2014 EPP Annual Report

CAEP ID: | 10669 | AACTE SID: | 4735

Institution: | Utah State University

EPP: | School Counseling

Section 1. AIMS Profile

After reviewing and/or updating the Educator Preparation Provider's (EPP's) profile in AIMS, check the box to indicate that
the information available is accurate.

In AIMS, the following information is current and accurate...

Agree Disagree
Contact person = 3]
EPP characteristics @® O
Program listings @® O

Section 2. Program Completers
How many candidates completed programs that prepared them to work in preschool through grade 12 settings during
Academic Year 2012-2013 ?

Enter a numeric value for each textbox.

Number of completers in programs leading to initial teacher certification or licensure lo

Number of completers in programs leading to a degree, endorsement, or some other
credential that prepares the holder to serve in P-12 schools (Do not include those 124
completers counted above.)

Total number of program completers 24

Section 3. Substantive Changes
Have any of the following substantive changes occurred at your educator preparation provider or
institution/organization during the 2012-2013 academic year?

3.1 Changes in the published mission or objectives of the institution/organization or the EPP

No Change / Not Applicable
3.2 The addition of programs of study at a degree or credential level different from those that were offered
when most recently accredited

No Change / Not Applicable

3.3 The addition of courses or programs that represent a significant departure, in terms of either content or
delivery, from those that were offered when most recently accredited

The program responded to national and state initiatives to increase post-secondary education awareness,
engagement and completion by current K-12 students. The faculty implemented changes to program curriculum

hich focuses on what is referred to in the field as "college and career readiness." A new course was developed to
develop skills required to achieve desired outcomes, and existing courses incorporated curriculum to support the
effort. A proposal has been submitted to change the specialization on transcripts to MEd - School Counseling and
College and Career Readiness.

3.4 A contract with other providers for direct instructional services, including any teach-out agreements
No Change / Not Applicable

Any change that means the EPP no longer satisfies accreditation standards or requirements:

3.5 Change in regional accreditation status
No Change / Not Applicable

3.6 Change in state program approval
No Change / Not Applicable

Section 4. Display of candidate performance data.



Table 1.1 Number of Students, by Cohort

Cohg;tt:tart Statewide/Kaysville Number of Students
2008 Kaysville (Face-to-Face) 24
2009 Statewide (Broadcast) 57
2010 Kaysville (Face-to-Face) 24
Table 1.2 GPA at Admission
Average GPA upon
Cohort N admittance (last 60 SD Range
credits)
2008 (Face-to-Face) 24 3.467 0.270 3.03-3.98
2009 (Broadcast) 57 3.558 0.242 2.97 -3.99
2010 (Face-to-Face) 24 3.504 0.244 3.07-3.94
Total 105 3.525 0.249 2.97 -3.99
Table 1.3 Graduate Record Exam (GRE) scores
Cohort N Average GRE Average GRE Average GRE Average GRE
Raw Verbal Verbal Raw Quantitative Quantitative
Score Percentile Rank Score Percentile Rank
2008 (Face to Face) 8 483.75 57.57 578.25 42.00
2009 (Broadcast) 15 508.00 62.67 610.67 51.20
2010 (Face-to-Face) 7 521.43 64.43 607.14 37.86
Total 30 504.67 61.72 601.20 45.63

Table 1.4 Miller Analogy Test (MAT) scores of admitted students

Cohort

2008 (Face to Face)
2009 (Broadcast)
2010 (Face-to-Face)

N Average MAT Average MAT
Raw Score Percentile Rank
15 414.00 68.31
42 411.07 67.14
17 409.06 65.44
Total 74 411.20 66.99

Table 1.5 Gender of Admitted Students

Cohort

2008 (Face-to-Face)
2009 (Broadcast)
2010 (Face-to-Face)
Total

Number Number Male Total N Percent Female
Female

19 5 24 79.00%

41 16 57 71.93%

16 8 24 66.67%

76 29 105





Table 1.6 Race/Ethnicity Indicated by Admitted Students 2008-2010

Cohort White Black Multicultural Hispanic Unspecified, Total
non- non- other*
Hispanic  Hispanic

2008 (Face to 15 0 0 0 9 24

Face)

2009 49 0 2 2 5 58

(Broadcast)

2010 (Face-to- 20 0 1 2 1 24

Face)

Total 84 0 3 4 15 106

Table 4.1 Professional School Counselor Praxis Il Scores

Cohort Group 2008 2009 2010* Combined
Mean = 694.00 Mean = 698.60 Mean = 683.33 Mean = 696.91
Range: 590-730 Range: 620-750 Range: 640-720 Range: 590 - 750
SD =42.224 SD =32.951 SD =40.415 SD =35.33
N=15 N =50 N=3 N =68

Qualifying

Score Rate 93.33% 100% 100% 98.53%

*Beginning in 2013, new scoring was introduced for the Praxis Il Exam. For students from the
2010 cohort who took the Praxis Exam using the new scoring Mean = 175.85; Range: 161-186;
SD =7.278; N = 20; Qualifying Score Rate = 100%; Combined Qualifying Score Rate = 98.86

There were no statistically significant differences across cohorts for Praxis scores.

