programs at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. Evidence 

indicated a procedure for assessing candidate dispositions after clinical practice.  

Interviews with faculty and candidates confirmed candidates were given the opportunity to 

participate in a variety of diverse field experiences that were provided at multiple points 

throughout the program. Experiences include working in diverse public school settings, 

working with families, attending school board meetings, education conferences, and summer 

programs. The field coordinator uses a systematic procedure to track and ensure that all 

candidates are able to teach in diverse settings, including socioeconomic diversity and 

students with exceptionalities. 

Candidates meet entrance and exit criteria for clinical practice. According to exhibits and 

confirmed from candidate and faculty interviews, candidates must complete a specific set of 

courses and assessments prior to student teaching. Candidates are required to complete the 

following during clinical practice: Teacher Work Sample, Summary Evaluation, and 

Dispositional Surveys.  

Evidence from candidate interviews confirms that candidates have multiple opportunities to 

engage with information technology both on campus and in field experience work. 

Candidates have experience using interactive whiteboards both on campus and in their field 

experiences, in addition to other types of technology. 

Exhibits provided evidence, and interviews confirmed, that there is criterion for selection of 

school professionals, which includes that mentor teachers must have 3 years of experience, a 

strong TLE score, and good attendance. Trainings are held to ensure mentor preparation prior 



16 

 

to clinical experiences. Additionally, candidates are provided ongoing feedback via 

observations from both mentor teachers and university supervisors. 

Advanced candidate interviews confirmed that they participate in field experiences that 

require them to apply course work in classroom settings and analyze P-12 learning. 

Interviews with faculty confirmed that they also participate in field experiences and clinical 

practice that require them to engage in structured activities related to the roles for which they 

are preparing. While MSMSE and MTA programs provide minimal field experiences, they 

do allow students to have some exposure in a diverse school setting. The M.Ed. program, 

which leads to initial certification, includes field work similar to the undergraduate 

requirements and is significant in breadth and depth. 

Exhibits indicate that candidates demonstrate mastery of content areas and pedagogical and 

professional knowledge before admission to and during clinical practice. There is an 

extensive list of courses and assessments that are required prior to clinical practice and the 

following are required during clinical practice: a Teacher Work Sample, Summary 

Evaluation, and Dispositional Surveys. The Teacher Work Sample is used to evaluate 

candidates’ performance and impact on student learning and is an assessment that requires 

candidates to collect data on student learning, analyze them, reflect on their work, and 

develop strategies for improving learning. 

Candidates have an opportunity to help all students learn by participating in field experiences 

that include students with exceptionalities and students from diverse ethnic/racial; linguistic, 

gender, and socioeconomic groups. 

3.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement 

Please respond to 3.2.a if this is the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level. If it is 

not the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level, respond to 3.2.b. 

3.2.a Movement Toward Target. Based on the criteria for Movement Toward Target, provide a 

summary of the unit's performance. 

There is evidence that the unit is emerging toward the target level. Interviews confirmed that there 

is collaboration with school partners. Interviews with the public school personnel and advisory 

board members indicated that they jointly determine the specific placements of student teachers to 

maximize the learning experience for candidates and P-12 students. There was also evidence that 

candidates are given opportunities to interact with teachers, families of students, administrators, 

college or university supervisors, and other interns about their practice regularly and continually. 

It was confirmed in interviews with advanced candidates and faculty that advanced program 

candidates critique and synthesize educational theory related to classroom practice based on 

applied research. It was also confirmed in interviews that candidates at the advanced level have an 

opportunity to critique and reflect on others’ practice and their effects on student learning with the 

goal of improving practice. 
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Criteria for Movement Toward Target. 

NO EVIDENCE 

MOVING TOWARD TARGET AT TARGET 

EMERGING DEVELOPING ATTAINED 

Clear, convincing and Clear, convincing and Clear, convincing and Clear, convincing and 

sufficient evidence was not sufficient evidence sufficient evidence sufficient evidence 

presented to demonstrate that demonstrates that the unit is demonstrates that the unit is demonstrates that the unit is 

the unit is performing as performing as described in performing as described in performing as described in all 

described in any aspect of the some aspect of the target some aspect of the target aspects of the target level 
target level rubric for 
this standard. 

level rubric for this standard. level of the rubric for 
this standard. 

rubric for this standard. 

 OR  AND 

AND  AND  

 There are plans and timelines  There are plans and timelines 

There are no plans and for attaining and/or sustaining There are plans and timelines for sustaining target level 

timelines for attaining target target level performance as 
for attaining and/or 

sustaining 
performance as described in 

level performance as 
described in the unit 
standard. 

described in the unit standard. target level performance as 
described in the unit 
standard. 

the unit standard. 

 [BOE specifies which is 
present and which is not in 
their findings.] 

  

 

3.3 Areas for Improvement and Rationales  

3.3.a What AFIs have been removed? 
(1) The unit does not ensure that all candidates at the undergraduate and graduate level leading to 
initial certification have field experiences and clinical practice with P-12 students from different 
socioeconomic groups, students from diverse ethnic/racial, linguistic, and gender. 

 
Removal Rationale:  Evidence was provided that candidates have experiences with different 
types of diversity and a tracking system is in place to ensure that candidates experience diverse 
placements. 
(2) The unit does not have field experiences in the advanced level programs.  

 
Removal Rationale:  Evidence was provided that candidates in advanced programs complete 
field experiences. 

 

3.3.b What AFIs are continued from last visit?  n/a 

3.3.c What new AFIs are recommended?  n/a 

 

 

 

 

 

 



18 

 

3.4 Recommendations 

 Standard 3 Movement Toward Target 

Initial Teacher 
Preparation Met    X At Target (attained) □ 

Not Met □ Moving Toward Target X(emerging or 
developing) 

Not Applicable 

□ 
No Evidence □ 

Not Applicable □ 

Advanced Preparation 
Met  X At Target (attained)  □ 

Not Met  □ Moving Toward Target  X (emerging or 
developing) 

Not Applicable  

□ 
No Evidence  □ 

Not Applicable  □ 
 

 
STANDARD 4: DIVERSITY 
 

The unit designs, implements, and evaluates curriculum and provides experiences for 

candidates to acquire and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions 

necessary to help all students learn. Assessments indicate that candidates can demonstrate and 

apply proficiencies related to diversity. Experiences provided for candidates include working 

with diverse populations, including higher education and P-12 school faculty, candidates, and 

students in P12 schools. 

4.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 

standard? 

 

One element in the Conceptual Framework at TU is that candidates are “equipped to advance 

every child’s learning amid the social, economic and cultural diversity found in the classroom 

and surrounding community.” The student teaching handbook states that the unit is “preparing 

candidates to be successful in diverse settings” (IR exhibit 3.25). Materials provided for the 

offsite and onsite reviews and onsite interviews confirmed that, overall, candidates are being 

prepared regarding diversity competencies. 
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Data for initial programs were provided for diversity competencies on the Student Teaching 

Summary Evaluation, the Student Teaching Lesson Observations, the Teacher Work Sample, 

and the exceptional child course Lesson Plan Template. Since the data were not disaggregated 

by semester or program, it was not apparent if variance in performance existed between initial 

program candidates or across time. At the advanced level, diversity data were provided for 

sections of the lesson plan rubric and the PDAI. Data were disaggregated to represent the 

M.Ed., the MAT and MSMSE master’s programs. Overall, the data indicated candidates are 

aware of different learning styles and could adapt instruction and/or services appropriately for 

all students. Assignments did not require candidates to address particular needs associated with 

linguistically and culturally diverse students or students with exceptionalities explicitly, but 

these diversities were listed as possible prompts and subjects on multiple initial and advanced 

assessments.  

