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I. Overview and Conceptual Framework 
 

I.1 Institution 

Overview of the Institution 

Qatar is a young country, having received its independence in 1971. In 1973, a decree 
by the Emir of Qatar established the first national college of education, demonstrating 
that from Qatar’s birth as an independent state, education has always been a priority in 
the national vision. In that initiation year, from a small national population of less than 
150,000, the college admitted 57 male and 93 female students. It currently has a 
student population of over 8,000 and an alumni body of over 30,000. 

Although the oil and gas industry has been important in Qatar periodically since about 
1940, a new era of growth and development began in1971 with the discovery of the 
largest field of non-associated natural gas in the world, The country’s consequent rapid 
development highlighted the need to expand the college to provide additional areas of 
specialization in line with the needs of the population.  In 1977, Qatar University was 
founded with four colleges – Education, Humanities & Social Sciences, Sharia, Law & 
Islamic Studies, and Science.  The College of Engineering was later established in 1980, 
followed by the College of Business and Economics.  The University added the Pharmacy 
Program in 2006 and established it as the College of Pharmacy in 2008. Today, Qatar 
University comprises seven colleges: Arts and Sciences; Business and Economics; 
Education; Engineering; Law; Pharmacy; and Sharia and Islamic Studies.  The university 
has over the years added a wide range of new programs that are aligned with the 
growing needs of the labor market and the aspirations of the society it serves.  

In its ongoing efforts to be the premier institution of learning in the nation, Qatar 
University initiated an ambitious reform plan in 2003 to increase the efficiency of its 
administrative and academic processes. To this end, a university-wide strategic plan 
2010-2013 was launched, incorporating key performance areas that focused on 
promoting quality education and efficient and effective services.  The plan also placed 
research and community service as key priorities in accordance with the goals outlined 
in the university’s mission and vision. Other developments included seeking 
accreditation for its colleges and programs in line with international standards of 
quality and excellence, for which it has had a number of successes. 
(http://www.qu.edu.qa/theuniversity/history.php) 
 

University Vision 

The vision of the university states:  
Qatar University shall be a model national university in the region, recognized for 
high-quality education and research, and for being a leader of economic and social 
development.  

University Mission 

The mission of the university states:  

http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2007/RAND_MG548.pdf
http://www.qu.edu.qa/theuniversity/vision_mission.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/theuniversity/history.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/theuniversity/vision_mission.php
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Qatar University is the national institution of higher education in Qatar. It 
provides high quality undergraduate and graduate programs that prepare 
competent graduates, destined to shape the future of Qatar. The university 
community has diverse and committed faculty who teach and conduct research 
that addresses relevant local and regional challenges, advances knowledge, and 
contributes actively to the needs and aspirations of society.  
 http://www.qu.edu.qa/theuniversity/vision_mission.php  

 

Institutional Characteristics 

Qatar University is the country’s national and major institution of higher education, 
located in the capital city of Doha. The campus, on an area of about eight square 
kilometers, is situated on the northern edge of the city, approximately 16 kilometers 
from the city center. Its architecture reflects the ideals of traditional Islamic design.  
 
In recent years, the campus has undergone extensive renovation and expansion, 
including new state-of-the-art facilities for the College of Engineering, the College of 
Business and Economics, the College of Law, a Research Complex, an extensive food 
court for students, and a five-story 52,000 square meter library with the capacity to 
hold one million physical volumes in addition to extensive electronic databases. Among 
the expansion plans are a new College of Education and Early Childhood Center. 
Construction is scheduled to begin during the summer or fall of 2013.  
 
National-level governance is provided by the Supreme Education Council (SEC). The 
SEC is responsible for all publicly funded Pre-K-12 schools and the administration of 
higher education. Within the SEC is the Higher Education Council that advises 
individuals about career options and opportunities for higher education in Qatar and 
abroad, and administers scholarships and grants. 
 

I.2 The Unit: The College of Education 

About the College 

The unit is the College of Education, Qatar University (CED). CED is the only institution 
in Qatar whose mission is teacher and educational leader preparation. It has two 
departments, Educational Sciences and Psychological Sciences. The unit is also home to 
three research centers: the Center of Educational Development and Research (CEDR), 
the Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics Center of Learning and Teaching 
(STEM-CLT) and the National Center of Educator Development (NCED), as well as an 
Early Childhood Center.  
 

Vision 
 
The vision of the college is:  
 

The College of Education at Qatar University will be a leading institution in the 
preparation of education professionals through outstanding teaching, 

http://www.qu.edu.qa/theuniversity/vision_mission.php
http://www.sec.gov.qa/en/Pages/Home.aspx
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/educational_sciences_department/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/psychological_department/index.php
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scholarship, and leadership in order to enhance the future of coming 
generations. 

Mission 
 
The mission of the college states:  
 

The College of Education is committed to providing excellence in the initial and 
advanced preparation of education professionals by establishing a foundation 
in which life-long learning, teaching, research, and community partnerships 
are fostered.  The college fulfills its commitment by providing: 

• To its members an educational, motivational, and supportive environment for 
both learning and teaching in a climate characterized by responsible freedom. 

• To society highly qualified education professionals and on-going professional 
development, by supporting scholarly activities, and by sharing the 
responsibility of educational reform through effective partnerships 

 

Relationships within the University 
 
The main partners of the unit within the university are the College of Arts and Sciences, 
which provides the content courses for both undergraduates programs offered by the 
unit, and the Sports Science Program, for which the unit provides education courses for 
those candidates in their program who seek to become educators.  
 
 

I.3 Programs 
 
Table 1 provides an overview of the programs offered by the unit.  
 
Table 1. Programs in the Unit by Level and Department 

Level Program Department 

Bachelor in Education 
Primary Education 

Educational Sciences 
Secondary Education 

Post-Baccalaureate Diploma 

Primary Education 
Educational Sciences 

Secondary Education 
Early Childhood Education 

Psychological Sciences 
Special Education 

Masters in Education 
Educational Leadership Educational Sciences 
Special Education Psychological Sciences 

 
The Bachelor of Education in Primary Education was initiated in 2012 for females only. 
It has four concentration areas: Early Childhood, Arabic Studies, Math and Science, and 
English. Content courses for the program are provided by the College of Arts and 
Sciences and College of Sharia (Arabic Studies). The degree program in the unit consists 

http://www.qu.edu.qa/artssciences/
http://www.qu.edu.qa/artssciences/sportscience/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/primary_program/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/secondary_program/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/primary_diploma/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/educational_sciences_department/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/secondary_diploma/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/echildhooddip/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/psychological_department/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/secondary_diploma/index.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/leadership_master/
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/special_master/
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/primary_program/program_plan.php
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of a core of courses that all students in the program complete and a set of methods 
courses specific to that concentration area.  

The Bachelor of Education in Secondary Education is also new, begun only in 2012 for 
both males and females.  There are eight concentration areas for this program 
according to content. The degree plans for each concentration may be found on the 
program website.  

Our post baccalaureate diploma programs are designed for students who already have a 
bachelor's degree; most are inservice teachers. The primary diploma program has two 
concentration areas, Arabic and English, and the secondary diploma program has eight 
concentration areas according to content. This program will not be accepting new 
candidates for the 2013-2014 academic year while it is being reviewed to see how it 
may better meet the needs of the target population.  

The M.Ed. in Educational Leadership, initiated in 2004, prepares candidates to assume 
positions in both an educational leadership role and an applied supervisory role within 
an organizational setting. Its degree plan includes a substantive internship.  

The M.Ed. in Special Education, initiated in 2005, has two concentration areas: 
Mild/Moderate and Severe/Profound. Its degree plans also include substantive 
internships.  

At this time, there are no online or off-campus programs. Although the university has 
begun the process of seeking accreditation through the Southern Association of Colleges 
and Schools (SACS), no other accreditations currently apply to the unit.  