Table 4.2 Internship Supervisor Ratings by Domain

2008* 2009* 2010**
Professional School Mean = 4.97 Mean = 4.85 Mean = 8.27
Counselor Identity Range: 4.80 — 5.00 Range: 3.60-5.00 Range: 4.60-9.00
SD =0.071 SD =0.283 SD =0.237
N =15 N =56 N =23
Social & Cultural Mean = 4.67 Mean = 4.75 Mean = 7.99
Diversity Range: 4.00 — 5.00 Range: 3.75-5.00 Range: 5.00-9.00
SD =0.384 SD =0.332 SD=1.05
N=12 N =49 N =23
Human Growth & Mean = 4.82 Mean = 4.75 Mean = 8.04
Development Range: 4.40 - 5.00 Range: 3.40-5.00 Range: 6.25-9.00
SD =0.242 SD =0.345 SD =0.749
N=14 N =57 N=21
Career Development | Mean = 4.80 Mean = 4.72 Mean = 8.10
Range: 4.00 — 5.00 Range: 4.00 —5.00 Range: 6.31—9.00






SD =0.313 SD =0. 340 SD =0.801
N=12 N = 46 N =18
Helping Mean = 4.75 Mean = 4.73 Mean = 8.08
Relationships Range: 3.80 - 5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 6.20-9.00
SD =0.390 SD =0.405 SD =0.766
N=14 N =53 N =23
Group Work Mean =4.71 Mean = 4.77 Mean = 8.02
Range: 3.50 - 5.00 Range: 3.25 - 5.00 Range: 6.00—9.00
SD =0.485 SD =0.412 SD =0.870
N=14 N =50 N=18
Assessment Mean =4.71 Mean = 4.62 Mean = 8.03
Range: 4.00 — 5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.94 -9.00
SD =0.464 SD =0.475 SD =0.813
N =10 N =46 N =20
Research & Mean = 4.74 Mean = 4.70 Mean = 8.14
Program Evaluation | Range: 4.00 — 5.00 Range: 3.00 —5.00 Range: 5.75-9.00
SD =0.375 SD =.398 SD =0.897
N=12 N =46 N=19
Comprehensive Mean = 4.77 Mean = 4.80 Mean = 8.35
Counseling & Range: 4.00 - 5.00 Range: 3.00 - 5.00 Range: 6.20 —9.00
Guidance Program SD =0.390 SD = 0.367 SD =0.792
Management N=11 N =52 N=19
Foundations of Mean = 4.72 Mean = 4.73 Mean = 8.09
School Counseling Range: 3.75-5.00 Range: 3.25 -5.00 Range: 6.25-9.00
SD =0.434 SD =0.388 SD =0.884
N =13 N =55 N =22
Contextual Mean = 4.89 Mean = 4.83 Mean = 8.34
Dimensions of Range: 4.50 — 5.00 Range: 3.50 — 5.00 Range: 5.25-9.00
School Counseling SD =0.182 SD =0.286 SD =0.819
N=14 N =56 N =23
Additional Mean = 4.78 Mean = 4.72 Mean = 8.013
Knowledge & Skill Range: 4.00 - 5.00 Range: 3.25-5.00 Range: 6.25-9.00
Requirements SD =0.363 SD =0.420 SD =0.802
N=11 N =53 N=14

* Ratings of 2008 and 2008 interns were completed using a 5-point Likert scale where 5 = Excellent, 4 =
Good, 3 = Satisfactory, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor
** Ratings of 2010 interns were completed using a 9-point Likert scale where 9 = Outstanding, 8 =
Excellent, 7 = Well Above Average, 6 = Slightly Above Average, 5 = Average, 4 = Slightly Below

Average, 3 = Well Below Average, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor

*#* N varies within cohort because not every intern had experiences and received ratings within each

item of each domain.

*#x* [tem ranges are not whole numbers because domain scores are a composite of four or five

individual items.