 

Onsite documentation and interviews confirmed that candidates systematically complete 

clinical experiences and student teaching in selected P-12 schools so that they connect theory 

and practice and they experience different “levels” of school and student diversity throughout 

their program. Most school placements are with Tulsa Public Schools, and the unit determines 

candidate placements using a Diversity Ranking Chart of Tulsa Metropolitan Schools 

developed by and adopted from Northeastern State University (OK). A faculty member 

coordinating the clinical experiences interacts with candidates and uses placement forms and 

a spreadsheet to ensure that all candidates meet requirements regarding diverse placements 

prior to completing the program. Candidates reported that they were required to upload log 

sheets into Chalk and Wire. Interviews with candidates, completers, faculty and P-12 

stakeholders confirmed that candidates are placed intentionally based on “levels of diversity” 

and that they complete multiple placements and interact directly with students representing 

diverse backgrounds and diverse learning needs. Through coursework and the clinical 

experiences, candidates incorporate multiple perspectives regarding the subject matter being 

taught and/or the services being provided. They are capable of developing a classroom climate 

that values and responds to diversity. 

 

Initial and some advanced candidates reported completing the Professional Dispositions 

Assessment Inventory (the PDAI) currently being piloted by the unit. One item, in particular, 

reflects the university’s mission and focuses on diversity as it provides a rubric scale to assess 

if and how the candidate is “Equipped to advance every child’s learning amid the social, 

economic and cultural diversity found in the classroom and surrounding community.” Pilot 

data were available for the PDAI during the onsite visit, and conversations with faculty 

indicated that the PDAI would be used more widely in the coming semesters with cooperating 

teachers and university supervisors. Exit surveys (n = 12 out of 16) from initial program 

completers during spring 2016 (IR exhibit 3.15) indicated support for perceptions of being 

“…prepared to differentiate instruction to improve learning of all students” (strongly agree, 

50%; agree, 42%; and disagree, 8%). Additionally, completer, candidate, faculty and other 

stakeholder interviews corroborated that candidates demonstrate preparedness in working with 

diverse learners, and both initial and advanced candidates reported having opportunities to 

work with diverse student populations through service learning campus- and community-based 

initiatives (e.g. a youth reading program, a language-literacy night, a STEM competition for 

Native American students, “Sense Sational” Science, Women in Science Conference) beyond 

clinical experience hours.  
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Demographic information provided in the IR revealed that full-time faculty members in the 

unit reflect greater percentages of ethnic diversity than university faculty overall. While the 

university has a written plan to recruit more faculty members representing diversity (IR exhibit 

x.4.4.g.2), it appears that candidates in education programs interact with diverse faculty. 

Candidate and completer interviews revealed appreciation for the diverse backgrounds and 

experiences provided by unit faculty. There was consensus that faculty have the knowledge 

and experiences necessary for preparing candidates to work with diverse student populations, 

including English learners and students with exceptionalities. 

 

Regarding candidate diversity, the IR indicated that TU candidates reflect the ethnic 

demographics common to the Tulsa metropolitan area. TU has made efforts to attract and 

include underrepresented populations to consider a profession in teaching through high school 

recruitment efforts such as Tulsa Time (IR exhibit 4.14), an outreach initiative to Tulsa Public 

Schools (TPS) whose student population includes 70% representing ethnic minorities. 

Stakeholder interviews with P-12 partners confirmed a strong relationship with the unit and 

regularly occurring conversations and presentations focused on teacher recruitment, 

employment and supply and demand, especially in TPS. The unit also provides opportunities 

for candidates to interact with diverse students and potentially recruit future candidates through 

extracurricular initiatives (e.g. summer STEM academies (IR exhibit 4.17)). Good-faith efforts 

seem to be in place to recruit and to support diverse candidates. 

4.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement 

4.2.a Movement Toward Target. Based on the criteria for Movement Toward Target, provide a 

summary of the unit's performance. n/a 

4.2.b Continuous Improvement. What activities and outcomes demonstrate that the unit has been 

engaged in continuous improvement? 

 

When comparing the interview responses of initial and advanced completers with current initial and 

advanced candidates, it appears that recent attempts have been made to increase diversity 

competencies through revisions to course assignments. According to the IR the lesson plan 

assignment and respective rubric were updated “to better address the learning of all students” 

including the use of the Universal Design for Learning framework. Initial and advanced candidates 

referred to using the lesson plan assignment, whereas completers were unable to recall this 

assessment. Some candidates reported that they recently completed the PDAI as a self-assessment. 

Additionally, according to faculty initial and advanced programs have integrated more clinical 

experience hours. 

4.3 Areas for Improvement and Rationales  

4.3.a What AFIs have been removed?   

(1) The unit lacks sufficient evidence that candidate proficiencies related to diversity are assessed, 

and the data are used to provide feedback to candidates for improving their knowledge, skills, and 

professional dispositions for helping students from diverse populations learn. (Initial and 

Advanced) 

 

Removal Rationale: Candidate interviews confirmed that university supervisors and mentors 

discussed their performance ratings with them, particularly at the “first half” data collection point. 
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Completers and candidates reported that feedback on their personal performance on the TWS and 

Lesson Plan assignments was provided as part of the professor’s assessment of course and clinical 

experience assignments at both the initial and advanced levels. Initial candidates are required to 

submit two lesson plans for assessment during the application process for student teaching. For 

advanced programs not leading to certification (MSMSE and MAT), candidates reported that 

peers and professors provide feedback regarding the diversity components (e.g. differentiation, 

adaptations, Universal Design for Learning) on the Lesson Plan Template during class.  

 

Although not disaggregated by semester or program, cooperating teacher and university 

supervisor data were provided regarding perceptions of initial candidates’ competency with 

varying instructional approaches, creating instructional opportunities adaptable to individual 

differences, planning instruction based on abilities and differences, conveying high expectations 

for all students, involving all learners, and accommodating learning styles and different learning 

rates. 

4.3.b What AFIs are continued from last visit?  n/a 

4.3.c What new AFIs are recommended?  n/a 

4.4 Recommendations 

 Standard 4 Movement Toward Target 

Initial Teacher 
Preparation 

Met    X At Target (attained) □ 

Not Met □ Moving Toward Target □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable 

□ 
No Evidence □ 

Not Applicable □ 

Advanced Preparation 
Met  X At Target (attained)  □ 

Not Met  □ Moving Toward Target  □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable  

□ 
No Evidence  □ 
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STANDARD 5: FACULTY QUALIFICATIONS, PERFORMANCE AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

Faculty are qualified and model best professional practices in scholarship, service, and 

teaching, including the assessment of their own effectiveness as related to candidate 

performance; they also collaborate with colleagues in the disciplines and schools. The 

unit systematically evaluates faculty performance and facilitates professional 

development. 

5.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this 

standard? 

5a. The IR and onsite interviews indicate that the School of Urban Education and the 

Department of Educational Studies faculty and staff has undergone significant changes and 

a reduction in force since the last site visit. According to evidence provided by the unit, the 

combined faculty consists of five full-time tenure and non-tenure track faculty and 

multiple adjunct faculty, and faculty shared in from other colleges within the University. 

