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1. What measures of student performance are most valued in program assessment and review?  What direct measures of student learning are used to determine whether student learning outcomes have been met?  How are performance data used to improve student learning?

The CSU-SF program is currently working with two categories of assessment and review.  The first category is course level assessment where faculty assess each student’s work based upon the course objectives and learning outcomes.  All courses in the program sequence contain learning outcomes that are mapped and linked to the desired learning outcomes of the whole program.  The second category is a portfolio assessment milestone which occurs after the third semester of the program (at the beginning of the second year). Each student assembles a portfolio of three papers representing their work during the first year, specifically representing their growth in three areas:

· Language and argumentation

· Equity issues in education

· Critical analysis and praxis

Students write a cover memo to the Portfolio Review Committee explaining how these papers demonstrate their strengths and/or areas needing improvement.  The memo asks the student to reflect on the steps needed to improve performance in the second and third years of the program.

A Portfolio Review Committee comprised of program faculty read and discuss the submissions using a portfolio rubric to focus on key assessment issues (I have attached the rubric to this response).  Ultimately the student, the faculty advisor and reviewer from the Portfolio Review Committee will meet and discuss the committee’s evaluation and craft a plan for improvement, if necessary.

Based upon these two categories of assessment feedback, the student should have a comprehensive picture of strengths and areas needing improvement as well as a plan for how to address these areas.

2. How do your students address substantive problems collectively and individually? What are the artifacts that they produce that demonstrates mastery of concepts that span several topic areas in education policy and practice and require interaction with other disciplines and fields of study?  What written and oral reports are expected?
Most of the courses in the SFSU program require papers that link theoretical and analytical frameworks to the practice in the field and the institutional realities of the working professionals in this program.  In one of the initial seminars, students are asked to integrate course readings and discussions with a series of papers using their institution as the case study for the critical issues identified in the course.  The quantitative analysis course relies upon short papers, structured as hypothetical memos to administrators, requiring student analysis of equity issues found within the datasets.  Another course requires the creation of a citizen’s guide to the budget explaining how public funding is used by the education institution.  Students also write policy analysis papers on current issues facing the colleges and schools within California.  Most courses in the program require at least three papers and many expect oral presentations as well.

The SFSU EDD program students are now seriously engaged in identifying the focus of their dissertation project.  We are in the initial stages of developing research projects linked to key issues facing either the schools or the community colleges (or both) in the state, and we would like to organize collective dissertation projects where each student would address a specific aspect of the field research.  Ultimately, this approach to the dissertation would integrate what students have learned from multiple disciplines with a research agenda linked directly to the schools and community colleges.  Examples of projects that we are considering include 

· research on the goals and objectives of immigrant students enrolled in non-credit ESL programs in community colleges and what they learn from limited enrollment experiences within ESL programs;

· research on the factors that enable and limit student success of African American and Latino students and other underrepresented student populations in the STEM disciplines.

In both cases, we envision that two or three students could be working with a faculty member on a large research project which will provide useful research to the colleges and schools as well as a fine dissertation for the student.

3. What research questions do the data generate that further your institution’s work and inform consideration of whether learning outcomes have been met at the level expected for doctoral candidates?  How are the findings used in our program assessment plan(s)?  How does this information inform your consideration of courses and experiences?
At this early stage in the development of the EDD program at SFSU, we are only beginning to understand specific issues related to student outcomes.  We have much more to learn.  Three major concerns have already been identified:  

1) Is the sequence of courses well-aligned to the way students learn specific competencies in research, critical analysis and structural inequality?  In other words, are students being introduced to analytical frameworks, theory, knowledge and skills in the proper order?  How do we know that the order/sequence is working?  To address this concern, we are developing an assessment design to see if we can respond to this concern.  We plan to map the stated learning outcomes and the actual learning outcomes for each course in the sequence using multiple data sources including the course syllabus; the course assignments; faculty perceptions of student learning; and student self-perceptions of student learning.  Given a fully developed map of the sequence and the learning outcomes, we can then provide faculty with the tools to discuss the learning sequences in our program and make appropriate changes where needed.

2) Are the themes established by the program integrated into all courses in the sequence?  We need to understand how faculty are integrating program themes of structural inequality; critical analysis and praxis; and research methodologies into their course, and whether the current state of theme integration is working for the students and the faculty. 
3) The Portfolio Review described above also serves as a program-level evaluation.  We will need to revisit the learning outcomes in our portfolio rubric and compare them to the expectations of course faculty for learning objectives in the first year.  There may be some significant variations between what we have identified in the portfolio rubric with the achievement of learning outcomes in the first year sequence.
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