The comparison of means for the various cohorts calculated using ANOVAs indicate that
there are no statistically significant differences across cohorts between the 2008 and 2009
cohorts. The 2010 cohort could not be directly compared due to the introduction of the
new item scaling on the Internship Supervisor Evaluation form.






Table 4.3 Cumulative GPA in School Counseling Program

Cohort 2008 2009 2010 Combined
Group
Mean = 3.84 Mean = 3.76 Mean = 3.75 Mean = 3.77
Range: 3.54 — Range: 3.26 — Range: 3.23 - Range: 3.23 -
4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
SD =.1634 SD =.1834 SD =.1955 SD =.1841
N =17 N =57 N=24 N =98

*Note: There are differences in sample size for each cohort across variables due to variability in the data
available for each student based on unique patterns of engagement in the program.

There were no statistically significant differences across cohorts for cumulative GPA in
the school counseling program.

Table 4.5 Grades in Courses Related to Understanding Diversity and Student Problems

PSY 6530
Developmental
Psychology

PSY 6350
Intro to Theories
of Intervention

PSY 6290
Diversity Issues
in Treatment &
Assessment

PSY 6130
Evidence-based
Practice

PSY 6220
Group
Counseling

PSY 6340
Psychological &
Educational
Consultation

2008
Mean = 3.82
Range: 2.67 — 4.00
SD =.355
N =17

Mean = 3.67
Range: 3.33-4.00
SD =.205

N=17

Mean = 3.88
Range: 3.00-4.00
SD =.288

N=17

Mean = 3.77
Range: 3.00-4.00
SD =.307

N =17

Mean = 3.90
Range: 3.00—4.00
SD =.283

N =17

Mean = 3.88
Range: 3.33-4.00
SD =.235

N=17

2009
Mean = 3.79
Range: 3.00 - 4.00
SD =.272
N =57

Mean = 3.72
Range: 2.67 - 4.00
SD =.316

N =56

Mean = 3.53
Range: 3.00 —4.00
SD = .458

N =57

Mean = 3.81
Range: 2.00-4.00
SD =.345

N =57

Mean = 3.51
Range: 2.67 —4.00
SD = 471

N =56

Mean = 3.88
Range: 3.00—4.00
SD =.205

N =57

2010
Mean = 3.79
Range: 2.67 - 4.00
SD =.272
N=24

Mean = 3.61
Range: 3.00 - 4.00
SD = .322

N =24

Mean = 3.46
Range: 3.00 —4.00
SD = .470

N =24

Mean = 4.00
Range: 4.00 —-4.00
SD =.000

N =24

Mean = 3.32
Range: 2.00 —4.00
SD =.506

N =24

Mean = 3.93
Range: 3.67 —4.00
SD =.137

N =24

Combined
Mean = 3.76
Range: 2.67 —4.00
SD = .310
N =98

Mean = 3.69
Range: 2.67 —4.00
SD =.302

N=97

Mean = 3.57
Range: 3.00 —4.00
SD = 458

N =98

Mean = 3.85
Range: 2.00 -4.00
SD =.303

N =98

Mean = 3.53
Range: 2.00 —4.00
SD = .488

N =97

Mean = 3.89
Range: 3.00-4.00
SD =.195

N =98





* There are differences in sample size for each cohort across variables due to variability in the data
available for each student based on unique patterns of engagement in the program (such as leaves of
absence or students completing internships in non-traditional school counseling settings).

Table 4.6 ANOVA for Grades in Courses Related to Understanding Diversity and
Student Problems

df F p

PSY 6530 2 2.083 130
PSY 6350 2 1.160 318
PSY 6290 2 5.554 .005*
PSY 6130 or 6150 2 4.445 .014*
PSY 6220 2 8.346 .000*
PSY 6340 2 645 527
*p <.05

Table 4.7 Multiple Comparisons of Grades in Courses Related to Understanding
Diversity and Student Problems

Dependent Variable* Mean Std. Error p 95% Confidence
Cohort Cohort Difference Interval
Lower Upper
PSY 6290
2008 2009 .36744* 12096 012 .0666 .6683
2010 42402* 13876 012 .0790 7691
2009 2008 -.36744* 12096 012 -.6683 -.0666
2010 .05658 10651 .869 -.2083 .3215
2010 2008 -.42402* 13876 012 -.7691 -.0790
2009 -.05658 10651 .869 -.3215 .2083
PSY 6130
2008 2009 -.04225 .08101 873 -.2437 1592
2010 -.23471* .09293 046 -.4658 -.0036
2009 2008 .04225 .08101 873 -.1592 2437
2010 -.19246* 07133 .030 -.3698 -.0151
2010 2008 23471* .09293 046 .0036 4658
2009 .19246* .07133 .030 .0151 .3698
PSY 6220
2008 2009 .39569* 12579 .009 .0828 .7086
2010 .58218* 14400 .001 .2240 .9403
2009 2008 -.39569* 12579 .009 -.7086 -.0828
2010 .18649 11083 248 -.0892 4621
2010 2008 -.58218* 14400 .001 -.9403 -.2240
2009 -.18649 11083 248 -.4621 .0892
*p <.05