Documentary evidence demonstrates that the fulltime faculty members have earned 

doctorates. The full-time faculty members complete a minimum of ten hours a year of 

service in the P-12 schools as part of their professional development activities. They are 

active in local, state, and national organizations and model best professional practices in 

teaching, scholarship, and service.  

5b. The unit has provided evidence describing how faculty teaching supports candidate 

reflection, critical thinking, problem solving and professional dispositions and that the 

faculty uses a variety of instructional methods. They provided some evidence that 

minimally described the process of teaching and assessment of the candidates’ learning.  

5c. The IR and onsite interviews indicate that the School of Urban Education and the 

Department of Educational Studies faculty model best practices through their scholarship. 

All but one of the fulltime faculty members have substantial publications. Written, as well 

as interview, evidence indicates that scholarship is highly valued. 

5d. The evidence indicates that the School of Urban Education and the Department of 

Educational Studies faculty model best practices through service. The faculty provides 

service to the university, schools, and community consistent with the mission of the unit 

and institution. The evidence demonstrates that the faculty collaborates with school faculty 

and faculty in other units of the institution. Evidence also confirms that the faculty 

members are actively involved in professional associations as well as at the local, state, 

national, and international levels. 

5e. Written and interview evidence describing the faculty evaluation process, specifically 

detailing how the faculty evaluation process improves faculty teaching, scholarship, and 

service is limited and incomplete. Evidence exists that demonstrates that performance data 

from candidate evaluations of the individual faculty informs the Faculty Performance 

Inventory: Sec.II. The evidence also demonstrates that Sec. II of the Faculty Performance 

Inventory informs Sec. V. However, there was no evidence describing how the Sec. V: 

Goals align with Sec. VI: Professional Development. Nor was there evidence describing a 
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feedback loop connecting the faculty professional development activities back to the area 

of weakness from the earlier candidate evaluations. Interviews with unit leadership 

provided conflicting information suggesting that at one level it is assumed that feedback to 

close the assessment loop was taking place, but other interviews at other levels 

demonstrated clearly that it was not occurring regularly. 

Interviews indicate that there is not a single comprehensive faculty evaluation system for 

faculty teaching in the unit. Faculty teaching courses in the teacher preparation program 

are evaluated using evaluation systems unique to their home College. These faculty 

evaluation systems were not provided for review. Only the School of Urban Education 

faculty evaluation system was provided for review, and it was not complete. 

5f. The unit lacks evidence demonstrating how the professional development activities are 

selected and provided to address needs based on faculty and unit evaluations. While there 

is evidence describing how the professional development activities relates to the tenure 

application process, evidence was lacking which demonstrated how the professional 

development activities reflect and promote the faculty members knowledge and skills 

related to the conceptual framework, performance assessment, diversity, technology, and 

emerging practices. 

 

5.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement 

Please respond to 5.2.a if this is the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level. If it 

is not the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level, respond to 5.2.b. 

5.2.a Movement Toward Target. Based on the criteria for Movement Toward Target, provide a 

summary of the unit's performance. 

5.2.b Continuous Improvement. What activities and outcomes demonstrate that the unit has been 

engaged in continuous improvement? 

 

Written and interview evidences describe activities and changes leading to continuous 

improvement.  These activities include, but are not limited to the following areas: recruitment and 

retention of strong doctoral level faculty with commitments to working intensively with candidates 

through teaching, research, and service; faculty members use a wide variety of teaching approaches 

including strong application of educational technology; and faculty members each maintain 

scholarship agendas that enhance their effectiveness in teaching and supervision of candidates. 

5.2.b.i Strengths. What areas of the standard are being addressed at the target level? 

Criteria for Movement Toward Target. 

Written evidence demonstrates the very high academic quality of the faculty. Interview 

evidence highlighted the faculty “open door policy” and their willingness to “go the extra 

mile” for the candidates. 
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5.3 Areas for Improvement and Rationales 

5.3.a What AFIs have been removed? 

(1)  Unit faculty do not collaborate regularly and systematically with faculty in other college or 
university units to improve candidate learning and the preparation of educators. (Initial and 
Advanced) 

  
Removal Rationale:  Evidence demonstrates that the unit does collaborate regularly with P-12 
stakeholders and members of the broader professional community as well as with faculty in other 
college or university units involved with preparation of teacher candidates to improve candidate 
learning and the preparation of educators. 

5.3.b What AFIs are continued from last visit? 

 

(1) The unit lacks sufficient evidence that professional development is provided to address needs 
based on faculty and unit evaluations. (Initial and Advanced) (5e) 

 
AFI Rationale:  There is no evidence that the professional development opportunities are based 
upon evaluation data. 

5.3.c What new AFIs are recommended? 

(2) The unit lacks evidence demonstrating how the professional development activities are 
selected and provided to address needs based on faculty and unit evaluations. (Initial and 
Advanced) (5f)    

 
AFI Rationale: While there is evidence describing how the professional development activities 
relate to the tenure application process, evidence was lacking which demonstrated how the 
professional development activities reflect and promote the faculty members’ knowledge & skills 
related to the conceptual framework, performance assessment, diversity, technology, & emerging 
practices. 

5.4 Recommendations 

 Standard 5 Movement Toward Target 

Initial Teacher 
Preparation Met    X At Target (attained) □ 

Not Met □ Moving Toward Target □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable 

□ 
No Evidence □ 

Not Applicable □ 



25 

 

Advanced Preparation 
Met  X At Target (attained)  □ 

Not Met  □ Moving Toward Target  □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable  

□ 
No Evidence  □ 

Not Applicable  □ 
 

   IV. Sources of Evidence 

Documents reviewed 

1. Table of Faculty Qualifications 

2. Arts & Sciences Faculty Handbook 

3. Urban Education Criteria Statement 

4. Faculty CVs 

5. TEC letter Fall 2016 

6. TEC A collection of faculty projects and initiatives, i.e. STEM, Camp for Deaf     
Children, etc. 

7. Candidate Smart Evals form 

8. Candidate Smart Evals faculty aggregate scores 

9. Blank Faculty Performance Inventory form 

10. Faculty Performance Inventory forms for multiple faculty members 

11. A table showing course alignment with OK General Competencies 

12. A table showing course instructional methods 

13. School of Urban Education Advisory Board 

14. Excerpts of the University Blue Book 

15. Course Syllabi 

16. Graduate Program Data Summary Notebook 
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Persons Interviewed 

1. Dean of Arts and Sciences 

2. Director of the School for Urban Education 

3. Unit Faculty 

4. Dean of the Library 

5. Director of Library Special Collections 

6. Faculty Technology Support 

7. Faculty and staff at the Chapman center 
 
 
 
STANDARD 6: UNIT GOVERNANCE AND RESOURCES 

 

The unit has the leadership, authority, budget, personnel, facilities, and resources, including 

information technology resources, for the preparation of candidates to meet professional, 

state, and institutional standards. 

 6.1 Overall Findings. What did the evidence reveal about the unit continuing to meet this standard? 

6a. The unit leadership structure is not clear and does not seem to have sufficient authority to plan, 

deliver, and operate coherent programs.  There are discrepancies in the evidences describing the 

organizational structure and leadership of the unit.  The Organizational Chart provided both in the IR 

and onsite was incomplete and not updated.  Interviews with unit leadership, faculty, staff, 

candidates, and completers demonstrated confusion with the unit authority and leadership.   