 

1.4 Summary of the Conceptual Framework, Institutional Standards, and Candidate 
Proficiencies 

 
The unit’s conceptual framework is summarized in the following statement: 

Together we shape the future through excellence in teaching, scholarship, and 
leadership. 

This foundational statement is further articulated into eight unit learning outcomes 
(Table 2).  The undergraduate programs and post-baccalaureate diploma programs 
further describe expectations for Outcome #2, Pedagogy, with three Outcome 
Statements (Table 3).  

Table 2. Unit Learning Outcomes 
Teaching 
1. Content:  Apply key theories and concepts of the subject matter. 
2. Pedagogy: Plan effective instruction to maximize student learning. 
3. Technology: Use current and emerging technologies in instructionally 

powerful ways. 
4. Diversity: Foster successful learning experiences for all students by 

addressing individual differences. 
 

http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/secondary_program/program_plans.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/diploma_program.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/leadershiprog/program_plan.php
http://www.qu.edu.qa/educationew/special_master_program/program_plan.php
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Scholarship 
5. Problem Solving: Arrive at data-informed decisions by systematically 

examining a variety of factors and resources. 
6. Scholarly Inquiry: Actively engage in scholarship by learning from and 

contributing to the knowledge base in education. 
 

Leadership 
7. Ethical Values: Apply professional ethics in all educational contexts. 
8. Outcome 8: Initiative: Lead positive change in education. 

 
Table 3. Outcome Statements for Pedagogy for B.Ed. and Post-Baccalaureate Programs 

PI 2a. Design instructional plans to maximize student learning. 
PI 2b. Design an effective educational environment. 
PI 2c. Use a range of assessments to inform teaching.  
 

The conceptual framework emerges from our belief that the purpose of education is 
twofold: to pass on cultural and social values, traditions, morality, religion and skills to 
the next generation and to empower individuals to actualize their full potentials in the 
intellectual and economic spheres. We seek to establish a community of learners, 
including a broad range of stakeholders, and to provide for the educational needs of all 
students, including students with disabilities and those of diverse cultural and linguistic 
backgrounds. As we look towards the future, we recognize the importance of remaining 
abreast of changing societal needs and innovations in pedagogy and resources and for 
educators to know how to effectively use current and emerging technologies.  
 
Excellence in teaching begins with a clear conception of how we learn and what is 
important to know. The following principles related to teaching and learning underpin 
the conceptual framework and all policies and programs that are derived from it.   
 

• Humans construct knowledge based on prior knowledge. 
• The natural and most effective method of learning is active engagement with the 

concepts and skills to be learned.  
• To be valuable, school-knowledge must be transferable to other contexts and to 

authentic real-world problems. 
• Reflection may improve personal learning and inform practice.  
• Effective teachers and educational leaders need: 

o Knowledge about students; how they develop and how they learn 
o In-depth content knowledge related to their teaching/leadership field(s) 
o Pedagogical content knowledge  
o Pedagogical skills, demonstrated in practice 
o Knowledge about personal growth and professional practice  
o Dispositions that contribute to effective teaching and learning 

 
In developing our conceptual framework and tools for assessment, the unit focused on 
those characteristics that would contribute to an individual’s likelihood to select and 
use strategies that would result in effective learning for all students, would lead to 
productive team work with colleagues and other stakeholders, and would be perceived 
by the community as demonstrating professionalism. To identify those dispositions, we 
referred to the accepted lists for our community and our programs.  
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The dispositions for the programs in the unit were based upon the dispositions 
identified in the Qatar National Professional Standards for Teachers and School Leaders 
(Education Institute, 2007) for all programs. The Masters in Special Education also 
added dispositions from the Ethical Principles of The Council for Exceptional Children 
(2010). These three lists of dispositions may be found in the Conceptual Framework in 
the exhibits area. In summary, they address:  

 
1. Ethics 
2. Professionalism 
3. Commitment to high standards for self and students 
4. Respect for diversity 
5. Enthusiasm 
6. Collaboration 
7. Reflection 
8. Life-long learning 

 
The unit expects its faculty and its candidates to be lifelong learners, problem-solvers, 
and producers of knowledge and to hold to the highest ethical and professional 
standards. The unit’s vision of scholarship articulates the knowledge, skills and 
dispositions we seek for our undergraduate and graduate students as consumers of 
research and as individuals who are able to translate research into practice. It also 
includes our expectation that our faculty be scholars and practitioners so that they 
model, as well as teach, the processes and ethics of research and reflection. We seek to 
graduate educators who, as action researchers, possess the ability to evaluate their own 
teaching skills and engage in the inquiry process, to offer explanations for what they are 
doing, and to generate living educational theories (Schön, 1983; Mcniff & Whitehead, 
2009). 
 
 
Professionalism for teachers and educational leaders requires proficient knowledge, 
skill, and care in a leadership role. The aspect of care entails a commitment to the values 
of the teaching profession, embracing the profession as a vital service to society, 
personal ethical behavior, adhering to the highest professional standards, and the belief 
that schools are for student learning. All candidates are expected to demonstrate 
leadership and to promote positive change within the classroom, the school, the 
community, and the world.  
 
In summary, our conceptual framework draws from shared knowledge-base of 
educators and from the contextual knowledge of the local community to establish a 
strong and focused foundation for the beliefs, values, principles, and structure of our 
programs and that we can:  
 

Together, shape the future through excellence in teaching, scholarship, and 
leadership.  
 

The standards represented in the conceptual framework are closely aligned with the 
Qatar National Professional Standards and with international standards for specific 

http://www.qu.edu.qa/education/accreditation/.../qnps_summary.pdf
http://www.cec.sped.org/
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programs, including standards of the National Council for Exceptional Children and the 
NCATE/ELCC Standards for Advanced Programs in Educational Leadership.   
 

1.5 Exhibits 
 
All exhibits for this standard may be found at  

 https://www.taskstream.com/ts/manager204/IRTEFollowupReport 

 
Please log in with the password IRTE. 
  

http://www.cec.sped.org/Standards?sc_lang=en
http://www.nassp.org/portals/0/content/55089.pdf
https://www.taskstream.com/ts/manager204/IRTEFollowupReport
https://www.taskstream.com/ts/manager204/IRTEFollowupReport
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Standard 1. Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional 
Dispositions 

1.1 Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions 
Over the last three years, the unit has been in transformation, responding to many 
different forces. The most important point to establish here is throughout this period, 
data collection and analysis for program improvement has remained a priority. 
Extensive amounts of data have been collected from diverse sources, analyzed, and 
reflected upon for the purpose of program and unit improvement. Although the 
structure of collecting and analyzing that data has been emergent, gradually we have 
moved towards greater specificity; increased rigor; fewer, but more meaningful, 
assessment activities; and more effectives ways to reflect and act on data analysis to 
improve candidate, program, and unit quality.  
 
The College of Education at Qatar University is almost certainly not unique in having a 
complex culture in which to operate; however, the last two years, the period of time 
covered by this report, it has seen extensive change. The university itself has been going 
through systemic reform and has begun to prepare for accreditation by the Southern 
Association of Schools and Colleges (SACS). The university-level requirements for the 
unit for during this process have also been emergent. In addition, each of the colleges 
that provide content courses for our B.Ed. programs has been reorganized during this 
time period.  The university changed its major language of instruction to Arabic during 
the last academic year and dropped the requirement that applicants must show proof of 
English proficiency for university admittance (except for certain programs or majors). 
The government department that overseas Pre-K-12 schools, the Supreme Education 
Council (SEC), has undergone extensive reform and policies that relate to the schools 
have been frequently modified. Within this challenging context, the unit has been 
persistent in its efforts to refine and institutionalize a system that is informed by 
meaningful data to evaluate candidates, programs, and the unit.  
 