** Only courses identified as presenting a statistically significant difference on the basis
of ANOVA:s are included.





Table 4.8 Internship Supervisor Ratings of Items Related to Understanding of Diversity

2008 2009 2010

Domain 2 Item 3 Mean = 4.75 Mean = 4.74 Mean = 8.09
Engages in social Range: 4.00 —-5.00 Range: 3.00 -5.00 Range: 5.00 —9.00
justice, advocacy and  SD =.380 SD = 453 SD =1.030
conflict resolution N=14 N =54 N =23
Domain 3 Item 1 Mean = 4.67 Mean = 4.74 Mean = 7.98
Demonstrates Range: 4.00 -5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.00-9.00
understanding of the SD =.450 SD = .537 SD =1.049
nature & needs of N =15 N =57 N =22
individual and families
across the lifespan
Domain 3 Item 2 Mean = 4.97 Mean = 4.83 Mean = 7.97
Demonstrates skills in ~ Range: 4.50 —-5.00 Range: 4.00 -5.00 Range: 4.00 —9.00
assisting in successful ~ SD =.129 SD =.361 SD =1.088
transitions for students N =15 N =57 N =23
Domain 3 Item 3 Mean = 4.75 Mean =4.71 Mean =7.74
Recognizes different Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 3.00 -5.00 Range: 5.00 -9.00
learning styles & is SD = 427 SD = .483 SD=1.184
familiar with N=14 N =57 N =23
associated strategies
for student success
Domain 3 Item 5 Mean = 4.80 Mean = 4.63 Mean = 7.84
Demonstrates under- Range: 4.00 -5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.00-9.00
standing of the SD=.414 SD = .523 SD =1.030
implications of N =15 N =57 N =22
develop- mental
crises, disability,
exceptional behavior,
& psychopathology
Domain 11 Item 1 Mean = 5.00 Mean = 4.94 Mean = 8.67
Advocates for all Range: 5.00 — Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 7.00 —9.00
students 5.00 SD =.190 SD = .586

SD =.000 N =57 N =23

N =15

* Ratings of 2008 and 2008 interns were completed using a 5-point Likert scale where 5 = Excellent, 4 =
Good, 3 = Satisfactory, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor

** Ratings of 2010 interns were completed using a 9-point Likert scale where 9 = Outstanding, 8 =
Excellent, 7 = Well Above Average, 6 = Slightly Above Average, 5 = Average, 4 = Slightly Below
Average, 3 = Well Below Average, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor

**¥* N varies within cohort because not every intern had experiences and received ratings within each
item of each domain.





The comparison of means for the various cohorts calculated using ANOVAs indicate that
there are no statistically significant differences across cohorts between the 2008 and 2009
cohorts. The 2010 cohort could not be directly compared due to the introduction of the
new item scaling on the Internship Supervisor Evaluation form.

Table 4.10 Selected Results of Graduate Survey Item: How well did your training in the
program prepare you to deal with issues surrounding diversity/multiculturalism in your
schools? (5-point Likert Scale; 1 = Poor to 5 = excellent)

ltem 11-14
Mean = 4.05
Range: 2.00 -5.00

2000-2007

2008-2010

Combined

SD =.705
N =095

Mean = 3.86

Range: 3.00-5.00

SD =.650
N=21

Mean = 4.01

Range: 2.00 -5.00

SD =.697
N =116

Table 4.11 Internship Supervisor Ratings of Items Related to Learning to Learn

2008 2009 2010
Domain 4 Item 2 Mean = 4.93 Mean = 4.84 Mean = 8.10
Demonstrates ability =~ Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 3.67-5.00 Range: 6.50-9.00
to use electronic SD =.258 SD =.372 SD =.889
career information N =15 N =51 N =22
systems effectively
Domain 4 Item 4 Mean = 4.83 Range: Mean =4.57 Mean = 7.86
Demonstrates 4.00-5.00 Range: 3.50-5.00 Range: 5.75-9.00
understanding of the SD = .362 SD = .505 SD =1.040
relationship between ~ N =15 N =47 N =18
economic and labor
market factors and
career development
Domain 8 Item 1 Mean = 4.77 Mean = 4.97 Mean = 8.10