Evidence demonstrated that the unit leadership did not fully manage or coordinate all programs for 

the preparation of education professionals; i.e. PE education and some, but not all of the advanced 

programs.  Additionally, written and interview evidence demonstrated a substantial diffusion of 

authority within the unit.  The site team observed numerous examples of operational confusion, 

inefficiencies, and gaps in task assignments and completion both in the operations of the unit, and in 

the preparation and management of the site visit. 

6b. The IR and onsite interviews indicate that the unit receives sufficient budgetary allocations that 

are proportionate to other units on campus with clinical components.  The budget adequately 

supports the unit’s work that is essential for the preparation of education professionals.  Interviews 

with the university controller and College of Arts and Sciences administration highlighted the fact 

that funds for the unit were from multiple sources.  Interviews went on to point out the importance 

of having a person monitoring the unit budget in respect to the different funding streams.  

Previously, the College had such a person, but this position was part of the reduction in force in fall 

2016.  The unit did contract this person to assist with the accreditation process.  It was evident that 

person’s knowledge and skills were very helpful and critical for addressing the standard. 
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6c. The evidence indicates that the unit’s workload policies, including class size, allow faculty to be 

effectively engaged in teaching, scholarship, assessment, advisement, collaborative work in schools, 

and service.  Faculty loads generally do not exceed 12 hours.  Supervision of clinical practice does 

not exceed 18 candidates for each full time equivalent faculty supervisor and the full-time, part-time, 

and clinical faculty, as well as graduate assistants, are used appropriately, ensuring program 

coherence and integrity. 

6d. The institution provides the unit adequate campus and school facilities that support candidate 

learning.  There are facilities supporting faculty and candidate use of information technology in 

instruction.  A tour of the campus highlighted a wealth of services and resources available for 

faculty. 

6e. Written and interview evidence demonstrated that the unit allocates resources across programs.  

It has adequate information technology resources and sufficient and current library resources, 

curricular resources, and electronic information to support faculty and candidates. 

  

6.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement 

Please respond to 6.2.a if this is the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level. If it 

is not the standard on which the unit is moving to the target level, respond to 6.2.b. 

6.2.a Movement Toward Target. Based on the criteria for Movement Toward Target, provide 

a summary of the unit's performance. 

6.2.b Continuous Improvement. What activities and outcomes demonstrate that the unit has been 

engaged in continuous improvement? 

 

Written and interview evidences describe activities and changes leading to continuous 

improvement. These activities include, but are not limited to the following areas: 

● The unit reconstituted the Teacher Education Council.  This body brings together all faculty 

from the various colleges who participate in the teacher preparation programs.   

● The unit formed the Teacher Advisory Council.  This body consists of P-12 practitioners who 

provide an up to date perspective on P-12 education.  

 

6.3 Areas for Improvement and Rationales  

6.3.a What AFIs have been removed? 

(1) The unit does not have established procedures to ensure collaborative decision making within 

the unit. (Initial and Advanced) 

Removal Rationale:  There is evidence demonstrating that the unit has established procedures to 

ensure collaborative decision making within the unit, which should include every faculty member 

involved in educator preparation. 
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(2) The unit does not have a clear structure to ensure input from important stakeholders including 

university content experts. (Initial and Advanced) 

Removal Rationale:  Evidence indicates that meaningful input is gathered from university 

content experts. 

(3)  There is no evidence that the unit receives sufficient budgetary allocations. (Initial and 

Advanced) 

Removal Rationale:  There is evidence demonstrating that the unit receives sufficient budgetary 

allocations at least proportional to other units on campus with clinical components or similar units 

at other campuses to provide programs that prepare candidates to meet standards. 

6.3.b What AFIs are continued from last visit?  n/a 

6.3.c What new AFIs are recommended? 

 

(1) The unit leadership structure is not clear and does not seem to have sufficient authority to plan, 
deliver, and operate coherent programs. (6a) 

  
AFI Rationale:  There are discrepancies in the evidences describing the organizational structure 
and leadership of the unit.  The Organizational Chart provided both in the IR and onsite was 
incomplete and not updated.  Interviews with unit leadership, faculty, staff, candidates, and 
completers demonstrated confusion with the unit authority and leadership.  Evidence demonstrated 
that the unit leadership did not fully manage or coordinate all programs for the preparation of 
education professionals; i.e. PE education and some, but not all of the advanced programs.  
Additionally, written and interview evidence demonstrated a substantial diffusion of authority 
within the unit.  The site team observed numerous examples of operational confusion, 
inefficiencies and gaps in task assignments and completion both in the operations of the unit and in 
the preparation and management of the site visit. 

6.4 Recommendations 

 Standard 6 Movement Toward Target 

Initial Teacher 
Preparation Met    □ At Target (attained) □ 

Not Met X Moving Toward Target □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable 

□ 
No Evidence □ 

Not Applicable □ 
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Advanced Preparation 
Met  □ At Target (attained)  □ 

Not Met  X Moving Toward Target  □ (emerging or 

developing) 

Not Applicable  

□ 
No Evidence  □ 

Not Applicable  □ 
 

IV. Sources of Evidence 

Documents reviewed 

1. 1-year comparative budget 

2. 3-year comparative budget 

3. Organization Chart 

4. TEC Minutes 

5. Arts & Sciences Faculty Handbook 

Persons Interviewed 

1. University Controller  

2. Dean of Arts and Sciences 

3. College of Arts and Sciences Budget Analysis Staff 

4. Director of the School for Urban Education 

5. Unit Faculty 

6. Dean of the Library 

7. Director of Library Special Collections 

8. Faculty Technology Support 

9. Faculty and staff at the Chapman center 
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STANDARD ONE: Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions 

 

Standard 1 Exhibits: 
 

Chart of Programs (Approved and Seeking Approval) in the School of Urban Education 

Clock Hours of Field Experience Chart 

Overview of Assessment System 

 

Methods of Data Collection 
Interpreting the Means 0 to 2 scale explanation 

 

Assessment of Dispositions 

Detailed Overview of Assessment System 

Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument Pilot Information 

Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument Form 

Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument findings from Fall 2016 

 

Assessment of Content Knowledge 

Description of Content Area GPAs Data 

Content GPA Findings from all 2013 to Spring 2016 

OSAT Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

 

Assessment of Pedagogical Knowledge 

Description of the Teacher Work Sample * 

Teacher Work Sample Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

Description of the Student Teaching Lesson Observation * 

Student Teaching Lesson Observation Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

Description of the Student Teaching Summary Evaluation * 

Student Teaching Summary Evaluation Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

OPTE Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

 

Assessment of Knowledge of Learners’ Development and Differences 

Description of Child Observation Report 

Child Observation Reports Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

 

Assessment of Student Learning 

Description of the Teacher Work Sample ** 

Teacher Work Sample Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

Two Examples of Student TWS sections on Learning Goals and Analysis of Student 

Learning 

 

Teacher Work Sample scores for Fall 2016 

GPAs for Fall 2016 

OPTE scores for Fall 2016 
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*  including description of items that demonstrate dispositions, content knowledge, and 

knowledge of learners’ development and differences 

** including description of items that demonstrate pedagogical knowledge 

 

STANDARD TWO:  Assessment System and Unit Evaluation 
 

Standard 2 Exhibits: 
 

Overview of Assessment System 

Detailed Overview of Assessment System 
Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument Pilot Information 

Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument Form 

Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument findings from Fall 2016 

Description of Content Area GPAs Data 

Description of the Teacher Work Sample 

Description of Child Observation Report 

Description of the Student Teaching Lesson Observation 

Description of the Student Teaching Summary Evaluation 

OPTE Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

OSAT Results from Fall 2013 to Spring 2016 

 

Assessment Coordinator Job Description 

Complaints file *** 

Notebook of Data-Driven Change Forms 
Comment on Sharing Data with Candidates 

 
STANDARD THREE:  Field Experience and Clinical Practice 

 

Standard 3 Exhibits: 
 

1. Need more information about the professionals (“four-member faculty and unit and core 

partner”) that design, implement and evaluate field assignments. 