National standards for teachers and school leaders are relatively new in Qatar, having 
been published in 2007 (see Exhibits 1.3a). Although the country is in the process of 
establishing a system of teacher licensure, it is not fully operational. It is also based on a 
portfolio-system, in which a teacher or leader must be employed in a school in Qatar 
during development of the portfolio, and it includes a system of progressive licensure 
occurring over several years. There is no system in Qatar at this time for evaluating pre-
service teachers. The unit’s eight learning outcomes (Exhibits 1.3a) were, however, 
developed in close collaboration with representatives from the SEC. Qatar National 
Professional Standards are being linked to all rubrics in the online system so that these 
may be tracked as well as the unit learning outcomes. It will be for reflection only as 
degrees or diplomas from colleges of education are not factors in the teacher licensure 
process.  
 
For these reasons, unit learning outcomes are the standard against which candidates 
are evaluated. Figure 1 draws from many different assessment methods and 
instruments to provide evaluation of our candidates in relation to these learning 
outcomes. We have gradually transformed all assessment instruments to a four-point 
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scale so that results can compared and/or combined. A score of three is “satisfactory.” 
Any score near or below three elicits attention and concern by the program and unit.  
 
As stated previously, in addition to collecting and analyzing data in accordance with our 
IRTE unit assessment plan, we were compliant with the data-collection and analysis 
system for the university (preparing for SACS accreditation) that required from two to 
six two assessments for each outcome each year. Although the data management was 
extensive and they have since agreed to reduce the data collection points, the process 
did result in an extensive data set. These data were also used to reflect upon candidate 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions (listed as SACS in the tables that follow).  
 
Table 4 gives an overview of what assessments are used to measure candidate mastery 
of knowledge and skills. Tables 5-7 provide data from these assessments for each 
preparation level. It should be noted that the B.Ed. in Primary Education is new, and 
candidates have not progressed to the level at which many of the assessments are 
completed, thus data on this program is limited. The B.Ed. in Secondary Education 
accepted its first candidates this fall, so essentially no data is available for this program 
at this time. Table 8 provides as summary of means for each level.  
 
Table 4. Knowledge and Skills Addressed by Assessment Measures 
 

Learning Outcome  
 

Assessment 

Content Pedagogical Knowledge 
and Skills 

Professional 
Knowledge and Skills Dispositions 

Content Pedagogy Technology Problem 
Solving 

Scholarly 
Inquiry Diversity Ethical 

Values Initiative 

GPA in Content 
Courses B.Ed.        

Pre-Entry Content 
Exam Dip.        

Program GPA M.Ed. B.Ed. & 
Dip.       

Comprehensive 
Exam M.Ed. M.Ed.  M.Ed. M.Ed.    

Micro-teaches B.Ed. & 
Dip. 

B.Ed. & 
Dip. B.Ed. & Dip.   B.Ed. & 

Dip.   

Unit Plan B.Ed. & 
Dip 

B.Ed. & 
Dip. B.Ed. & Dip. B.Ed. & 

Dip.  B.Ed. & 
Dip.   

Technology Project   B.Ed. & Dip.      

Classroom Practice 
Assessment 

B.Ed. & 
Dip 

B.Ed. & 
Dip. B.Ed. & Dip. 

B.Ed. & 
Dip 

B.Ed. & 
Dip 

B.Ed. & 
Dip. 

B.Ed. 
& Dip 

B.Ed. & 
Dip 

Professional 
Practices 
Assessment 

     B.Ed. & 
Dip 

B.Ed. 
& Dip 

B.Ed. & 
Dip 

Portfolio 
Internship 
Evaluation  

All All All M.Ed. All All All All 

Action Research  M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. 

Final Project Report M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. M.Ed. 
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Table 5. B.Ed. Primary: Aggregation of Unit Outcome Scores 

B.Ed.  Content Peda-
gogy 

Techno-
logy Diversity Problem 

Solving 
Scholarly 
Inquiry 

Ethical 
Values Initiative 

SACS 2.70 3.26 3.11 3.19 3.25 3.19 3.25 3.00 

GPA 2.70               
Micro-
teach 3.43 3.39             

Mean 2.94 3.325 3.11 3.19 3.25 3.19 3.25 3.00 

         Table 6. Post-Baccalaureate Diploma Programs: Aggregation of Unit Outcome Scores 
Diplomas Content Pedagogy Techno-

logy Diversity Problem 
Solving 

Scholarly 
Inquiry 

Ethical 
Values Initiative 

SACS 4.00 3.83 3.41 3.23 3.63 2.67 2.82 3.36 
Micro-
teach 3.7 3.45 3.60           

CPA 3.67 3.56 3.48   3.49 3.47 3.78 3.47 

Unit Plan 3.75 3.65 3.41 3.64         

Portfolio 2.88 3.38   3.38 3.38 2.88 3.00 3.88 
Tech 
Project     3.30   3.21       

PPI             3.85 3.53 

Mean 3.60 3.57 3.44 3.42 3.43 3.01 3.36 3.56 

 
 
     Table 7. Masters Programs: Aggregation of Unit Outcome Scores 

M.Ed. Content Pedagogy Techno-
logy Diversity Problem 

Solving 
Scholarly 
Inquiry 

Ethical 
Values Initiative 

SACS 3.43 3.43 3.27 3.36 3.27 3.36 3.455 3.56 
Comp 
Exam 3.40     3.40         

Action 
Research     3.37   3.24 3.44 2.95 2.31 

Final 
Project 3.25 3.31     3.50 3.50 3.33 3.28 

Intern. 
Evals.    3.45 3.5 3.67         

Portfolio 3.44 3.39 3.29 3.36 3.43 3.445 2.87 3.33 

Mean 3.38 3.39 3.36 3.45 3.36 3.44 3.15 3.12 

 
Table 8. Summary of Means on Unit Outcomes by Level 

Level Content Pedagogy Techno-
logy Diversity Problem 

Solving 
Scholarly 
Inquiry 

Ethical 
Values Initiative 

B.Ed. 3.60 3.57 3.11 3.19 3.25 3.19 3.25 3.00 

Diploma 3.38 3.44 3.29 3.42 3.36 3.41 3.06 3.10 

Masters 3.45 3.47 3.25 3.35 3.32 3.34 3.15 3.07 
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Figure 1 provides a visual comparison of each level on the four-point scale used 
throughout our data collection-analysis process.  Although over 96% of the scores are at 
satisfactory (3) or above, it is evident that candidates are stronger in some areas than in 
others. Ethical values, initiative, and technology – in that order – warrant attention. The 
minimum on the scale was set to 2.8 to focus attention on the area between satisfactory 
(3.0) and target (4.0).  
 
The results indicate that all levels need improvement toward the criteria of technology, 
ethical values, and initiative. In addition, the B.Ed. program, for which data is more 
limited because the programs are so new, the areas of diversity, problem solving, and 
scholarly inquiry warrant attention.  
 
 

 
1= unsatisfactory, 2= needs improvement, 3= satisfactory, 4= target 
 
Figure 1. Mean scores on multiple assessments for candidates in each program 
in the unit.  

 
In addition to the data related to specific learning outcomes identified as centering on 
dispositions, each program has a dedicated instrument for assessing and tracking 
candidate dispositions.  The B.Ed. and Post-Baccalaureate Diploma programs both use 
the Professional Dispositions Survey (PDI) and each masters level program has 
developed its own, based on international standards specific to the discipline. The 
candidates in all programs complete survey multiple times. The self-survey is used to 
help candidates become familiar with what is expected and later for reflection, but it is 
not used as a measure of candidates’ dispositions. The survey is also completed by 
candidates’ university supervisors and clinical practice mentors. It is supervisor data 
that is used for candidate assessment in our plan. 
 
These instruments (the PDI and the two masters-level surveys) have different numbers 
of items; however, all have been either developed or converted to a four-point rubric to 
allow comparison. All require narrative information for each criterion to justify the 
score. The following summary (Table 9) shows what percentage of candidates scored at 
each level on these documents. To date, the B.Ed. Primary candidates have only reached 

2.80 

3.00 

3.20 

3.40 

3.60 

3.80 

4.00 

B.Ed. 