Demonstrates an

Range: 4.00-5.00

Range: 4.50-5.00

Range: 5.75-9.00





understanding of the
importance of
research in the school
counseling profession
as a tool for
evaluation of
programs and
interventions

Domain 8 Item 2
Demonstrates an
understanding of
procedures for data
gathering, analysis,
and presentation

Domain 8 Item 3
Demonstrates under-
standing of the ways
that technology and
statistical methods are
used in conducting
research and program
evaluation

Domain 8 Item 4
Ability to
communicate research
to administrators and
policy makers

Domain 10 Item 4
Demonstrates
knowledge of current
and emerging
technology in school
guidance counseling,
and implements
appropriate new
technologies

SD =.362
N =33

Mean = 4.80
Range: 4.00 -5.00
SD = .368

N =15

Mean =4.71
Range: 4.00-5.00
SD = .426

N=14

Mean = 4.75
Range: 4.00 -5.00
SD =.399

N =12

Mean = 4.83
Range: 4.00 —5.00
SD =.362

N=15

SD =.129
N =15

Mean = 4.76
Range: 3.00 - 5.00
SD = .503

N =57

Mean = 4.72
Range: 3.00 - 5.00
SD = .486

N =56

Mean = 4.59
Range: 3.00 - 5.00
SD = .537

N =55

Mean = 4.84
Range: 4.00 - 5.00
SD =.361

N =55

SD =.978
N =22

Mean = 7.94
Range: 5.75 -9.00
SD =1.009

N =22

Mean = 8.06
Range: 5.75-9.00
SD =.985

N =22

Mean = 8.13
Range: 5.75-9.00
SD =.918

N =19

Mean = 7.97
Range: 5.00 —9.00
SD =.895

N =22

* Ratings of 2008 and 2008 interns were completed using a 5-point Likert scale where 5 = Excellent, 4 =
Good, 3 = Satisfactory, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor
** Ratings of 2010 interns were completed using a 9-point Likert scale where 9 = Outstanding, 8 =
Excellent, 7 = Well Above Average, 6 = Slightly Above Average, 5 = Average, 4 = Slightly Below
Average, 3 = Well Below Average, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor
*** N varies within cohort because not every intern had experiences and received ratings within each

item of each domain.

*kx* Some ratings are not whole numbers because some students were rated by multiple supervisors.
Their scores are a mean of the ratings provided for each item across supervisors.





The comparison of means for the various cohorts calculated using ANOVAs indicate that
there are no statistically significant differences across cohorts between the 2008 and 2009
cohorts. The 2010 cohort could not be directly compared due to the introduction of the

new item scaling on the Internship Supervisor Evaluation form.

Table 4.15 Practicum Classroom Supervisor Student Evaluation Ratings on Items Related
to Learning to Learn

2008 2009 2010* Combined

Item 4 Mean = 4.94 Mean = 4.79 Mean = 4.82
Flexibility in Range: 4.00 - 5.00 | Range: 3.00 - 5.00 Range: 3.00 — 5.00
approaching SD =.243 SD = .456 SD =.420
problems N =17 N =56 N =73
Item 7 Mean = 4.88 Mean = 4.91 Mean = 4.90
Eagerness to learn | Range: 4.00 —5.00 | Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 4.00 - 5.00
new skills SD =.332 SD =.288 SD = .297

N=17 N =56 N =73
Item 11 Mean =4.94 Mean = 4.68 Mean = 4.74
Ability to develop | Range: 4.00 —5.00 | Range: 3.00 -5.00 Range: 3.00 - 5.00
insight and solve SD =.243 SD =.508 SD = .472
problems facing N=17 N =56 N =73
school counselors

*Data for the 2010 cohort for the Practicum Classroom Supervisor Student Evaluation Ratings
were unavailable, due to being lost in the mail. Evaluations for subsequent cohorts are now being

hand delivered.