 

 Narrative identifying the four members of the teacher preparation program, the deaf 

education faculty member, the designee for the core partner assigned to assist with field 

placement. 

 Chart identifying five faculty members, highest degrees, assignments in the teacher 

preparation program, scholarly work, and experience in P12 schools. 

 Chart identifying the qualifications of the core partner designee, highest degree, assignment 

in the district, scholarly work, and experience in P12 schools. 

 Profile for the core partner district showing demographics, achievement scores, total 

population, socio-economic group, diversity, ethnicity, ELL and disabilities. 

 List of cooperating teachers assigned to candidates and split assignments: 8 weeks/8weeks 

in two assignments with different populations. 
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 Agenda for Cooperating Teacher Orientation Meeting/Sign-in sheet with sample handouts 

for cooperating teachers: 

Welcoming you Student Teacher 

Co-Teaching PPT 

Planning Tips for Co-Op teachers 

Student Teacher Summary Evaluation 

Student Teacher Lesson Observation 

Teacher Work Sample rubric 

 

2. Are there future plans for the advisory board to review data and provide recommendations 

based on data? 

 

 Statement taken from the IR acknowledging noncompliance and listing a scheduled Data 

Day. 

 

3. Are there additional assurances that students are exposed to all types of diversity, other than 

the Level 1, 2, 3 system? How is it verified & who verifies that students have diverse 

placements? 

 

 Narrative identifying the contents of the Field Placement Notebook: 

 Flowchart:  Professional Education/Methods of Teaching/Initial-Advanced Placement 

and Diversity Tracking System. 

 Forms used by candidates, course instructors, and advisors: 

 Request for Field Experience Placement for Professional Education 

 Request for Field Experience Placement for Methods of Teaching 

 Request for Field Experience Placement for Initial-Advanced 

 Diversity Criteria Chart used by candidates to track their field experiences and enables 

them to participate in future field placement selections/assignments 

 Spreadsheet showing Placement History for Candidates (used by field services 

coordinator to track each candidate’s field assignment, level of diversity and category. 

 

4. What is the number of required hours in the three graduate courses that require field 

experiences? What is required diversity level for these placements? 

 

 Field Experience Internship Chart identifying course and number, credit hours, course 

description, nature of field experience activities, and number of field experience hours 

assigned to all courses (undergraduate, initial and advanced). 

 

5. The three advanced courses with field work that are noted do not appear to be required for 

every candidate, according to the balance sheet (exhibits 3.10 & 3.11) for the MSMSE and 

MTA degrees. 

 

 Evidence for this exhibit may be found in the advanced program exhibit file. 
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6. Clarification on field hours is needed; there are inconsistencies in exhibits from Standard 1 and 

Standard 3. 

 

 Field Experience Internship Chart was submitted as the master list of field experience for 

all programs in the School of Urban Education (undergraduate, initial, and advanced). 

 

STANDARD FOUR:  Diversity 
 

Standard 4 Exhibits: 

 

4.4 Ares of concern related to continuing to meet the standard 
 

1. Assessments and data do not explicitly demonstrate proficiency meeting the needs of students 

with exceptionalities and ELL. 
 

4a.1a Diversity student teaching summary evaluation data 

4a.1b Diversity student teaching lesson observations data 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

4a.1d Diversity items in exceptional child lesson plan data 

Instruments: 

4a.1ai Student teaching summary evaluation instruments 

4a.1bi Student teaching lesson observations instrument 

4a.1ci Teacher work sample instrument 

4a.1di Lesson plan template instrument 

 

2. Limited data provided to support that candidates meet diversity competencies. A number of the 

assessments referenced did not have diversity data reported. . 

 

4a.1a Diversity teaching summary evaluation data 
4a.1b Diversity student teaching lesson observations data 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

4a.1d Diversity items in exceptional child lesson plan data 

Instruments: 

4a.1ai Student teaching summary evaluation instruments 

4a.1bi Student teaching lesson observations instrument 

4a.1ci Teacher work sample instrument 

4a.1di Lesson plan template instrument 

 

3. Lesson plans completed throughout the program and the TWS are not clearly shown to be 

part of the portfolio artifacts. 

 

4a.3a Student teaching application (submission of lesson plans (item #8) completed 
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throughout the program and approval of the teacher portfolio (item #12) are part of the 

application for student teaching) 

 

4a.3b TU student handbook (pages 20-21 shows that lesson plans and the teacher work 

sample are part of a candidates teaching portfolio) 

4. How does diversity content and strategies meet diverse learning needs in advanced programs? 

4a.4a Advance course content related to diversity (Cairns) 

4a.4b Advance course related to diversity (Brown) lesson plan 
4a.4c Advance course related to diversity (Brown) Professional Dispositions Assessment 

Instrument training 

4a.4d Advance course related to diversity (Brown) Collaborative Institutional Training 

Initiative 

 

5. A process was not provided for how and when someone verifies all completed placements 

satisfy diversity components. 

 

4a.5a Placement and Diversity Tracking Form 

 

4.5 Evidence for the BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 
 

1. Assessments and data do not explicitly demonstrate proficiency meeting the needs of students 

with exceptionalities and ELL. 
 

4a.1di Lesson plan template instrument 

4a.1a Diversity student teaching summary evaluation data 

4a.1b Diversity student teaching lesson observations data 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

4a.1d Diversity items in exceptional child lesson plan data 
Instruments: 

4a.1ai Student teaching summary evaluation instruments 

4a.1bi Student teaching lesson observations instrument 

4a.1ci Teacher work sample instrument 

4a.1di Lesson plan template instrument 

 

2. Limited data provided to support that candidates meet diversity competencies. A number of the 

assessments referenced did not have diversity data reported. . 

 

4a.1a Diversity teaching summary evaluation data 
4a.1b Diversity student teaching lesson observations data 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

4a.1d Diversity items in exceptional child lesson plan data 
Instruments: 

4a.1ai Student teaching summary evaluation instruments 
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4a.1bi Student teaching lesson observations instrument 

4a.1ci Teacher work sample instrument 

4a.1di Lesson plan template instrument 

 

3. Lesson plans completed throughout the program and the TWS are not clearly shown to be 

part of the portfolio artifacts. 

 

4a.3a Student teaching application (submission of lesson plans (item #8) completed 

throughout the program and approval of the teacher portfolio (item #12) are part of the 

application for student teaching) 

 

4a.3b TU student handbook (pages 20-21 shows that lesson plans and the teacher work 

sample are part of a candidates teaching portfolio) 

 

4. How does diversity content and strategies meet diverse learning needs in advanced 

programs? 

 

4a.4a Advance course content related to diversity (Cairns) 

4a.4b Advance course related to diversity (Brown) lesson plan 

4a.4c Advance course related to diversity (Brown) Professional Dispositions Assessment 

Instrument training 

4a.4d Advance course related to diversity (Brown) Collaborative Institutional Training 

Initiative (CITI) 

 

5. A process was not provided for how and when someone verifies all completed placements 

satisfy diversity components. 