Diploma 

Masters 
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the place in their programs where they have completed the PDI self-survey; no mentor 
or supervisor data is available, so these data were not included. Each of the masters 
programs has a disposition survey specific for their candidates.  
 
Table 9. Percentage of Candidates Scoring at Each Proficiency Level for Each Disposition 
Measure 

Program % at 1 % at 2 % at 3 % at 4 % at 3 or 4 Mean of 
means 

Diploma 0 2 20 78 98 3.72 

MEDEL 0 4 58 38 96 3.54 

MSPED 0 0 28 72 100 3.72 

      
Items on which one or more candidates scored a 2 (needs improvement) follow. No 
candidates scored a 1 (unsatisfactory) in this final assessment.   
 
Diploma 
#T-4 (2 candidates scored a 2): Supports the idea that students wit special needs learn 
in different ways. 
#S-1 (1 candidate scored a 2): Develops research-supported teaching strategies. 
#S-5 (1 candidate scored a 2): Selects strategies and resources that facilitate the 
development of students’ critical thinking, independent problem solving, and 
performance. 
#S-6 (I candidate scored a 2): Pursues opportunities to grow professionally and 
participate in life-long learning. 
#L-6 (1 candidate scored a 2): Demonstrates a commitment to the Education for a New 
Era reforms. 
 
Masters in Educational Leadership 
#4 (2 candidates scored a 2): Engaging all stakeholders in developing and realizing the 
school’s strategic vision and aims 
#10 (1 candidate scored a 2): Collaborative decision-making and shared leadership. 
#11 (1 candidate scored a 2): Personal integrity and ethical behavior. 
#12 (1 candidate scored a 2): Professional development as an integral part of school 
improvement. 
 
There were no “2” scores for the Masters in Special Education.  
 
Although aggregated data show that candidates are achieving satisfactory progress on 
all unit learning outcomes, there are clearly areas that could, and should, be 
strengthened. The sections that follow will give examples of changes that have been 
made or are being made based on these data.  

1.2 Continuous Improvement 

Changes based on data 
As Figure 1 shows, three areas of concern are ethical values, technology, and initiative. 
The category of ethical values has been a concern for several years. In 2010 when 
scores on ethical values came in, it initiated intense reflection and discussion. What was 
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evident was that although our candidates were very ethical in the sense of having high 
moral character, we were not specifically identifying, teaching, and assessing those 
ethical values that distinctly relate to education. Through focused discussions, we 
identified the following factors of education ethics that relate to quality teaching:  
 

1) Attitudes and pedagogical skills that enabled all student – regardless of cultural 
or linguistic background, socio-economic status, or physical or cognitive 
challenges – to achieve. 

2) Attitudes and strategies for engaging multiple stakeholders, especially parents 
and other care givers, in the educational process 

3) Knowledge and skills in the ethics related to data management and reporting 
4) Knowledge and skills in the ethics related to educational research 

 
In reviewing our programs, we felt that the curriculum more than adequately addressed 
factor one; however, we were not adequately requiring candidates to demonstrate 
these attitudes and skills outside the specific courses that addressed these issues. For 
that reason, we strengthened the rubrics of other assignments to include this criterion. 
Since candidates have the rubrics before the assignments, we felt that this would help 
them become more aware of the need to specifically demonstrate knowledge and skills 
in this area. Rubrics that were strengthened in this regard were those for the teaching 
philosophy, lesson plans, micro-teaches, unit plans, research papers and action research 
reports, final reports, and field journals. We also changed the Professional Dispositions 
Instrument (PDI) used in the B.Ed. and Diploma programs to require statements of 
evidence for each criteria, including those related to equity issues, which we hoped 
would encourage candidates and those who evaluate them to be more deliberate in 
reflecting on equity issues. We also included this requirement (to state evidence) in the 
disposition instruments being written for the masters-level programs.  
 
In considering how to better teach and assess ethical values, we also considered how 
the unit outcome had been written. When the unit outcomes were first drafted, we had 
been encouraged to write two-six outcome statements that further defined them. In 
doing so, we had in fact limited what we really meant by ethical values. There were so 
many factors involved, and trying to state these in a limited list meant that we were 
overlooking much that was important. We since have rewritten the statement to clearly 
and concisely state what we are looking for in candidates: “Apply professional ethics in 
all educational contexts” This allows us to, for example, assess candidates’ abilities to 
differentiate in lesson plans and micro-teaches and to engage in ethical research in 
research projects. Since we began to make these changes we have seen increased 
attention to education ethics in all programs and our ability to assess these attributes in 
candidates has improved. We believe that the scores, which show increases in ethical 
values over time, actually reflect improved knowledge and skills in our candidates.   
 
Another area that was identified by the data as needing improvement was the use of 
technology in instructionally powerful ways.  Through extensive reflection at the 
program, department, and unit level, the following changes were initiated: 
 

1) A technology project was added to the clinical experience for all programs except 
at the masters level. The project requires candidates to specifically design, teach, 
and reflect on a lesson that makes extensive use of technology. This project is 
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assigned and scored in the seminar for the reason that the seminar instructors 
are more technology-literate than most mentor teachers.  
The internships for candidates in the masters program do not offer the same 
kinds of opportunities, thus the method for demonstration of technology skills 
for these candidates is more flexibility. The candidates are expected to 
demonstrate the use of technology to enhance teaching and learning during their 
internship experience, as well as on other select assignments (e.g. curriculum 
unit for the MEDEL and IEP for the MSPED).  
 

2) Another factor in the low technology scores are that faculty members do not 
consistently model effective use of technology. For this reason, the unit has 
provided professional development in technology for faculty members. The unit 
is also working with one of our external partners (ICT-Qatar) to plan for 
additional professional development.  
 

The unit will continue to track technology scores to determine whether these changes 
are making a difference.  

 
A third area in which candidates have consistently scored low is initiative. As with 
ethical values, the first step was to clearly articulate what we meant by the term. The 
outcome is presently stated as to “lead positive change in education.” As with ethics, we 
found that except in the Masters in Educational Leadership, candidates were not 
specifically being taught the how to do this or given appropriate opportunities to 
demonstrate mastery. All programs have reflected on the curriculum to identify where 
this could be strengthened. The importance of assessing the effect of instruction and 
modifying instruction based on assessment was one such area. All programs added one 
or more additional assignments focused on these skills. The B.Ed. and Diploma 
programs added an assessment analysis assignment to their clinical experience 
requirements, monitored through the seminars. The research course in the masters 
programs (EDUC 606) added an assessment analysis. In addition, the reflective 
component of several assignments was strengthened with the hope of improving 
candidates’ abilities to evaluate the extent to which they effected positive change (e.g. 
micro-teach, IEP). To date, candidate products are not at target level, so ongoing 
attention to this area is warranted.  
 
The diploma programs, being only three semesters in length, discovered that the 
checkpoint requirements – although needed – resulted in a serious issue for many 
candidates. If a candidate had a problem in a single course, it blocked that candidate 
from moving forward to the next set of courses. Since the candidates proceed through 
the program in a cohort, it would be a year before the candidate could remediate the 
problem and re-enter the program. To help with this problem, we initiated a unit-wide 
early alert system, in which all instructors were required to alert the program 
coordinator and department head by midterm of any candidate who was in danger of 
failing the course and to list what remediation efforts had been tried. The coordinators 
and Office of Student Affairs are required to assist the instructors in identifying 
remediation strategies. Although this early alert system was specifically designed to 
assist the diploma problem in meeting the needs of their candidates, the expectation is 
that all candidates in the unit will benefit from the system.   
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Sustaining and enhancing programs 
 
In reviewing aggregated and disaggregated data as well as qualitative and reflective 
information, several plans are in place for continuing improvement to our program. The 
program with the most extensive plans for enhancement is the diploma program. 
(Technically, there are four programs at the diploma level: Early Childhood, Special 
Education, Primary, and Secondary).  
 