Table 4.16 Grades in Courses Related to Multicultural Awareness and Accuracy

PSY 6530
Developmental
Psychology

PSY 6290
Diversity Issues
in Treatment &
Assessment

PSY 6220
Group
Counseling

2008
Mean = 3.82
Range: 2.67 — 4.00
SD =.355
N =17

Mean = 3.88
Range: 3.00-4.00
SD =.288

N=17

Mean = 3.90
Range: 3.00 —4.00
SD =.283

N=17

2009
Mean = 3.79
Range: 3.00 - 4.00
SD =.272
N =57

Mean = 3.53
Range: 3.00 —4.00
SD = .458

N =57

Mean = 3.51
Range: 2.67 —4.00
SD = 471

N =56

2010 Combined
Mean = 3.65 Mean = 3.76
Range: 3.00-4.00 Range: 2.67 —4.00
SD =.347 SD =.310
N=24 N =98
Mean = 3.46 Mean = 3.57
Range: 3.00—-4.00 Range: 3.00-4.00
SD = .470 SD = .458
N =24 N =98
Mean = 3.32 Mean = 3.53
Range: 2.00-4.00 Range: 2.00-4.00
SD =.506 SD = .488
N =24 N =97





* There are differences in sample size for each cohort across variables due to variability in the data
available for each student based on unique patterns of engagement in the program.

Table 4.17 ANOVA for Grades in Courses Related to Multicultural Awareness and
Accuracy

df F p
PSY 6530 2 2.083 130
PSY 6290 2 5.554 .005*
PSY 6220 2 8.346 .000*
*p<.05

Table 4.18 Multiple Comparisons of Grades in Courses Related to Multicultural
Awareness and Accuracy

Dependent Variable* Mean Std. Error p 95% Confidence
Cohort Cohort Difference Interval
Lower Upper
PSY 6290
2008 2009 .36744* 12096 012 .0666 .6683
2010 42402* 13876 012 .0790 7691
2009 2008 -.36744* 12096 012 -.6683 -.0666
2010 .05658 10651 .869 -.2083 .3215
2010 2008 -.42402* 13876 012 -.7691 -.0790
2009 -.05658 10651 .869 -.3215 .2083
PSY 6220
2008 2009 .39569* 12579 .009 .0828 .7086
2010 .58218* 14400 .001 .2240 9403
2009 2008 -.39569* 12579 .009 -.7086 -.0828
2010 .18649 11083 248 -.0892 4621
2010 2008 -.58218* 14400 .001 -.9403 -.2240
2009 -.18649 11083 248 -.4621 .0892
*p<.05

** Only courses identified as presenting a statistically significant difference on the basis
of ANOVA:s are included.





Table 4.19 Internship Supervisor Ratings of Items Related to Multicultural Awareness

and Accuracy

2008 2009 2010

Domain 2 Item 3 Mean = 4.75 Mean = 4.74 Mean = 8.09
Engages in social Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.00 —9.00
justice, advocacy and  SD =.380 SD = 453 SD =1.030
conflict resolution N=14 N =54 N =23
Domain 3 Item 1 Mean = 4.67 Mean = 4.74 Mean = 7.98
Demonstrates Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.00-9.00
understanding of the SD =.450 SD = .537 SD =1.049
nature & needs of N =15 N =57 N =22
individual and families
across the lifespan
Domain 3 Item 5 Mean = 4.80 Mean = 4.63 Mean = 7.84
Demonstrates under- Range: 4.00-5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.00-9.00
standing of the SD = .414 SD =.523 SD =1.030
implications of N =15 N =57 N =22
developmental crises,
disability, exceptional
behavior, &
psychopathology
Domain 11 Item 1 Mean = 5.00 Mean = 4.94 Mean = 8.67
Advocates for all Range: 5.00-5.00 Range: 4.00-5.00 Range:7.00-9.00
students SD =.000 SD =.190 SD = .586

N =15 N =57 N =23

* Ratings of 2008 and 2008 interns were completed using a 5-point Likert scale where 5 = Excellent, 4 =
Good, 3 = Satisfactory, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor

** Ratings of 2010 interns were completed using a 9-point Likert scale where 9 = Outstanding, 8 =
Excellent, 7 = Well Above Average, 6 = Slightly Above Average, 5 = Average, 4 = Slightly Below
Average, 3 = Well Below Average, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor

*#* N varies within cohort because not every intern had experiences and received ratings within each
item of each domain.

*#x*k Some ratings are not whole numbers because some students were rated by multiple supervisors.
Their scores are a mean of the ratings provided for each item across supervisors.

The comparison of means for the various cohorts calculated using ANOVAs indicate that
there are no statistically significant differences across cohorts between the 2008 and 2009
cohorts. The 2010 cohort could not be directly compared due to the introduction of the
new item scaling on the Internship Supervisor Evaluation form.