 

4a.5a Placement and Diversity Tracking Form 

 

1. What assessments and data provide evidence that candidates connect lessons, instructions or 

services to students’ experience and cultures? 

 

4a.1a Diversity teaching summary evaluation data 

4a.1b Diversity student teaching lesson observations data 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

4a.1d Diversity items in exceptional child lesson plan data 
Instruments: 

4a.1ai Student teaching summary evaluation instruments 

4a.1bi Student teaching lesson observations instrument 

4a.1ci Teacher work sample instrument 

4a.1di Lesson plan template instrument 

 

2. Is feedback from candidates provided back to the unit regarding the quality of diverse school 

site placements? 
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4b.2a Field experience evaluation student data 

4b.2bi Field experience evaluation student survey 

 

3. How are student teaching assignments designed for ensuring candidates meet diversity 

competencies and requirements? 

 

4b.3a Process to Ensure Candidates Meet Diversity Requirements 

4b.3b Field Experience Overview 

4b.3c Field Placement history 

4a.3a Student teaching application 

4a.1a Diversity teaching summary evaluation data 
4a.1b Diversity student teaching lesson observations data 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

 

4. How and when is feedback regarding diversity competencies discussed by faculty? 

4b.4a Narrative of accreditation meetings and data day 

5. How is feedback addressing diversity competencies provided to and/or discussed with initial 

and advanced candidates? 

 

4a.1c Diversity items in teacher work sample data 

4b.1df Student Lesson Sample Feedback 

 

6. What happens when a candidate’s coursework or performance in the field does not met the 

expected required level? 

 

4b.3d New Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument 

 

7. Is the plan to recruit more diverse faculty still being actively pursued by the university? 

4b.7a TU diversity action plan 

8. Are there active efforts to recruit potential candidates and retain current candidates from 

underrepresented populations? 

 

4b.8a School of Urban Education Luncheons 

 

9. What do candidates, completers, mentors and employers say about TU’s preparation regarding 

a candidate’s or a completer’s ability to help all students learn? Can responders provide 

specific examples? 

 

4b.9a Candidate exit survey 
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STANDARD FIVE: Faculty Diversity 
 

Standard 5 Exhibits: 
 

5.5 Evidence for the BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 

 

1. 5d The unit needs to provide evidence describing the collaborative process with unit faculty 

and the faculty from other units designed to improve candidate learning and the 

preparation of educators. 

 

 Teacher Professional Education Council, Mission statement and general guidelines for 

service 

 TU's role in bolstering teacher workforce diversity (10/19/2016) Dr. Tan and Dr. 

Lisenbee, flyer 

 TU's role in bolstering teacher workforce diversity (3/8/2017), Dr. Tan, flyer 

 Native American Science Competition and STEM conference (11/24/2014), Dr. Brown, 

flyer and EPSCOR/TU results handbook 

 DeafSTEM ("Camp for Deaf Kids" in CAS Fall 2014 newsletter), Dr. Baker and Brown, 

TU A&S Newsletter, Fall 2014 

 Tulsa STEM Grants (2010-present) Dr. Meadows, one-page summary 

 STARS 2015, STARS Youth Mentoring Program 2016 and STARS @ Night Program. 

Dr. Lisenbee, one-page summary 

 Advancing Inclusive Practices: Professional Learning and Mentorship for Early Career 

Teachers (2016-2017), Dr. Tan and Lisenbee, one-page summary 

 UTeach meeting and grant abstract, Dr. Tan 

 Four grants over the past five years have community service and diversity built within 

their curriculum, Dr. Brown: 2016 OK STEM Competition Academy; 2014 & 2015, 

Native American STEM competitions and teacher conferences; 2015, 2016, 2017 

Summer Technology Education and Collaborative (TEC Academies), 2013 Deaf STEM 

Project, summary document 

 

2. 5f The unit needs to provide evidence that professional development opportunities are based 

upon evaluation data. 

 

 Circular process for evaluation leading to professional development handout 

 Performance Inventory for Faculty form (blank) 

 Dr. Lisenbee’s evaluations (from courses taught), an example 

 SmartEvals example of questions asked and a summary of faculty evaluations from 

2014-16 

 

3. 5e The unit needs to provide evidence describing how the faculty evaluation process relates 

to an impacts faculty teaching, scholarship, and service. 

 

 Performance Inventory for Faculty (blank) 
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 School of Urban Education. Statement of Criteria for Promotion and Tenure 

 Indicators of Performance for Teaching, Research & Service at TU 

 Example of Performance Inventory Form with goals related to student evaluations 

(highlighted for clarity) 

 

4. 5b The unit needs to provide evidence describing the process of teaching and assessment of 

the candidates’ learning. 

 

 Syllabi lists Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) for each course aligned with the ten 

Oklahoma General Competencies for Teacher Licensure and Certification and the 

appropriate Specialized Professional Association (SPA) under the section, 

 Course Goals and Student Learning Outcomes so assignments can be aligned with each 

SLO to assess students’ mastery. 

 School of Urban Education Course Alignment with Oklahoma General Competencies 

 Children’s Literature syllabus as an example 

 

5. 5b The unit needs to provide evidence describing how faculty teaching supports candidate 

reflection, critical thinking, problem solving and professional dispositions. 

 

 Examples of “how faulty teaching supports candidate reflection, critical thinking, 

problem solving and professional dispositions.” (include examples for candidate 

reflection, problem solving and professional dispositions from EDUC 1101, 4123, 2103, 

3733, 3313. 4143, 3323, 4214,4221, and others). 

 Case studies used to reflect, critically think, and review professional dispositions related 

to cultural differences and diversity with students in 2103: 

 
“The new student”: This is one example of a hypothetical scenario/case study that is used in the 

Education 2103 (Foundations of Education) course which asks candidates to try to resolve 
realistic problems that policymakers, administrators, teachers, and other educational stakeholders 

may face. 

Students read the scenario, and then the professor facilitates small and large group discussion 

about it. 

“Equal but separate”: This is one example of a hypothetical scenario/case study that is used in 

the Education 2103 (Foundations of Education) course which asks candidates to critically 

evaluate various claims and decisions made by policymakers, administrators, teachers, and other 

educational stakeholders.  Students read the scenario, and then the professor facilitates small and 

large group discussion about it. 

 

 Professional Dispositions Assessment Instrument self-evaluation (PDAI) completed in 

2013 

 

6. 5b The unit needs to provide evidence describing how the faculty uses a variety of 

instructional methods. 

 

 Instructional methods used by faculty in coursework 
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 Technology for Instructors (EDUC 3171/7043), various instructional methods summary 

 EDUC 2103 various instructional methods summary 

 EDUC 3303 various instructional methods summary 

 Dr. Brown, Advanced Programs, various instructional methods summary 

 EDUC 1101 various instructional methods summary 

 

Other Standard 5 evidence 

 Faculty qualifications table for Urban Ed, Ed Studies and other methods courses faculty 

 Graduate faculty status educational studies chart 

 Contact list of faculty for Urban Ed, Ed Studies and other methods courses 

 

STANDARD SIX:  Unit Governance and Resources 

 
Standard 6 Exhibits: 

 

6.5 Evidence for the BOE Team to validate during the onsite visit 
 

1. 6a The unit needs to provide evidence describing the collaborative decision making process 

which should include every faculty member involved in educator preparation. More evidence 

is needed describing faculty collaboration efforts. Evidence 6a.14 is not very informative. 
 