Two issues have been concerns throughout the program. The first is attracting enough 
qualified candidates; only about 20% of applicants qualify for admittance. 
Disaggregated data show that content test scores of those accepted by the university are 
low, averaging close to the 70% requirement even on the second attempt. In addition, 
finding appropriate mentors for field experience is a serious issue as frequently the 
preservice candidates in our program are the most highly trained individuals in the 
school; also, almost all candidates in the program are inservice teachers, making it 
impractical/impossible for them to be placed in another teacher’s classroom. The 
program coordinator as asked that no new candidates be accepted into the fall 2013 
cohort, providing a year’s time in which extensive improvements may be made in the 
program related to content delivery (investigating online content delivery) and 
restructuring of the field component.  
 
The masters level programs have initiated ongoing program improvement in response 
to comments on the exit surveys that candidates wanted greater variety among the 
instructors in the programs. The masters programs brought in highly qualified 
international guest lecturers to teach significant parts of several courses during the 
2012-2013 academic year. If candidate response on exit surveys is positive, this 
practice will be continued.  
 
The assessment system is also currently being refined and focused. All rubrics were 
reviewed and refined by the instructional faculty during the fall semester (2012). The 
links to standards are being reviewed to ensure that targeted outcome is correctly 
linked.  
 
In May 2013, aggregated and disaggregated data will be reviewed at the program, 
department, and unit level. Last year’s action plans will be revisit to evaluate to what 
extent we have achieved targeted outcomes and whether changes led to improvement 
in candidate, program, and/or unit quality.  

1.3 Areas for Improvement Cited in the Action Report from the Previous 
Accreditation Review  
 
The original report indicated the following areas for improvement and rationales. 
 

1. The unit does not have a fully developed assessment system in place to support the 
collection, analysis and reporting of candidate, program, and unit operations data.   
 
Assessment of candidate performance includes multiple sources of evidence 
different checkpoints, but the coherence of data collected is negatively impacted by 
the lack of a comprehensive system.  Evaluation of programs and unit operations to 



 18 

ascertain effectiveness is not well defined or systematic, and is not well integrated 
into the assessment system.  
 

Response: Since the report, the unit has developed a Unit Assessment Plan with a 
comprehensive system of collecting and analyzing data. The plan was developed in 
close collaboration with a consultant familiar with IRTE/NCATE requirements and 
procedures. The draft plan was submitted to the unit’s Accreditation Steering 
Committee for review and feedback, to each department, and to the Education Partners, 
who represent stakeholders from K-12 schools, the Supreme Education Council, 
parents, graduates of unit programs, and educators from other countries. Finally, it was 
submitted in the 2011 annual report to IRTE for review.  
 
The plan provides for the assessment of candidates on the eight learning outcomes on 
multiple assessment measures implemented across the duration of the program, from 
admission to completion (as recommended by NCATE, 2006). Measures have been 
selected that directly relate to candidate success, and include direct and indirect 
assessment measures. Evaluation is ongoing, with mid-semester, end of semester, and 
annual review of candidate success. These multiple measures provide triangulation of 
the data as well as an opportunity to view candidate progress over time (Table 10). 
Although these measures typically assess more than one learning outcome, each 
learning outcome is addressed separately in the analysis. When the assessment is an 
artifact or performance (for example, a unit plan or portfolio), two or more faculty 
members assess it to reduce bias and increase fairness and accuracy and inter-rater 
reliability is established.  
 
Table 10. Candidate Assessment Measures 

 Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4 Measure 5 Measure 6 Measure 7 

B.Ed 

GPA in 
Content 
Courses 
 

Micro-
teaches  

Student 
Teaching 

Unit Plan 

Techno-
logy 
Project 

CPA & PDI  Portfolio 
Post-
graduate 
survey 

Post- 
Bac-
calaureate 

+Pre-
Entry 
Content 
Exam 

Micro-
teaches  

Intern-
ship 

Unit Plan 

Techno-
logy 
Project 

CPA & PDI  Portfolio 
Post-
graduate 
survey 

Graduate GPA  
Compre-
hensive 
 

Intern-
ship 
Evaluatio
n Form  

Action 
Research 

Final 
Project Portfolio 

Post-
graduate 
survey 

 
The assessment plan is designed to provide data for each program for the purpose of 
program improvement and to validate the benefits of current practices (Kimball, 
Harriman, & Hanley, 2002; NCATE, 2001; Pepper & Hare, 1999). Data for program 
evaluation is collected throughout the year and summarized in an annual report that is 
discussed first in the Heads of Departments and Coordinators’ Meeting, then with full 
faculty participation in the appropriate department meeting, and finally, as part of the 
unit assessment procedures, with a range of stakeholders in the bi-annual Education 
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Partners’ Meeting. The Education Partners Committee is composed of representative 
members from the faculty of content areas, mentor teachers, principals of schools in 
which candidates engage in field and clinical experiences, staff from the Supreme 
Education Council and Supreme Evaluation Council, and other stakeholders. The 
purpose of these meetings is to engage stakeholders to make recommendations for 
program improvement so that the programs may continue to be responsive to the 
changing needs of the society and the candidates (Lusky & Hayes, 2001).  
 
It should be noted that the university has been preparing for accreditation by the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) concurrent with the unit’s own 
accreditation efforts. The data required for the university accreditation process differs 
from that of the IRTE/NCATE process in that it is only at the program level and seeks 
data only at the mastery level, not progress over time. Program reports are submitted 
annually. Each program develops an action plan each spring based on all available data; 
in addition, previous action plans are reviewed to evaluate progress.   
 
The unit assessment focuses on each of the six IRTE/NCATE standards. A committee 
dedicated to five of the standards meets periodically throughout the academic year 
(standard 1 meets only as needed). In addition, a seventh committee, the Accreditation 
Steering Committee, composed of the heads of each standard committee, the 
coordinators of each program, and the dean and associate deans. Each faculty member 
in the unit is a member of at least one committee. In addition to program-level data, the 
following data are collected (Table 11).  
 
Table 11: Unit Assessment 

Standard Data Source 
Standard 2 

Assessment System and 
Unit Evaluation 

Advisement Online Exit Survey 

Standard 3 Field 
Experiences and Clinical 

Practice 

Evaluation of Clinical Experiences by 
Candidates, Mentor Teachers, and 

Supervisors 

* Classroom Practices Assessment; 
Mentor Evaluation; Supervisor 
Evaluation 

* Candidate, Mentor, and 
Supervisor survey; 

* Diversity in Field Experience 
questionnaire 

 

Exit Survey Online Surveys 

Standard 4 Diversity 

Diversity in Programs 
Review of Course Syllabi 

Diversity Survey 

Demographics on Faculty Unit Faculty Database 

Demographics on Candidates Registrar’s Office 

Demographics on Schools Demographic reports from 
candidates   

Standard 5 
Faulty Qualification, 

Performance, and 

Evidence of Faculty Teaching 
Performance; Ratings on Faculty 

Teaching 

Faculty Evaluations; Quality 
Control Reports; Course 

Evaluations 
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Evaluation Evidence of Faculty Scholarship; 
Publications, Presentations, Grants, 

Research Awards 
Surveys 

Evidence of Faculty Professional 
Development: Examples Surveys 

Evidence of Faculty Service Surveys 

Evidence of Faculty Assessment Faculty Evaluations 
Standard 6 

Unit Governance and 
Resources 

Budget Dean’s Approved Budget 

 

2. The instruments used to assess advanced candidate proficiencies and dispositions 
need development.  

At the advanced level, the unit relies heavily on course grades as indicators of the 
candidates’ proficiencies. A meaningful way to assess candidates’ proficiencies 
during their internships, a component of their program requiring significant hours 
of work, has not yet been developed. In addition, the two advanced programs have 
not prepared a set of dispositions central to their candidates’ development as 
professional leaders and have not designed the means to assess candidates’ 
dispositions, beyond the e-folio exhibits selected to document ethical values and 
initiative.   