Table 4.21 Results of Graduate Survey Item: How well did your training in the program
prepare you to deal with issues surrounding diversity/multiculturalism in your schools?
(5-point Likert Scale; 1 = Poor to 5 = excellent)





Item 11-14
2000-2007 Mean = 4.05
Range: 2.00-5.00
SD =.705
N =95
2008-2010 Mean = 3.86
Range: 3.00 -4.00
SD =.650
N=21
Combined Mean = 4.01
Range: 2.00 -5.00
SD = .697
N =116

Table 4.23 Mean Supervisor Ratings for Technology Skill Items on Internship Student
Evaluation

2008 2009 2010
Item 4-2* Mean = 4.93 Mean = 4.84 Mean = 8.10
from Career Range: 4.0-5.0 Range: 3.67 —5.00 Range: 6.50-9.00
Development  SD = .258 SD =.372 SD = .889
Domain N =15 N =51 N =22
Item 8-3* Mean =4.71 Mean = 4.72 Mean = 8.06
from Range: 4.0-5.0 Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 5.75-9.00
Research & SD = .426 SD = .486 SD =.985
Program N=14 N =56 N =22
Evaluation
Domain
Item 10-4* Mean = 4.83 Mean = 4.84 Mean = 7.97
from Range: 4.0-5.0 Range: 4.00 -5.00 Range: 5.00-9.00
Foundations SD =.362 SD =.361 SD =.895
of School N =15 N =55 N =22
Counseling
Domain

*Items are described above

** Ratings of 2008 and 2008 interns were completed using a 5-point Likert scale where 5 = Excellent, 4 =
Good, 3 = Satisfactory, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor

*** Ratings of 2010 interns were completed using a 9-point Likert scale where 9 = Outstanding, 8 =
Excellent, 7 = Well Above Average, 6 = Slightly Above Average, 5 = Average, 4 = Slightly Below
Average, 3 = Well Below Average, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor

**** N varies within cohort because not every intern had experiences and received ratings within
each item of each domain.

**#+* Some ratings are not whole numbers because some students were rated by multiple
supervisors. Their scores are a mean of the ratings provided for each item across supervisors.





Table 4.25 Grades in Courses Including a Significant Focus on the Use of Technologies
Used in the Role of School Counselor

2008 2009 2010 Combined

PSY 6260 Mean = 4.00 Mean = 4.00 Mean = 4.00 Mean = 4.00
Career Range: 4.00-4.00 | Range: 4.00-4.00 | Range: 4.00 — 4.00 | Range: 4.00 — 4.00
Development SD =.000 SD =.000 SD =.000 SD = .000

N=17 N =57 N =24 N = 98
PSY 6460 Mean = 3.96 Mean = 3.95 Mean = 3.92 Mean = 3.94
Professional Range: 3.67-4.00 | Range: 3.33-4.00 | Range: 3.00- 4.00 | Range: 3.00-4.00
Issues in School SD =.110 SD =.132 SD = .225 SD = .156
Guidance N=17 N =57 N =24 N =98

Table 4.26 ANOVA for Grades in Courses Including a Significant Focus on the Use of

Technologies

PSY 6260
PSY 6460

df
2
2

* Grades in PSY 6260 for all cohorts are identical.

=
*

544

* T

577

Table 4.10 Selected Results of Graduate Survey Items: How well did your training in the
program prepare you to use technology in your professional position (ltem 11-12) and
How well did your training in the program prepare your to use your school data
management system (Item 11-13), (5-point Likert-scale; 1 = Poor to 5 = Excellent)

2000-2007

2008-2010

Combined

Item 11-12 Item 11-13
Mean = 4.46 Mean = 4.55
Range: 3.00-5.00 Range: 3.00-5.00
SD = .616 SD = .561
N=94 N=94
Mean = 3.24 Mean = 2.95
Range: 2.00-4.00 Range: 1.00-5.00
SD=.771 SD =1.07
N=21 N=21
Mean = 4.24 Mean = 4.26
Range: 2.00-5.00 Range: 1.00-5.00
SD = .644 SD =.634
N =115 N =115
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Provide a link that demonstrates candidate performance data are public-friendly and prominently displayed on the school,

college, or department of education homepage.

Candidate performance data, including information regarding student admissions, outcomes, and other relevant data:
http://psychology.usu.edu/Graduates/MED-Psychology-School-Counseling/Student-Admissions-Outcomes-and-Other-Data/

Candidate performance data, including information regarding student admissions, outcomes, and other relevant data:

http://www.cehs.usu.edu/index.php/about-us/student-performance-data

Section 5. Candidate and Program Measures

No, a program or programs leading to initial teacher certification is not currently being offered.

Section 6. Areas for Improvement, Weaknesses, and/or Stipulations

Summarize EPP activities and the outcomes of those activities as they relate to correcting the areas cited in the last

Accreditation Action/Decision Report.