A typed-narrative description of the collaborative process of the Teacher Education Council, 

which is made up of representatives of the program areas involved in teacher education, was 

provided to the onsite reviewers. In addition, the Teacher Education Council notebook that 

includes meeting agendas, meeting minutes, and attendance lists were provided. 
 

2. 6a The unit needs to provide evidence describing the organizational and leadership structure 

for the unit, addressing the leadership of the Graduate programs and the advantages of a 

rotating unit Director position. 

 

Interviews were scheduled with the Dean of Arts and Sciences and the Provost were 

conducted. 
 

3. 6b The unit needs to provide evidence describing at least a 3-year budget history for the unit. 
 

Three years' budget comparing the School of Urban Education, College of Arts and Sciences 

with the Department of Communication Sciences and Disorders, Oxley College of Health 

Sciences 
 

4. 6a The unit needs to provide evidence describing the faculty’s role in program design, 

implementation and evaluation. 
 

An explanation of faculty involvement in design, implementation, and evaluation of programs 

was provided. In addition, the A&S Curriculum Committee processes that provides oversite 

for program modifications, submitting new courses, etc. were provided. 
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5. 6a The unit needs to clarify the programs offered. Evidence I27 appears to be in conflict with 

the IR Chapter 6. 
 

We acknowledged that a mistake had been made and provided a correction of the error. 
 

6. 6a The unit needs to provide additional information about the second advisory group 

mentioned in the IR Chapter 6 Continuous Improvement section and more information about 

the actual purpose and functioning of the Teacher Education Council group. 
 

A description of the mission of the advisory board, which serves in an advisory capacity for 

the advanced programs, was provided in the Advanced Programs notebook. 

 

 

OKLAHOMA STATE REQUIREMENTS REPORT 
 

Oklahoma State Requirements Exhibits: 
 

Requirement 1:  Candidate Portfolios (Initial and Advanced) 

c. No evidence of handbook, rubrics, assessments, alignments, etc. provided. 

 

Handbook (rev. 2016): 

1. Part 3, P. 15- Portfolio 

2. Part 2, P. 13- Admission Requirements 

3. P. 24- Field Experience expectations 

4. P. 36- Appendices (All rubrics) 

Feedback form for field experience expectations 

Lesson Plan/Rubric 

Student Teaching Lesson Observation 

Student Teaching Evaluation 

Disposition Survey/Rubric 

Questionnaire for Cooperating Teachers 

Sample Resume 

Chalk & Wire Handbook 

 

Requirement 2:  Foreign Language Requirement (Initial 

a. (novice high level shills in a foreign language). 

 

 Balance sheets for all programs 

 Transcripts with confirmed degrees 

 

Requirement 3:  Input from Stakeholders (Initial and Advanced): 

a. Lack of information provided on the advisory boards, such as membership, meeting dates 

and minutes. Exhibit(s): 

 

 Teacher Education Council (TEC) Advisory Council Notebook and Minutes notebook 
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 School of Urban Education Advisory Board notebook 

 

Requirement 4:  Content Preparation (Initial 
c. Lack of evidence provided to support statement in IR regarding content of EDUC 4971/7971 

and EDUC 4013/6403. 

 

 Chart- Progression of teacher candidates through Teacher Education Program 

 TU Core Curriculum Balance Sheet 

 Transcripts & Balance Sheets for completers showing completion of required 12 hours in 

the following areas: 

 Math 

 Language arts 

 Social studies 

 Science 

 

c. Lack of evidence provided to support statement in the IR regarding the content of EDUC 

4971/7971 and EDUC 4013/6403. Exhibit(s): 

 

 OSDE Video: Michelle Sutherlin - Drugs and Alcohol in Schools 

 OSDE Video: Michelle Sutherlin - What to Do When You Are Concerned About a 

Student’s Mental Health 

 Classroom Management: Kagan Structures PPT/Lesson Plan 

 Harry Wong PPT- Using the First Days of School 

 School Safety:  Ty Wardlow, Director of Safety, Union Public Schools 

 Child Abuse: Sarah McAmis, Former Tulsa Assistant District Attorney 

 Urban Education: Millard House, Consultant-Forward Thinking in Urban Education 

 Syllabi: EDUC 4971/7971, EDUC 4013/6403 

 Agendas 2012-2016: EDUC 4971/7971 Seminar in Student Teaching 

 Certification: Steps to Online Certification Application with the OSDE 

 

Requirement 5:  Advisement (Initial) 
c. The IR did not indicate that the advisement includes information regarding supply and demand 

and salary structure. 

 

 Speaker: Mrs. Shelly Holly-TU Career Service 

 EDUC 4971 Seminar in Student Teaching Agenda 

 Job Search Handbook, P. 53- Supply and Demand 

 What Can I Do With This Major? 

 How to Work a Job Fair 

 Writing a Resume 

 Mr. Coy Nesbit-TPS Recruiter 

 Flyer- Join Thousands of Exceptional Minds Teaching at TPS 
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Requirement 6:  Field Experiences (Initial and Advanced) 

c. Reference: Exhibit: 2.3 Undergraduate Transitions Chart 

1) P.5 only shows a total of field experience hours.  The chart does not show hours required and 

obtained by individual course number. 

2) Documents how diversity is met through field experiences. 
3) Check Point II 3, Measurements and Evaluation for EDUC 3733 under Competency 8 and 9 

needs clarification. 

 

 Field Experience Internship Chart 

 Calendar showing 80 days of Student Teaching 

 See Standard 3, #4 Guidelines for assuring diversity is met through field experiences 

 

Requirement 7: Admission Requirements 

c. Application states: Achievement of GPA average 3.0 in Professional Ed. Courses one of being 

EDUC 1101 and 2103. Further down the application it states: Achievement of at least a “C” in 

EDIC 1101 and EDUC 2103.  This seems to be a contradiction of a candidate has only taken the 

two courses and achieved a “C.”  It seems the candidate would have met only one requirement 

and not the other of obtaining a 3.0. 

 

 Statement of clarification submitted 

 

Requirement 8: Exit Requirements (Initial and Advanced) 

c. Reference: Exhibit 3.6 Balance Sheets, under B.M.E. the minimum of TU GPA is not stated. 

 

 Teacher Education Undergraduate Application submitted as evidence of GPA for B.M.E. 

 Handbook P.13 

 

Requirement 9:  Faculty Professional Development (Initial and Advanced) 

c. Tracking and accountability for faculty inventory form. 

 

 Notebook included Performance Inventory for Faculty forms for faculty members 

 

Requirement 10:  Alternative Placement Program (Initial and Advanced) 

c. The unit has a plan for candidates interested in pursuing Alternative Placement but no 

evidence. 