Response: Instruments to assess dispositions have been developed for both advanced 
(masters level) programs, based not only on unit outcomes but also on the national 
and/or international associations related to the program (the Qatar National 
Professional Standards for School Leaders for Masters in Education, Educational 
Leadership Program and the Council for Exceptional Children for the Masters in 
Education, Special Education Program. The candidates complete the survey early in 
each program so that they will be acquainted with what is expected of them. 
Supervisors complete the disposition survey, citing evidence for each criterion assessed, 
at Checkpoint 1 (completion of 18 credit hours). Candidates must score at least 80% of 
items scored at satisfactory level (3 out of 4) or better or have a remediation plan 
developed. During the internship, supervisors and mentors complete the disposition 
survey for candidates. Candidates must score at least 90% of items at the satisfactory 
level or better before graduation.  

3. The unit has taken limited steps to eliminate bias and establish fairness, accuracy, 
and consistency in its assessments.   
 
Although the unit uses multiple instruments and solicits feedback from its 
professional community, its use of rubrics for assessments does not always include 
training of scorers and an inter-rater reliability process.  
 

All faculty members have been involved in the writing and reviewing of rubrics for 
assignments in their courses. All faculty members have received training on using 
rubrics for scoring, and inter-rater reliability is computed for all key assignments when 
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multiple scorers are involved. Portfolios and final projects are scored by multiple raters 
(three or more) who score separately, after orientation, and then discuss together any 
scores that were scored differently by different evaluators. The final scores are decided 
by the group in collaborative discussion.   
 

4. The unit does not use data for program improvement on a regular and systematic 
basis.   
 
Because the analysis and reporting of data have not been consistent across 
programs and the assessment system is not fully implemented, the programs have 
not had the information to comprehensively study their effectiveness and make 
appropriate modifications.   

Data are collected, analyzed, and provided annually to each program. Program data, 
plus aggregated and additional unit data, are reviewed every spring at the program, 
department, and unit level. This data set includes previous action plans based on the 
previous years’ data. Action Plans are developed by each program and by the unit 
annually.   
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Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit Evaluation 
 

2.1 Assessment System and Unit Evaluation 
How does the unit use its assessment system to improve candidate performance, program 
quality and unit operations? 
 
Data for unit assessment are collected throughout the academic year, and the final 
analysis and reporting of these data are in the spring semester of each year. There are 
six committees, one each for NCATE Standards 2-5, and an Accreditation Steering 
Committee that represents all the standards. Each committee is responsible for 
overseeing data related to that standard. Central to unit assessment are the individual 
program reports compiled in the spring of each year.  Although they are prepared at the 
program level, they are reviewed at the department level, in the Accreditation Steering 
Committee, and with Education Partners for suggestions and feedback. Aggregated 
program data and other data specific to the unit are used to prepare the annual report. 
The report serves as the basis for action items for the unit strategic plan. In Fall 2012 no 
annual report was filed with the accreditation agency because the unit did not know to 
whom to submit the report. For that reason, the reporting cycle is somewhat off 
schedule; however, extensive data collection and candidate, program, and unit review 
has been ongoing.  Every effort has been made to institutionalize the process (see Data 
Collection Dates in Exhibits).  
 
In applying the analysis to candidate, program, and unit improvement, the following 
questions are asked.  
 
Question 1: Do admitted candidates have the capabilities to be successful at the level of the 
program into which they were admitted? 
 
Admission criteria are designed to identify those candidates that have the capabilities to 
be successful at the level of the program into which they were admitted. If a significant 
number of students are not being successful, we strive to identify the reason (i.e. errors 
in admission criteria, course content, and/or scaffolding) so that any needed changes 
can be made.  

Question 2. Is the admission policy fair and equitable, and does it address diversity as 
appropriate within the specific cultural context?  
 
To ensure fairness and equity and to identify any areas of concern related to university 
admission, program coordinators track demographic information on applicants and 
admitted candidates. These data are examined to see whether any bias is evident and 
whether changes should be made (within cultural parameters). 

Question 3: Does the unit prepare candidates who have the subject matter content 
knowledge necessary to teach in the designated teaching field and level?  
 
Several measures are taken to ensure that candidates have appropriate subject area 
content knowledge according to program (see standard 1). In the B.Ed. programs, 
partner colleges in the discipline areas (Arts and Sciences and Sharia) provide 
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instruction in subject matter content. The program coordinators and the deans and 
faculty members in these partner colleges (the “content team”) meet frequently to 
review content courses to ensure that it meets the needs of our students. If any data 
indicate that students are not being well prepared in subject matter content, the 
“content team” collaboratively reviews the content courses to reflect on what changes 
need to be made.  
 
In the post-baccalaureate diploma programs, all candidates must pass a subject area 
content test before being admitted into the program. Content knowledge is also tracked 
during the program in specific assignments (see Standard 1). If any content issues are 
noted for individual students, the policy is to mentor these students in the methods 
courses (require them to engage in tutoring) to address content knowledge deficiencies. 
No candidate is allowed to pass the methods courses if content deficiencies are not 
remediated. To date, this has not occurred (all admitted students have demonstrated 
appropriate content knowledge). If data should reveal extensive content deficiencies 
among candidates, the content tests would be reviewed to ensure that only candidates 
with appropriate content knowledge are admitted. These tests were compiled from 
released teacher-certification tests from other countries and/or from exit level tests in 
the discipline area. Because of our small population in these programs over the last few 
years, reliability levels for these tests have not been established, but there are plans to 
do so.  
 
Content knowledge in the masters level programs is assessed through comprehensive 
exams taken at the end of course work, prior to internships. No candidate is allowed to 
enter an internship that if they have not successfully passed the comprehensive exam. If 
a candidate does not pass the exam on his/her first attempt, they are allowed several 
weeks for focused study to remediate content deficiencies and are allowed to take the 
test a second time. To proceed to the internship experience, the candidate must pass the 
second exam. Candidates are also expected to demonstrate subject content knowledge 
during the internship (Internship Evaluation and Final Project report) and in their 
online portfolios. If deficiencies are noted, the candidate is advised and given several 
weeks to remediate any areas of concern. To assess program-level issues, the 
coordinators do test analysis on the comprehensive exams. If there is significant errors 
related to any specific content, the coordinator and faculty members the curriculum of 
the course or courses make changes to address that deficiency (See Section 2.3).  
 

Question 4: Does the unit prepare teachers and school leaders who demonstrate 
professional, ethical, and pedagogical dispositions that contribute to an environment in 
which every child can learn?  
 
Each program collects both direct and indirect data on candidate dispositions. In all 
programs, candidates complete a self-analysis of dispositions early in their programs as 
a means to inform them of what is expected. The university supervisor then completes a 
survey on each student prior to the field semester. This allows mentoring in any areas 
of concern for individual students. During the clinical experience, university supervisors 
complete disposition surveys on each candidate at the mid-point and end of the clinical 
experience semester. If any areas of concern are noted in the mid-semester survey, a 
remediation plan is developed collaboratively among the candidate, the mentor, and the 
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university supervisor. Candidates are expected to meet expectations by the second 
survey near the end of their clinical experience. In reviewing candidates’ assignments in 
their portfolios, evaluators also assess dispositions. High standards are demanded of 
candidates; at least 80% satisfactory or above for initial candidates and 90% for 
advanced candidates. The portfolios are previewed mid-semester to identify areas of 
concern so that candidates have time to remediate deficiencies.   

Question 5: Does the unit ensure that candidates have the professional and pedagogical 
knowledge to teach students effectively?  
 