Section 7. Accreditation Pathway

Inquiry Brief. Update Appendix E to confirm the categories of evidence the faculty members rely on and have available
to support their claims that candidates know their subjects, know pedagogy, and can teach in an effective and caring
manner. The update should also note any new categories of evidence the faculty plans to collect.

A. Items under each category of Appendix E are examples. Programs may have more or different evidence.

Available and in the Brief 1

Type of Evidence Not for future

For future use
use

Relied on Not Relied on

Grades

Candidate grades and grade point averages

@ @] @] @]

Scores on standardized tests

Candidate scores on standardized license or board examinations

@ O O O

Candidate scores on undergraduate and/or graduate admission tests of subject
matter knowledge and aptitude

@ @ @ @
Standardized scores and gains of the completers' own students
@ @ @ @

Ratings

Ratings of portfolios of academic and clinical accomplishments

@] @ @] @]

Third-party rating of program’s students

Not available and not in the Brief

Reason

for your selection

We feel this is a valid measure of our
candidates' mastery of program
content.

This is a valid measure of our
candidates' knowledge using national
norms.

This is a reliable and valid indicator
of the candidates' capacity to
successfully engage in the academic
rigors of the program.

K-12 students are not assessed on
content knowledge presented by their
school counselor using standardized
assessments.

School Counseling students do not
complete portfolios.

Ratings by both practicum and
internship on-site Level-2, highly
qualified school counselors provides




® @ @ @
Ratings of in-service, clinical, and PDS teaching

@ O O O

Ratings, by cooperating teacher and college / university supervisors, of practice
teachers' work samples

@ @] @] @]

Rates

Rates of completion of courses and program

® @ @ @
Completers' career retention rates

@ @ @ @
Completers' job placement rates

@ @ @ @
Rates of completers' professional advanced study

@ @ @ @
Rates of completers' leadership roles

@ @ ® @

Rates of graduates’ professional service activities

@ @ @ @
Case studies and alumni competence

Evaluations of completers by their own pupils

@ @ @ @
Completer self-assessment of their accomplishments

@ @ @ @
Third-party professional recognition of completers (e.g., NBPTS)

@] @ @] @]

Employers' evaluations of the program's completers

@] @] @ @]

Completers' authoring of textbooks, curriculum materials, etc.

O @ O O

reliable and valid assessment of
candidates’ skills.

Ratings by practicum classroom ,
level 2 school counselors provide
valid and reliable assessment of
candidate knowledge and skills.

Ratings by level 2, highly qualified
onsite supervisors provide valid and
reliable assessment of knowledge
and skill level.

Provides insight into student
engagement and successful
completion of program curriculum.

This could provide us with insight into
long-term satisfaction with the
profession.

This is a valuable indicator of school
district and adminstrator assessment
of the preparation level of our
program completers.

This is a terminal graduate-level
program.

We have a goal of training school
counselors to be leaders. This
assessment may evaluate our
success.

'We do not consider this to be a valid
nor reliable measure of our
graduates' level of professional
capacity.

Due to the age of students and the
type of issues they are dealing with.
Validity and reliability would be major
concerns.

This may provide useful information
regarding graduates' perceptions of
knowledge and skill level.

In our state, this is not a frequently
attempted credential. We will explore
the requirements.

While this is a potentially reliable
source of information, with current
state requirements of all school
administrators, asking adminstrators
to complete another assessment for
evaluation of thier counselors does
not seem feasible. We will consider it
as a future source of information.

INot relied on



Case studies of completers' own students' learning and accomplishment Inherent in the work of school
counselors are issues of

confidentialty and privacy which
O ® O @) precludes this kind of data collection.

1. Assessment results related to TEAC Quality Principle | that the program faculty uses elsewhere must be included in the
Brief. Evidence that is reported to the institution or state licensing authorities, or alluded to in publications, Web sites,
catalogs, and the like must be included in the Brief. Therefore, Title Il results, grades (if they are used for graduation,
transfer, and admission), admission test results (if they are used), and hiring rates (if they are reported elsewhere) would
all be included in the Brief.

B. Provide an update of the program's data spreadsheet(s) or data tables related to the program's claims.

"EI Data Analysis for 2014 Annual Report.pdf
Section 8: Preparer's Authorization

Preparer's authorization. By checking the box below, | indicate that | am authorized by the EPP to complete the 2014
EPP Annual Report.

I am authorized to complete this report.

Report Preparer's Information
Name: Camille J. Odell

Position: Program Director
Phone: 435-797-5576

E-mail: camille.odell@usu.edu