 

Alternative Placement Folder: 

 Chart for contact entries 

 Alternative Placement Process 

 Checklist for Alternative Certification Application-School of Urban Education 

 Alternative Certification Program of Study 

 HB 3025 

 Eligibility for the Alternative Placement Program 

 OSDE Website 
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Alternative Placement Program for Teacher Education 

(http://sde.ok.gov/sde/okla-alternative-placement-programs-teacher-certification) 

 

Complete listing of all Exhibits for Advanced Programs 
 

Assessment System for Advanced and Graduate Initial Exhibits: 
 

Grad student and teaching assistant handbook 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - content pedagogy analysis 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - GPA analysis 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MSMSE 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MTA 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MEd 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Grad project assessments 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Criteria to be admitted into grad program 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Graduate admissions committee meeting agenda 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Grad transcript review process 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Grad admission process 

Standard 1.4.1 evidence to meet standard - GPA review process 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard 
Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - content pedagogy data analysis 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Lesson plans evaluations 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - GPA analysis 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard- Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MSMSE 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MTA 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MEd 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Grad project assessments 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Criteria to be admitted into grad program 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Graduate admissions committee meeting agenda 

Standard 1.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Grad admission process 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Explanation of the PDAI - evaluation 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Explanation of the CITI program 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Rubric for Statement of Purpose 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Evaluation of statement of Purpose 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Explanation of the PDAI - evaluation 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MTA 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MSMSE 

Standard 1.4.4 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - MEd 

Standard 1.5.2 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 1.5.2 evidence to meet standard - Advanced Program Assessment Chart 

Standard 1.5.2 evidence to meet standard - Assessment System for Advanced and Graduate and 

Initial 

http://sde.ok.gov/sde/okla-%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20alternative-placement-programs-teacher-certification
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Standard 1.5.2 evidence to meet standard - Explanation of the PDAI - evaluation 

Standard 1.5.2 evidence to meet standard - Teaching evaluations 2014-2016 - All 

Standard 1.5.5 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 1.5.5 evidence to meet standard - Explanation of the PDAI - evaluation 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard- Explanation of the PDAI - evaluation 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard -Lesson plans evaluations 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard -Lesson plans evaluations 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard - Average Graduate Teaching Evaluation 

Standard 1.5.8 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard - Disaggregated Data on Student Learning 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard - Disaggregated Data on Student Learning - 

Assessment 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard -Assessment System for Advanced and Graduate and 

Initial 

Standard 1.5.7 evidence to meet standard - Student Presentation Teaching Rubric 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Assessment System for Advanced and Graduate and 

Initial 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Key Assessments 
Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Key Assessments aligned with INTASK 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Grad project assessments 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Disaggregated Data on Student Learning - 

Assessment 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard - Process for Accepting Grad Students 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - GPA analysis 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Evaluation of Letters of recommendation and Rubric 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Evaluation of Statement of Purpose and Rubric 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Scoring Guide for Research Project 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Scoring Guide for Capstone Project 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Capstone Project evaluation 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - List of Research Papers in Research Colloquium 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Scoring Guide for Research Project 

Standard 2.4.3 evidence to meet standard  - Explanation of the CITI program 

Standard 3.1.2 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 3.1.2 evidence to meet standard - Graduate Advisory Council Mission and Minutes 

Standard 3.1.4 evidence to meet standard - Field Experience for Grad Program 

Standard 3.1.4 evidence to meet standard - Field Experience Table 

Standard 3.1.4 evidence to meet standard - Field Experience Form 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - Narrative for student going through grad program 

scenario 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - Field Experience for Grad Program 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - Field Experience Table 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - Field Experience Form 
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Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - EDUC 7043 Syllabus 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - EDUC 7290 Syllabus 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - EDUC 7973 Syllabus 

Standard 3.1.5 evidence to meet standard - EDUC 7153 Syllabus 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Disaggregated Data on Student Learning 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Process for Accepting Grad Students 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - GPA analysis 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Evaluation of Letters of recommendation and Rubric 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Evaluation of Statement of Purpose and Rubric 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Criteria to be admitted into grad program 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Transcript evaluation 

Standard 4.4 evidence to meet standard - Diversity Criteria 

Standard 5.4.1 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 5.4.1 evidence to meet standard - E-mails with Content faculty for feedback 

Standard 5.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Methods of Instruction for all Faculty 

Standard 5.4.1 evidence to meet standard - Methods of Instruction for all Faculty - Diversity 

explanation 

Standard 5.4.2 evidence to meet standard 

Standard 5.4.2 evidence to meet standard - Explanation of Tenure process for profess 

development 

Standard 5.4.2 evidence to meet standard - Henneke Center for profess development 

State Report evidence, Initial and Advanced 



OEQA – Site Visit 
Participants - February 26, 2017 

Sign-In Sheets 

 

 

 

Community Partners 

Diana Higgins, TSHA, Inc 

Jennifer Freese, Happy Hands Ed. Center, Assistant Director 

 
Advanced Completers 

Brooke Smart, University of Tulsa 

Melissa Stirling, Holland Hall 

Justin McCrackin, Jenks High School 

 
Employers/Community Partners 

Michael L. Mills, Associate Dean for Community Relations 

True Blue Neighbors 

 
University Supervisors 

Jolly Meadows, Field Experience Coordinator 

Peggy Lisenbee, Elementary Education 

David Brown, Secondary Education 

 
Initial Completers 

Tameko Collins (Lloyd), Elem Ed, Mark Twain Elementary 

Brittany Colle (Johnston), Elem Ed, Mayo Demonstration School 

Michael Mancini, pursuing MA in Ed Studies 

Kathryn Holtvogt, Deaf Ed & Elem Ed, Wright Elementary 

 
Cooperating Teachers 

None 

APPENDIX B 



OEQA – Site Visit 
Participants - February 27, 2017 

Sign-In Sheets 

 

 

 

Advisory Board 

Bradley Eddy, Tulsa Public Schools 

Pat Hollingsworth, University School 

Ronda Kesler, Tulsa Public Schools, Principal of Kendall-Whittier Elementary 

 
Initial Candidates 

Raegene Riggs 

Lauren Lomax 

Jessica Hickerson 

Emma Moseley 

Katrina Ukena 

Sara Drost 

Anita O’Daniel 

Deana Mobley 

Keisuke Murata 

Carlton Danforth 

Casey Martin 

 
Cooperating Teacher 

Mindy Bettridge, Vocal Music, Choral Director, Owasso High School 

 
Student Teaching Supervisor 

Mary H. Moody, Speech Language Pathology 

Samantha Beam, Exercise Sports Science 

Peggy Lisenbee, Elementary Education 

David Brown, Secondary Education 

Jolly Meadows, Field Experience Coordinator 

 
Teacher Education Council 

Samantha Beams, Exercise Sports Science 

Richard Wagner, Music 

Bill Coberly, Math 

Kimberly Adams, Math 



 

Advanced Candidates 

Amy Moore (M.Ed.) 

Scott Kuehn (MSMSE) 

Steve Haunga (MSMSE) 

Craig Suits (MSMSE) 

Kelsey Kindbom (MTA) 

 
UG Faculty 

Sharon Baker, Deaf Education 

Samantha Beams, Exercise Sports Science 

 
Advanced Programs 

David Brown, MSMSE, MTA, MEd 

Paula Cadogan, Speech/Path Program 

 
Interview with Controller 

Michael Thesenvitz, Controller 

Sharon Baker, Deaf Educ 

Sue Gruen, Assistant to the Dean, Arts & Sciences 

 
Portfolio Process 

Diane Beals, Education Studies 

Jolly Meadows, Field Experience Coordinator 

Avi Mintz, Education Studies 

 
Assessment Committee 

Peggy Lisenbee, Elementary Education 

Josh Corngold, Education Studies 

Diane Beals, Education Studies 

 
Conceptual Framework, Curriculum, and Field Experiences 

Jolly Meadows, Field Experience Coordinator 

David Brown, Secondary Education 

 

Other Interview participants: 

Cooperating teacher: 

During tour of Kendall Whittier Elementary, Ashley Heaps, 2nd grade 