Pedagogical knowledge and skills are assessed through key assignments throughout the 
candidates’ programs (see Standard 1), through the CPA-PDI surveys during field 
experience for all programs, and in final portfolios. As with dispositions, should any 
areas of concern emerge before or during the field experience, a remediation plan is 
developed or, in the case of the portfolio, the candidate is informed and encouraged to 
remediate the situation. In addition, all courses, including methods courses, have a mid-
course report that the instructors submit to the head of the department, identifying any 
candidate who is not making satisfactory progress and specifying what scaffolding 
efforts are being made. If aggregated data show lack of progress with multiple 
candidates, then the program is reviewed to see where improvements may be needed.  
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Question 6. Does the unit provide field experience and clinical practice that enable 
candidates to develop and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions 
necessary to help all students learn? 
 
Candidates also complete a survey about the quality of the clinical experience that 
focuses on the support from mentor teacher and university supervisor. Mentors are also 
engaged in a reflective feedback session at the end of each field experience. This 
information is used to reflect on the field experience and to inform any changes, 
improvements that need to be made.  
 
Question 7. Does the unit provide opportunities for the candidate to have experiences with 
a diverse student population and in diverse settings, as appropriate within the cultural 
context? 
 
Although the social context of Qatar’s schools limits gender diversity opportunities, the 
unit attempts to track and review the diversity opportunities of our candidates. During 
the clinical experience, each candidate completes a Clinical Experience Diversity 
Questionnaire. This enables the assessment coordinator to prepare a profile of the 
candidates’ current and previous field experiences related to diversity. The candidates 
also complete a diversity survey that provides data to reflect on how well the unit 
prepares candidates in the area of diversity. The exit survey that we request of all 
graduates also includes diversity questions. Data from these sources provide a 
summary of the unit’s effectiveness in this area.  
 
Question 8. Are all faculty members highly qualified, and do they model best professional 
practices in scholarship, service, and teaching, including the assessment of their own 
effectiveness as related to candidate performance? 
 
Faculty members are expected to model best teaching practices and to continue in 
professional development. This expectation is validated by course evaluation data, a 
yearly Technology Use Survey, annual faculty evaluation and course portfolio 
examination by each department, professional development, research contributions, 
and periodic class visits by the Quality Assurance Committee. Faculty workload is also 
tracked to ensure equity and fairness in expectations for faculty members.  
 
Question 9. Does the unit maintain the leadership, authority, budget, personnel, facilities, 
and resources, including information technology resources, for the preparation of 
candidates to meet professional, state, and institutional standards? 
 
The university to which the unit belongs has established policies that apply to 
leadership responsibilities and authority, budgeting procedures, personnel issues, and 
management of facilities and resources. The unit follows all university policies.  
 
 

2.2 Moving Toward Target or Continuous Improvement (2.2.b    Continuous 
Improvement) 
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Summarize activities and changes based on data that have led to continuous improvement 
of candidate performance and program quality. 

 
 The conceptual framework was revisited to strengthen its theoretical base and to 

present a clearer articulation of the philosophy of the unit and the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions it values. A broad range of administrators and faculty 
members were involved in this process so that the resulting document truly 
represented the beliefs and values of the unit. Although this action was not “data-
based,” its importance to candidate performance and program quality is that it 
fostered a community of practice in which the contributions and success of all is 
valued. 

 
Although the following changes were not strictly “data-based,” they emerged from the 
realization that more data and more rigorous data were needed to inform program and 
unit quality.  
 
 Unit assessment activities were articulated in a rigorous unit assessment plan. 

The system includes stronger triangulation of data and policies to increase inter-
rater reliability. It includes policies in which data are regularly and systematically 
collected, compiled, aggregated, summarized, and analyzed to improve candidate 
performance. Evaluation of programs and unit operations to ascertain 
effectiveness is central to the process.  

 
 The TaskStream™ online assessment system has been more fully operationalized 

to support unit assessment, with multiple measures of learning outcomes tracked 
throughout each program. All faculty members have received training on how to 
use TaskStream and have had the opportunity to contribute to the structure and 
content of its assessment instruments. Rubrics were revised to clearly relate to 
targeted standards and learning outcomes, and all rubrics were set to a standard 
four-point scale so that comparisons across instruments could be made.  

 
 Data for dispositions for the Masters in Education programs was not sufficient. As 

a result, targeted dispositions were clarified and evaluation instruments were 
developed. Multiple measures of dispositions are now conducted for all programs 
in the unit.  

 
 Stronger measures of content knowledge were established, including content 

exams in all programs. 
 
 Insufficient data was available to assessment candidates’ ability to assess student 

learning. As a result, assignments were added to initial program that require 
candidates to assess and analyze student learning, make appropriate adjustments 
to instruction, and monitor student progress. The assignments in the advanced 
programs require candidates to analyze student, classroom, and school 
performance data and make data-driven decisions about strategies for teaching 
and learning so that all students learn.  School leader candidates are required to 
provide evidence that they are able to create positive environments for student 
learning and that they collect and analyze data related to student learning and 
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apply strategies for improving student learning within their own jobs and 
schools. 

 
 Little data were available to use to assess candidate use of technology. As a result, 

a specific assignment in which candidate were required to demonstrate 
instructional use of technology was included in each program in the unit.  

 
 Checkpoint data indicated that candidates having trouble in a single course might 

have to leave the program because of the checkpoint requirements. As a result, a 
stronger candidate support system has been developed that would alert the 
instructor and the program coordinator early enough to provide scaffolding for 
the candidate.  

 
 Data from the internships in the Masters in Education programs was not 

sufficient. Stronger internship observation and evaluation were developed for 
these programs.  

 
 Data from the Diversity Survey and the Exit Survey were difficult to correlate to 

specific unit outcomes. These surveys have been revised to more closely correlate 
to unit learning outcomes and/or unit dispositions. The vocabulary of the Exit 
Survey and post-graduation surveys was not appropriate for candidates in those 
programs. These surveys have been modified so that their data are more 
meaningful.  

 
 Item analysis of the comprehensive exam in the MEDEL program resulted in 

increased focus on the elements of professional research in the research methods 
course.  

 
 Grades in courses with field components showed inconsistently in field 

assignments. As a result, all courses with field hours were reviewed to ensure that 
field assignments were emergent; i.e. that more developed pedagogical 
knowledge and skills were required as students went through their programs and 
that the same assignments were not required at different levels of expected 
mastery.  

 
 In examining assignments to use for data collection, it became apparent that all 

course objectives were not stated in measureable terms and that all course syllabi 
did not clearly show when and how student learning outcomes were assessed. As 
a result, several syllabi were modified to clarify learning outcomes and to plan for 
more rigorous assessment of course objectives and course learning outcomes.  

 
 Several changes were made in the content courses in the B.Ed. Primary Program 

in response to collaboration with the “content team” from Arts and Sciences to 
improve the content level of students.  

 
 Annual reports consistently showed that candidates scored low on the 

professional ethics standard. In response, several courses in each program 
revised assignments and rubrics so that professional ethics would be more 
purposefully taught and assessed throughout the programs.  
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Discuss plans for sustaining and enhancing performance through continuous 
improvement as articulated in this standard. 
 
The unit assessment system is new. Although every effort has been made to fully 
execute the system, it needs further refinement as all faculty members in the unit, and 
especially the program coordinators, become more familiar with it. Also, as several of 
our programs are new or relatively new, unanticipated issues arise. Plans for sustaining 
and enhancing performance and continuous improvement, however, may help to make 
this growing process productive, sustaining, and (hopefully) relatively painless.  
 
Actions toward future success include the following: 
 

• Two new staff members have been hired whose job descriptions include 
extensive responsibility for assessment. These individuals have the skill, 
training, and experience to oversee the assessment process in an effective and 
professional manner.  
 

• The unit anticipates hiring a full-time field experience placement coordinator. As 
our programs expand, there will be significant organization required to ensure 
that appropriate placements are found for all field experiences and that these are 
managed efficiently. At present, each program coordinates its own placements. 
The growth of our programs is making this impractical and inefficient.  

 
• The unit is currently developing a database of schools and mentors for field 

experience in each program. The importance of this is that we hope to (1) 
identify those placements that have proven to be most beneficial to our 
candidates, (2) to facilitate increased participation of mentors and school 
administrators in the planning and revising of candidates’ clinical experiences, 
and (3) provide more training for mentors to increase field experience quality.  

 
• The unit plans to provide continued training for all evaluators on the scoring of 

key assessment artifacts. This action is important for data reliability and validity.  
 

• Plans are for data to be increasingly entered and analyzed online. This will 
require continued training and support for faculty and candidates. However, it 
should result in more transparency, greater accuracy, and more permanence for 
data.  

 
• The unit is committed to meeting or surpassing international standards. The 

process of transformation from IRTE to NCATE to CAEP will require the unit to 
stay abreast of changes. The administration and the faculty will continue to seek 
opportunities to become better informed.  

 

2.3 Areas for Improvement Cited in the Action Report from the Previous 
Accreditation Review  
 
The original report indicated the following areas for improvement and rationales. 
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5. The unit does not have a fully developed assessment system in place to support the 

collection, analysis and reporting of candidate, program, and unit operations data.   
 
Assessment of candidate performance includes multiple sources of evidence 
different checkpoints, but the coherence of data collected is negatively impacted by 
the lack of a comprehensive system.  Evaluation of programs and unit operations to 
ascertain effectiveness is not well defined or systematic, and is not well integrated 
into the assessment system.  
 

Response: Since the report, the unit has developed a Unit Assessment Plan with a 
comprehensive system of collecting and analyzing data. The plan was developed in 
close collaboration with a consultant familiar with IRTE/NCATE requirements and 
procedures. The draft plan was submitted to the unit’s Accreditation Steering 
Committee for review and feedback, to each department, and to the Education Partners, 
who represent stakeholders from K-12 schools, the Supreme Education Council, 
parents, graduates of unit programs, and educators from other countries. Finally, it was 
submitted in the 2011 annual report to IRTE for review. Since that time it hasbeen 
institutionalized within the unit.  
 
The plan provides for the assessment of candidates on the eight learning outcomes on 
multiple assessment measures implemented across the duration of the program, from 
admission to completion (as recommended by NCATE, 2006). Measures have been 
selected that directly relate to candidate success, and include direct and indirect 
assessment measures. Evaluation is ongoing, with mid-semester, end of semester, and 
annual review of candidate success. These multiple measures provide triangulation of 
the data as well as an opportunity to view candidate progress over time. Although these 
measures typically assess more than one learning outcome, each learning outcome is 
addressed separately in the analysis. When the assessment is an artifact or performance 
(for example, a unit plan or portfolio), two or more faculty members assess it to reduce 
bias and increase fairness and accuracy and inter-rater reliability is established.  
 
The assessment plan is designed to provide data for each program for the purpose of 
program improvement and to validate the benefits of current practices (Kimball, 
Harriman, & Hanley, 2002; NCATE, 2001; Pepper & Hare, 1999). Data for program 
evaluation is collected throughout the year and summarized in an annual report that is 
discussed first in the Heads of Departments and Coordinators’ Meeting, then with full 
faculty participation in the appropriate department meeting, and finally, as part of the 
unit assessment procedures, with a range of stakeholders in the bi-annual Education 
Partners’ Meeting. The Education Partners Committee is composed of representative 
members from the faculty of content areas, mentor teachers, principals of schools in 
which candidates engage in field and clinical experiences, staff from the Supreme 
Education Council and Supreme Evaluation Council, and other stakeholders. The 
purpose of these meetings is to engage stakeholders to make recommendations for 
program improvement so that the programs may continue to be responsive to the 
changing needs of the society and the candidates (Lusky & Hayes, 2001).  
 
It should be noted that the university has been preparing for accreditation by the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) concurrent with the unit’s own 
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accreditation efforts. The data required for the university accreditation process differs 
from that of the IRTE/NCATE process in that it is only at the program level and seeks 
data only at the mastery level, not progress over time. Program reports are submitted 
annually. Each program develops an action plan each spring based on all available data; 
in addition, previous action plans are reviewed to evaluate progress.   
 

6. The instruments used to assess advanced candidate proficiencies and dispositions 
need development.  

At the advanced level, the unit relies heavily on course grades as indicators of the 
candidates’ proficiencies. A meaningful way to assess candidates’ proficiencies 
during their internships, a component of their program requiring significant hours 
of work, has not yet been developed. In addition, the two advanced programs have 
not prepared a set of dispositions central to their candidates’ development as 
professional leaders and have not designed the means to assess candidates’ 
dispositions, beyond the e-folio exhibits selected to document ethical values and 
initiative.   

Response:  

Disposition surveys have been developed for both advanced level programs. Candidates 
complete this survey early in their program so that they may become familiar with what 
is expected. Supervisors complete the disposition survey in the semester prior to 
internship to identify any areas of concern and again during the internship. If there are 
deficiencies, the supervisor prepares an action plan with the candidate, which has 
specific responsibilities and a timeline. These instruments were designed to align with 
national and international organizations; the Qatar National Professional Standards for 
Teachers and School Leaders for the Masters in Education, Educational Leadership 
Program (MEDEL) and the Council for Exceptional Children for the Masters in 
Education, Special Education Program (MSPED).  

Several additional measures of content were added to the masters programs, including 
adding content assessment to several key assessments through the program and an 
evaluation of content knowledge in the summative projects and online portfolios. In 
addition, a comprehensive exam was added to the MSPED program; previously only the 
MEDEL had a comprehensive exam. Each of the masters programs developed new and 
more rigorous internship evaluations. An assistant was hired for the MEDEL program to 
increase the number of observations visits that could be made during the internship 
semester.  

7. The unit has taken limited steps to eliminate bias and establish fairness, accuracy, 
and consistency in its assessments.   
 
Although the unit uses multiple instruments and solicits feedback from its 
professional community, its use of rubrics for assessments does not always include 
training of scorers and an inter-rater reliability process.  

 
Response: Committees consisting of the assessment manager, program coordinators, 
and faculty members who teach the courses in which the rubrics are used have 
examined and refined all rubrics. All rubrics have been set to a four-point scale to 
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facilitate aggregation of data. All faculty members have received training in how to use 
the rubrics. Multiple evaluators score key assessments and establish strong inter-rater 
reliability through dialogue prior to scoring the items. Inter-rather reliability scores are 
established on the total scoring data.  
 

8. The unit does not use data for program improvement on a regular and systematic 
basis.   
 
Because the analysis and reporting of data have not been consistent across 
programs and the assessment system is not fully implemented, the programs have 
not had the information to comprehensively study their effectiveness and make 
appropriate modifications.   

 
Response: Each program prepares an action plan each spring based on all available 
data. The action plans identify Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats 
(SWOT). As part of the reflective process, the action plan from the previous year is 
reviewed to evaluate progress toward goals. Program data and proposed action plans 
are reviewed at the department level, in the Accreditation Steering Committee, and, 
finally, with the Education Partners. At each level, participants provide feedback and 
make suggestions. The final plans are filed with the university accreditation committee 
(which is currently being transferred to an online format) and included in the annual 
report to the accrediting organization (IRTE). Changes in policy or curriculum are 
reflected in the next year’s programs.  

 
All exhibits for this standard may be found at  

 https://www.taskstream.com/ts/manager204/IRTEFollowupReport 

 
Please log in with the password IRTE. 

 

 

https://www.taskstream.com/ts/manager204/IRTEFollowupReport
https://www.taskstream.com/ts/manager204/IRTEFollowupReport
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